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{7:10 pom.}

MR. SIFE: Good even On behalf of the

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, referred to as FERC, I

would like to welcome you all tonight. This is a public

comment meeting on the draft Environmental Impact Statement.

If everyone received the draft Environmental Impact

Statement, that's t it looks like or u may have

received a CD in the mail. We're trying to cut down mail

costs at FERC, so we're sending out CDs now. This is for

the TransWestern Pipeline Company's proposed FPhoenix

Expansion Project.

Let the re

rd show the pul > comment meeting

5 Doug Sipe.

began at 7:10 p.m, on June 4, 2007, My name
1 am the FERC project manager for this project. Mark

Mackiewicz, sitting over here in the middle, is the Bureau

of Land Management National Project Manager. Later on in

the week we are going to have DOT with us also, but they

couldn't make it t

night. That will be Ross Reineke. He is

a regicnal community assistant and Technical Services CAT's

manager with the Pipeline and Hazardous Material Safety

Bdministration, PHMSA. If you guys have any questions for

me know and I can forward those on to him

m, you can let
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and he

at.

get back to you guys on

I'll describe the roles of the agencies in a

minute and a bit

er Mark will expand on the role of h

respective agency. Bill Braun, on my left, and Amy Davi

n -- you met Amy when you came in.

the rear, you met th Y

They are with NRG. They're a consulting firm. They're the

ones that helped us write that big document there that would

probably put most people to sleep, e draft Environmental
Impact Statement.

The FERC is an indepe

cy that regulates

the interstate tran on of electri natural and

iews prc and au ruction of

irn

natural gas pipelines, storage facilities and

iatural gas terminals as well as licensing and

se of the

of hydroelectric projects. The pur

Commission is to protect the public and energy customers and

within

aszsuring that regulated epnergy comp.
the law.

We are located in

We're just

north of the United States C:

if anybody's familiar

W D.2., Union Station., We're r down tl street from

those

5. FERC has up to five ¢ zioners. Right now

we do have five cc sioners in the house. Sometimes

a little bit less than that. Somet s they're in and out.

He

ve three.

have three. We usually always
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haven't been there for anything less than three, but right

now we are fortunate to h

ve five. They are appointed by

of the United States with advise and consent

of the Senat

. Commiszsioners serve five-year terms and have

al vote on regulatory matters. One member of the

Commission is designated by the President to serve as our

chair and FERC's administrative head.

FERC has ag imately 1200 employees in D.C.

There are also regional offices, but they're for the

hydroelectric facilities only. Right now our chairman is

ph T. Kelliher. The FERC is the lead federal agency

the Naticnal Environmental Pel

FPhoen

% Expansion Project and the lead agency
for the preparation of the EIS.

NEPA requires FERC to analyze the environmental
impacts, consider alternatives and provide appropriate
mitigation measures on proposed projects. The BLM, the
Forest Service, the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety

Administration. I can't get used to saying that. They are

formally 3, Office of Pipeline Safety, but they've changed

their name and they want us to use new name, but a

the

of pe

ple know ti

ice of Pipeline Safety. T
Bureau of Indian Affairs and the Mavajo Mation are
participating as cooperating agencies in the preparation of

the EIS.
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This meeting is a j

ency public comment

meeting. The purpose of tonight's meeting is to provide

each of you with the opportunity to ents on

Ve us your

the draft EIS and any general comments you have about the

pProje We are here tonight to learn from you. It will

help us the most if your comments are specific as possible

ject and the draft EIS. If vou

regarding the proposed pro

have any specific guestions, [ am here to answer those. And

also I'll get into later, TransWestern is here also. They
can take a lot of your questions.

If you wish to speak tonight, please be =i

ker's li was in the back. This is

pretty informal since we don't have that many people here

tonight. If you want t ak, can just raise your hand

spe

and let me know but you have to « it with a microphone

front of you so our friend, the court reporter, here doesn't

mad at me.

If not, you can pick up © of the blue handouts

that provide instructions to make it easier for you to send

written comments into us. The speaker's list and the

handouts are both with Amy at the sign-in table, along wi

a couple of other b

»ack. I meant to bring a

couple of those up. The brochure will help you t with

-

what to do if there's a pipeline on your land. There's a

brochure back there for electronic information at FERC, how
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that at FERC -- just some helpful broch

During our review of the project we assembled
information from a variety of sources, including
TransWestern, you the public, other state, local and federal

is and field work.

agencies and our own independent analys
We analyzed this information and prepared a draft EIS., It
was distributed to the public for comment. A notice of

availability of the draft EIS was issued for the project on

ARpril 27, 2007. We > meetings up, the

comment meetings on the draft, somewhat about a month after

the EIS goes out to give everyone a fair share at reading

that big, thick document.

We are in the midst of a 45-day comment period on

the draft EIS. The formal comment period will end on June

18

, 2007, It is during this period that we receive comments

on the draft EIS. All written comments received during this
time period or verbally tonight will be addressed in the
final EIS. HNow that is a NEFA timeframe, that 45 days. We

will accept comments up to -- we plan on probably putting

out the final around -- I think right s September.

We will a

COnmer up to a certain point where we can

final and then there is a cut-off

still put them in the

point. But the 45-day ent period is a NEPA comment

period. We will continue to accept comments after that, but
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> where we will have to cut them

there is a certain ti

off. That's why we ask you to provide comments as soon as
possible in order to give us time to analyze and research
the issues and provide adeguate response.

I would like to add that the FERC strongly
encourages electronic filing of any comments. The
instructions for this can ke located on our website,
www . FERC,gov under the e=Filing link. The blue handouts at

the sign-in table with Amy also tell you how to file

stem.

comments electronically. We also have a Y

called e-Suk

cription. Go on to www.FERC.gov and e-

Subscript you can subscribe to that and that will keep

ord with

you up-to-date on what's being filed on the

FERC. It's pretty nifty. You just get an e-mail sent to

you and you can either open it or delete it.

If you received a copy of the draft EIS, paper or

CD, you will automatically receive a copy of the final EILS.

ou did not get a copy of the draft and uld like to get

final, please sign the attendance sheet in the

rear and provide us your name and address and we'll make

sure we get you a copy of the fi

The EIS is not a decision d

. It is being

prepared to advise the Commission and to disclose to the

of construc

lic the env

ental impac ng and

B

operating the proposed proj . When it is completed, the
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vironmental information from

on will o der the en

Commiss

the draft EI3, along with the non-environmental issues such

s and rates in making its decision

as engineering, marke

approve or deny a certificate, which would be FERC's

authorization for this project.

There is no review of FERC's decision by the

=ndence as a

indeg

President or Congress, maintaini

ulatory agency in providing for fair and unbias

decisions. If the Commission votes

and public conveni

n will be required to meet certain
conditions as outlined in the certi

are in the draft EIS right now. Everyone can see what we

ed so far. Take a look at them if

have propo.

U get a

char

FERC environmental staff will menitor the project

through construction and restoration, performing daily on-

gite inspections to ensure environmental compliance with the

conditions of the FERC certific So if this project is

proposed -- right now we have what is called a third-party

-am where we have FERC staff in the field

monitoring pr

non-stop throughout the whole project. Assuming this

project will be done in four spreads, five spreads --

don't know -- but we will have a moenitor on each one of

hey're

reads checking construction to make sure
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complying with our conditions itions.

ng with s

Our cooperating agencies will use the final EIS
in support of their permitting efforts. Mark Mackiewicz
with the BLM will now speak to you about his respective role
on the EIS process.

MR. MACKIEWICZ: Good evening. Again, my name is

Mark Mackiewicz. I'm with the Bureau of Land Management,

Washington, D.C. Office and we have 10,0 employees across
the western United States. The Bureau of Land Management is

the lead fed

"al agency with the resp

nsibility of issuing

rights-of-way across all federal lands and associated

permits. includes lands man

d by the Bureau of Land

Management, Bureau of Reclamation as well as the National

Forest em. We, at this point, will be issuing right-of=-

way across the Prescott National Forest as well as the

Kaikab Mational Forest.

Phoenix office and this includes the Lower Sc

office as well as the highest Hassayampa field office. In

addition, we also have lands out of the Farmington field

office

n New

LC0.

o]
L]

has mentioned, we are a cooperating

n the preparation of the draft E

agency ironmental Impact

Statement. We have independently evaluated the content of

the draft Environmental Impact Statement and will utilize
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this

ument to support our dec to either approve or
disapprove the right-of-way grant. At this point, the

pipeline cros: approximately 90 miles of federal lands.

That includes again lands administered by the Forest

lamation as well as the Bureau of Land

Servi

¢ Bureau of R
Management.

Again, the purpose of this meeting is
of our do

determine the adequa ment, whether we have

addressed the impacts to both the physical as well as the
human environment. And again, we're here to listen to you

r of this

and to help us determine the adequs: ment .

MR. SIPE: Thank you, Mark.

a little bit earlier I would like to

I mentio

point out to the audience that there are TransWestern

representatives in the room. I saw you guys talking to them

in the back. They are going te be here throughout the

swer most of the

I'm going to ke the one

questiona. If I get stumped on any of them, 1if you
any, then I may look to TransWestern to answer some

questions; but they have maps and they have the right people

here to answer your guestions. 8o if you guys have any

questicons for them or me, ple let me Know.

Before we t

the formal portion of the meeting
or before the formal portion of the meeting concludes --

well, I have this set up for a lot of people bec the
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last tir

e I was here th

e were a lot of people now

there's not. We usually d

't want a bunch of people in the

ba

room looking a of the

aps while the formal port

meeting is going on, so if you'd like to ask questions or

anything like that, you can. But after the formal por

you can look at maps in the back.

Right now, Steven Veatch, Senior Direc

cates and Tariffs, a re

ing to give you a brief overview in the status of

Expansion Project.

MR. VEATCH: Good evening. As Doug said, my name

I'm Senior Director of Certificate and

Tariffs representing TransWestern Pipeline on the Phoenix

Expansion Proje Tonight I'd like to give you a brief

rview of the Phoenix

pans Project and where we stand

at this time on the project itself, With me tonight are

individuals from Project Management, Engineering, Right-

Way, Constru tions and Environmental, who can

hopefully ar

r any questions you might have at the

conclusicn of the meeting.

The overall Fhoen

pansion Proj

t of the construction of approximately 95 miles ¢

£

inch pipeline and 164 miles of 36-inch diameter natural gas

eline., TransWestern will also be constructing minc

p

lateral lines and meter stations in addition to various

Public Meetings



9T-1l

5

[

taps, valves and otl

iliary facilities. The project

designed te transport 500 million cubic feet of natural gas

per day te customers in the state. Customers ha

ring

executed binding, preceding agreements with TransWestern to

partic

vate in this expansion are Arizona Public Service,

ltu

Salt River Project Agri Improvement and Power

Dist

rict, Southwest ¢ rporation, Gila River Power LP and

Unisource Energy, Inc. Those customers, four of the five,

have executed l5-year agreements wi Gila River executing a
¥ ]

four-year agreement for service.

TransWestern is looki ive the FERC

public

certif ity in September
2007 and commence construction in Octoaber with initial in-

11 in=-service in

service scheduled for July 2008 with over

2008, Transh

for the

estern has ordered the pig

project and it is currently in production. Construction

racts for the pipeline have been awarded to Gregory &

Cook Constru n and Rockford

poration. In addition,

the ! zontal directional dril

ing will be performed by

M ration.

hael's Corg

As of this da

41 perc f the private

easements needed for the project have been secured. This,

coupled with the right-of-way, TransWestern has requested

from the Bureau of Land Management, the Prescott and Kaibab

Mational Fo State Lands and the Navajo Nation
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represents over 171 miles or &0 percent of the overall
project.

And [ might neote, as a result of meet

here sometime back and the public comments we received when

we were here in Pre

cott Valley and discussions with local

public officials, TransWestern made rev ons to the route

i residential areas. The

in the Prescott Valley area to a

current proposed route is approximately one-half mile longer

than the original route.

Let me state again that there are representatives

from TransWestern on the project team here tonight that will

be available to answer

s you might have. Thank

vVery mu

MR. SIFE: Thank you, Steve,

I'1ll aborate a little bit on what Steven said

there, A lot of people's misperception of one of these
r area -- & lot of them think it's a

proj s coming into

done deal as soon as it gets here and you're

that they have acquired easements and they have issued
proposals out to construction companies and so much and so

forth., The

y have to do that. They have to act like they

are going to get a

rtificate from FERC. It is a company

risk that they do that and it's not always a done deal that
the Commission is going to vote to approve their project,

because of all those thi

but a lot of people thir
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happening the tion that we usually get, but

that's not the case. They have to move forward and just

hope that ti ificate to build.

ey get a ¢

We will now begin the important part of the

meeting wi e caker list and

nobody's on it. But 1f you want to ask us any questions,

we'll bring a microphone around te you and that's what I'm

tio

ions

here for. I'm here until whenever to answer your Jues
to help you guys out.

plain a little bit about the difference

between -- we were here in March for the same type of

meeting. T

/ were scoping meetings. That was

ally early

on in the proje That was when we'd come out. The

proposal was really new to us. It was new to

Since then a lot of work b The

been do

on the g

project has been refined. Like Steve mentioned, there has

been a reroute in this area to a 4 some things that had

some folks upset about. BSo those type of meetings is to
come out and get the information early on and hopefully we
can put the information in the document that you all read

ome thir to m

and

more smoothly.

How tonight's meeting is suppose to be for you

to make ments on our Environmental Impact

-- tell us what we did wrong in it, tell us what
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little bit

you liked apout it. 3o it's dif

erent, but
again, it could be the same format as the scoping. If you
have any questions, please let me know.

B transcript of this meeting will be placed in

the public re at FERC so that everyone has access to the

information collected here tonight, but that won't be done

for a little while. It does not inte the public record

go
for a number of days. If you'd like to purchase a
transeript early on, you can talk to the court reporter and

he can give you that information on w to do that.

We don't have anybody on the

if you guys want to ask me any questions, feel free,
your hand. But make sure that if you want to ask my any

guestions, it has to be one at a time and you have to do it
through the mic so it does become part of the public record.

[Pause.}

MR. SIPE: When I shut down the formal portion of

the meeting, we're going to stick around. If you guys want

to ask us any anything off the record, that's fine.

soing once, going twice. hat's the enc © our
Going on joing twice That" he end of our

a short list. Wi would

wout any more speakers, wh

be zere, the formal part of this meeting will conclude. On

behalf of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, the

Bureau of Land Ma

gement and the Forest Service, the

and H:

Pip rardous Material Safety Ad tration, the
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The FERC is

independent age

e

/ that regulates

the interstate transmission of electricity, natural gas and

oil. FERC re ction of

proposals and autho

interstate natural gas pipelines, storage facilitiesz and

atural gas terminals as well as ing and

inspecting of hydroelectri of the

Commission is to protect the customers and

agsuring that regulated energy comp. =z are acting within

the law.

We are locat in Washington, D.C. If you guys

north of the

are familiar with that area, we're

States Capi ¢ Union in station in D.C.

ation, t

We're right down the street from those guys FERC has up to

VS,

five commi the President of the

sioners who are ag

United States with a e and « ent of the Senate.

Commissioners serve filve-year terms and have egual vote on

regulatory matters. One member of e Commission is

and FERC's

designated by the President to serve as our «
administrative head.

roximatel

a part of and we do our

those upstairs and that's part of what they make their vote
ow our chalrman.

an. Chairman Joseph T. Kelliher is

sioner Mark Spitzer.

from this area. oner I think about
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o work in the Ariz

ago with us. He

just a little background. The FERC is the lead federal

HNat

consible for t nmental Policy

Aet, review of the Phoenix

ansion Project and the lead

ncy for the preparation of the EIS.

NEPA reguires FERC to analyze the environmental

impacts, consider alternatives and provide appropriate

mitigation measures on proposed projectz. The BLM, the

Forest Service, the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety

Administration, the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the Nav

jo

Mation are participating as cooperating agencles in the

aration ELS.

This meeting is a joint a

meeting and I can only thank the amount of

es we have and wi ut the

perating agencies -- 1
know there is some staff here from BIM -- we wouldn't get

very far. They provide a lot of input for us.

The purpose of tonight's meeting is to p

each of you with the opportunity to give us your comments on
the draft EIS and for us to answer any questions you may

have regarding the proposed Transwestern Project. This

e bit different than the scoping we had

here in March of 2006, That was in the pre-filing proce

of the project. That was before they filed an application.

at's a NEPA term. That's

That's what a scoping meeting --
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what it's called. Toni is a comment meeting on the draft

Envirconmental Impact Statement. We will alsoc take your

questions and any conc

you may have concerning the
project.

It would help us the most if your comments are
£1

specific as possible regarding the proposed project and the

draft EIS> If you wish to speak tonight, there's a

speak s list over there at the table, which is pretty well
empty right now. But it's a small crowd. A lot of times we

have a speaker's list because we do have a lot of speakers

and we try to get them in order. But if you guys,

ncies are done

done and :

=rating a

their ill and the company, if 1 gu have any qu
or anything, just let me know and you'll need to to

the micrephone and you can 2ak.

If you do not wish to speak, there are blue

ride instructions to make

handouts over on the table that pro

it easy for end written comments into us. The

speaker's list and the handouts are both with Amy at the

-in table.

During our review of the project we ass

information f

a variety urces, including

Transwestern, you the public, other state, local and federal

agencies and our own independent analysis and field work

We analy information and prepared a draft EIS that
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was distributed to the public for comment. A notice of
availability of the draft EIS was issued for the project on
April 27, 2007.

of a 45-day comment period on

We are in the mic

the draft EIS. The formal comment period will end on June

18, 2007, It is during this period that we receive comments
on the draft EIS and all written comments received during

sed in

pally tonight will be addr

thiz time period or v
the final EIS. So basically what happens is we first issue
a draft. This draft comes out to you guys and all of our

ived a

stakeholders in the p Or you may have rec

little CD. The same thing. It's a lot le

s weight. It

saves the government a lot of money.

and after we

After the comment per

chance to go over all the comments, we will put out a final

Environmental Impact Statement. After the final

Statement goes out the street, there's

Environmental Impa

we call it at the

usually a cooling off pericd. That's wi

Commissicn and then the Commission will vote to approve or
deny the project.
The 45-day comment period is a MEPA comment

comments after

period. That not to say we will not

that time, but we ask for them as soon as possible In order

to give us time to analyze and research the issues to

provide adequate re
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I would like to add that the FERC str

encourages electronic filing of any comments. The

instructi this ¢ be located on our w

=

www, FERC, gov under the e-filing link and the blue handouts

at the sign-in table with Amy also tell you how to file

comments electronically, plus there's a nice little brochure

on how handle e-filing. E-Subscription at FERC I always

like to go © 2 a nice tool that offer. You can

e=subscribe to this project and you'll get e-mails daily now

most likely on this project. Every time there's something

filed under the record you will ge an e-mail sent to you and

you can ¢ on it or you can del

If you re of the draft EIS,

CD, you will automatic

ive a copy of the final EIS.

If you did not get a r of the draft and would like to get

a copy of the final, please sign in on the attendance list

and ide us your name and address and we'll make sure we

y of the final EIE. We do have e:

the draft if anybody would like to have one of those. We
have some extra CDs and such over there. We don't actually

have the extra copies with us tonight, but we can get you

They we t out last w

t. They're not

The EIS is not a decision document. It is being

prepar ion and to disclose to the
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of cons

puplic the environmental impa ucting

operating the proposed project. When it is completed, the

Commissicon will consider the environmental information from

the draft EIS, along with the non-environmental issues s1

as engineering, marke

and rates in making its decision to
approve or deny a certificate, which would be FERC's
authorization for this project.

There is no review of FERC's decision by the

] FERC's independence as a

President or Congress, maintaining

regulatory agen

widing for fair and unbias

Y

decis

ions. If the Commission votes to approve the project

and tificate of public conveni and nec

sued, Transwestern will be required to meet certain

conditions as outlined in the certificate. Those conditions

are in the draft Environmental Impact Statement right now.

There are approximately 35 of them. You can take a look at

those., It's basically the conditions that goes at the end

of the certificate that we issue that the companies
abide by. Most likely that number will change. It will

most like decrease because in a draft we require these guys

stuff before we issue the final and be

to do a lot of ore

the Commission votes on the project.

FERC environmental staff will monitor the proje

through construction and restoration, performing daily on-

site i ections to er

environmental compliance with the
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conditions of the FE

C certificate if this project is

cerating agencies will use the final EIS

in support of their permitting efforts. Mark Mackiewicz
with the BLM and Ross Reineke with PHMSA will now speak to
you about their respective roles on the EIS process.

Mark?

MR. MACKIEWICZ: Good evening. My name again is
Mark Mackiewicz. I'm a national project manager with our

Washington, D.C. Office. The Bureau of Land Management is

the lead federal agency with the responsibility of i

ing

-s-of-way across all federal lands. This includes lands

managed by the Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of

Reclamation as well as the National Forest System and lands

managed by the United States Forest Services, specific

A

nal Forest.

the Prescott MNational Forest and the Kaibab Nati

This project iz within the jurisdiction of BLM's Phoenix

District Office, including the lower Scnoran field office as

well as the Hassayampa field office. In addition, it will

cross lands within the jurisdiction of the Farmington field
office in New Mexico.
And as Doug has mentioned, we are a cooperating

agency in the preparation of the draft E

ironmental Impact
Statement. We, as an agency, have independently evaluated

cport of our decision to

the content of
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ject.,

ner r'LFJ[.'l rove or d - }'\1."!'\' a ri '\}t'\f =of=-wa y' for
Again, the purpose of this meeting is to solicit
your comments as to the adequacy of the draft Environmental

Impact Statement and to determine whether we have adequately

: to the

both the pl ical as well as the human impac

environment. Thank you.

: Good evening. My name is Ross

MR. REI

Reineke. I'm with the Office of the Pipeline and Hazardous

v

Materials Safety Rdministration. We are part of DOT. We're

also known as the Office of Pipeline Safety, OFS.

I would like to thank Do for inviting me

ren the conc of the

to this public comment meeting. Gi

public with respect pipeline safety, my purpose at this
meeting is to assure you that if the pipeline receives a

favorable review from FERC, the Gffice of Pipeline Safety

will maintain a centinual regulatory watch over the pipeline

from its construction to it's testing and for the entire

operational life of the pipeline.

This regulatory oversight will

measuring t operator's performance to ensure that the

pipeline is constructed of suitable materials, that it is

welded in :

cordance with industry standards, that the
welders themselves are qualified to join the pipeline, that
the pipeline is installed to the proper depth, that it is

coated to assure effect

ive cathodic protection from
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COEros

ion, that the k £ill is sle and that the

pipeline is properly te

ed upon completion to ensure that

it can held

the pressures that the ope

rator requires to

transport the natural gas.

Beyond the o

2, the Office of

Pipeline Safety conducts inspections perliodically over all

aspects of the operations and maintenance of the pipeline.

The cperator must have a written pl in place to instru

its personnel and to relate to federal inspectors exactly

what t

ing or menitoring is

the freq

addition, if the tes

a4 response or

ing or moni

promp

a corre a

ion, the operator must detail his proc
address problems.

Beyond the tine functions that have for

decades been the ba:

ine for operations and intenance,
OFS has in the past few years implemented new initiatives to

ensure pipeline safety. At the forefront is the integri

management program. This program was published in the

Federal Register December 15, 2003. It requires operator

to identify high consequence areas (a class 3 or class 4)

other areas with s

ecified population density

concentrations or buildings of assembly or buildin housing

ined or impaired persons.

The Integrity Management ates that

operators rely not on
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standing of elines using e hed risk

assessment methods combined with emerging technology. The

>t is to find critical defec

and repair them before

failure occurs. The pl is continual, implementing up-to-

date mapping techniques, hydrosta

ing, in line

inspection of the pipeline, verification of the ILI, and

additional steps to assure that the pipeline has a real time

file with v anomalies documented and tracked. To measure

the effectiveness of its integrity management plan,

operators are required to measure performance through a

cludi test excavati

variety of measurements i

Another initiative rele

nt to this meeting

public awarene Last year, a standard was adopted as
regulation AFI RP116Z. The standard requires operators to

identify persons affec

the pipeline in a community; to
inform the publlic about recognizing leaks and taking

appropriate action; and to evaluate the effectiveness of the

program. RP 1162 establishes lines of communication and

information sharing with the public, vators, emergency

responders, and local officials. Operators have prepared

their written plans to comply w standard, which was

implemented in Qctober 2006.

The initiatives that I have described are a

sampling of what PHMSA/QFS does. The Western region of

PHMSA in

2rn states.

interstate operators in 12 we
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If pro ur iz not

are not adequate

or 1f an operat

following its procedures or pre

riptive regulatory

requirements, PHMSA is authori re action in

to seek puniti

iz a

the form of remedial action,

il penalties, whi

frequent pre ce, and even criminal action. The authority

is granted by Congress and the agenc ls responsible to

Congress for the execution of its mandates.

I hope that the pr ing haz been informative.

PHMSA's mission is pipeline safety and we want to assure the

public that pipeline safety to all stakeholders is our

1. Thank

you.

number one g ¥

MR. SIPE: Thank you, Ross. We appr ate that.

uld like to point out to the audience that

there are TransWestern representatives here to answer

ur

d they have brought detailed maps of the project

and of the pipeline route. I would appreciate you talk to

them after the formal part of this meeting is over. 1 saw
some people back there before the meeting started and after

the fo

al part of this meeting have at it and we're go

to be here actually after that, too.

Ste Veatch, Senlor Dire

and Tariffs, a representative of Transwestern, is now going

ve you a brief overview in the stat of the Phoenix

to gi

ansion Project,

MR. VEATX

As Doug said, my n
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W

fch. I'm Senior Director of Certificate and

representing Transweste Pipeline. Tonight I'd

like to give you a brief o the Trar

Pipeline Company Phoenix sion Project and where we

d at this time on the project itself. And as Doug

rated, with me tonight are representatives of the

Management, Engineering, Ri -of-Way,

Operations and our Envircnmental Group, who will be

available answer any questions y ght have at the

conclusion of the meeting.

The overall FI

enix

Expansion Proj

st of the of 42-

consi

on of appr

imately 95 mile
inch pipeline and additionally 164 miles of 36-inch diameter

ern will also be

natural gas pipeline. Transwes

construc

ing minor lateral lines and meter stati

addition to various taps, valves and other auxiliary

facilities. The project is designed to transport 500
million cubic feet of natural gas per day to customers in

the state. Customers having cuted bindi

n are Arizona

agreements to partic

ate in the expansi

ABgricultural

Public Service v, Salt r Project

npa

rement and Power Distri Southwest Gas C

Img

poration,

Gila River Power LP and Uniscurce Energy, Inc.

cuted ive parties total 370 million

contra

L=

ecuted

t per day. Four of the five have e
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contracts, with Gila

agreement

for the preoject.

Transwestern is curre

looking to receive the

FERC certif

ate of public convenience and necessity in

September of this year and he nstruct

ing to commence

in October. Our initial in-service is s

duled for July

2008 with overall in-serv of the project in Oct 2008,

At this point in time Transwestern has ordered the pipe for

struction

the project and it is currently in production. Co

ne have been aw

contracts for the pif ed to Gregory &

Cook Constrl

ion and Rockford Corporat In addition,

the !

ctional dr

lling will be performed by

hael's rporation.,

As of this date, 41 percent of the private

nents needed for the project have been secured. This,

coupled wit

the right-of-way, Transwestern has requested

from the Bureau of Land Management, the Prescott and Kaibab

Mat

State Lands and the Navajo MNation
represents over 171 miles or approximately 60 percent of the
overall project.

Let me state again that we do have

hat will be available

from the project te
to answer any questions you might have after the meeting.
Thank wyou.

MR. SIPE: Thank you, Steve,

Public Meetings
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PM2-1 The conditions, which are the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(Commission or FERC) staff’'s recommended mitigation measures, were
listed in section 5.3 of the draft environmental impact statement (EIS) and
are listed in section 5.3 of the final EIS. The first nine conditions in the
draft and final EISs are standard conditions that are included in all FERC
EISs. The remaining conditions are project-specific. These project-
specific conditions also appear as bulleted, boldfaced paragraphs in the
text of section 4.0 on the page number noted at the end of the condition
as it appears in section 5.3. Volume Il of the final EIS contains the
Agency Staffs’ responses to timely comments filed on the draft EIS that
are related to environmental issues. The text of the final EIS has been
revised as a result of these comments and to reflect refinements in the
project plans and mitigation measures since the issuance of the draft EIS.
A vertical line in the margin of the final EIS identifies text that has been
modified and differs from the corresponding text in the draft EIS.
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PM2-3

As discussed in section 4.11.1, Transwestern Pipeline Company, LLC
(Transwestern) would use an external pipe coating and cathodic
protection system to protect the pipe against external, internal, and
atmospheric corrosion.

Legal actions related to pipeline construction projects are typically related
to easement negotiations or intervenors requesting a rehearing after the
Commission approves a project.
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If a company does not meet the conditions or regulations that apply to the
project, under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the FERC
can issue fines up to $1,000,000 per day for certain infractions and the
U.S. Department of Transportation’s (DOT) Pipeline and Hazardous
Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA)/Office of Pipeline Safety (OPS)
can issue fines up to $100,000 per day.
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2 dollars a ictions or

3 UL I $10 100 Jay
] hat's 1i

; MR. Usually what happens

[ we regulate the i stry ar a

7 built we follow it through the resto

g environmentally like the restoration o

Once we deem the

Safety. Then once a new project comes in the door again, we

1z start it all over again with FERC. Once it's built and

13 restored, we again turn it over te OPS.
14 Does anybody else have any other questions?
PM2-5 . . ) e PM2-5 Transwestern has provided its Draft Visual Resource Study Technical
- 5 MR. COT My name is Bob Cothern.

Report. The results of the report have been incorporated into the
erson that their visual resource discussion in section 4.7.7. The report is included in the final EIS as
Appendix T.

17 management folks have not rec

18 supposed to have gotten yet.

et that to them if they don't have it
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on building. For their restoration

mple, they just fil
plan that was required for them to do with us and with the
BLM. They will file different sources of information with
the Forest Service, with the Corps of Engineers, so this is

n after tf

an ongoing process. Ever ! get a certificate, if

they get a certification from FERC, they will still owe the
agencies a lot of information to get their permits.

MR. MACKIEW

Transwestern is working very

closely BIM in develo

ing a visual resource management plan
and it's a work in progress right now. That particular plan

will be part of wh we call our Pl

n of Development. That

plan of development is attached to th

right-of-way grant
and when that's completed, Transwestern will be required to
mitigate any visual impacts out there. We do have, again, a

firm, a local contracting firm and it's working on that. 1In

fact, tomorrow we will be working on that a little bit more.

1f a right-of-way is issued, they will be reguired to follow

that plan. So we're pretty

omfortable right now with the

efforts that Transwestern has put forth into completing a

ce management Fl an.

MR. SIPE: To let you guys know how it works,

5 out on the street. That will

right now we have a draf

turn inte a final document., After we have a final EIS, the

sject. After the Commission

ssion will vote on

votes on the project, the company files what is called an

20
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y have to sa

implementation plan with FERC. T -isfy all the

conditions in the document and then we have to give them a

struction

leara to build, so there

are a lot of steps left.

Does anybody else have any

questions?
(Ho response.)

MR. SIPE: It is formal, but it's informal.

Usually, we require everyone to stand up and come up to the

mic to speak. I usually don't walk around. Does anybody

87 We w

have any further ques 11 be here to take your

questions after the formal part. I can close the meeting.

1

k at maps. You gquy:

We'll stand around. We can

can as

anything you want.

Mo one? Going once, twice., Wit

ut any

more :?}"l’::’ikt?!".‘i or an

ore questions, the formal part of this
meeting will conclude., ©On behalf of the Federal Energy

Regulatory Commission, the Bureau of Land Management and the

Forest Service, the Pipeline and Hazardous Material Safety
Administration, the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the Navajo

Wation, I'd like to thank wyou all for coming tonight. Let

the record reflect that the TransWestern Phoenix Expans

Project public comment m

ting concluded

You.

ve-entitled

{(Whereupon, at 7:45 p.m., the

matter was concluded.)
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PROCEEDIMNGS

MR. SIFE: Good even On behalf of the

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, referred to as FERC, I

would like to welcome you all tonight. This is a public

comment meeting on the draft Environmental Impact Statement

for Transwestern Pipeline Company's proposed Phoenix

Expansion Project. Let the record show that the public

comment meeting began at 7:13 p.m. on June 6, 2007.

My name is

e, I am the FERC project

manager for the proje Mark Mackiewicz, =itting at the

end of the tab

=, works for the Bureau of Land Management.

He is a national project manager. To his right is Ross

Reineke. He is a reglonal community asslstant and Technical

Services CAT's manager. He does works with the Office of

Pipeline Safety, which is now referred to as Pipeline and

Hazardous Material Safety Administration called PHMSA.
I'll describe the roles of the agencies in a

minute and a bit lat

r Mark and Ross will expand on tf

roles of their

tive agenc Bill Braun, on my left,

and Amy Davis at the sign-in table, they are with Natural

Resol

Group, MRG. MRG is a consult firm ass

sting us

in pr ng the draft Environmental Impact Statement that
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is prepared for this

and they will be g cing the

2]

final Environmental Impact Statement.

The FE is an independent ac v that regulates

the interstate transmission of electricity, natural gas and

oil. FERC reviews proposals and authori: construction of

interstate natural gas pipelines, storage facilities and
liguified natural gas terminals as well as licensing and the

inspection of hy electric projects. The purpose of the

mmission is to protect the public and energy customers and

assuring that regulated energy compani are acting within
the law.

We are located in h of

the United States C over the hill from

pitol -- really d

the Capitol Building. FERC has up to commissioners.

We are blessed with five right now who are appointed by the

President of the United States with advise and consent of

the Senate. nuissioners serve five-year te and have

equal vote on regulatory matters. One member « the

Commissicon is designated by the Fresident to serve as our
chairman and FERC's administrative head.
FERC has approximately 1200 staff employees. I'w

a part of the staff at FERC. We

offices, but they work with the hydro-related facilities,

but the part that deals with the natural gas is in

Washington, D.C. Actually, Commissioner Mark Spitzer is at

Public Meetings
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now and I know

the Federal Regulatory Comm

of pecple out here know who he is. He used to be out here

before he ¢ a part of us.
The FERC is the lead federal agency responsible

for the National Environmental Poli Act, review of the

Phoenix sansion Project and the lead agency the

preparation of the EIS.
MEPA requires FERC to analyze the environmental

impacts, consider alternatives and provide appropriate

mitigation measures on proposed projec The ELM, the

zardous Materials Safety

Forest Service, the Pipeline and H:

Administration, the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the Navajo
MNation are participating as cooperating agencies in the

preparation of the EIS.

agency public mment

This meeting is a j
meeting, The purpose of tonight's meeting is to provide
nents on

with the cpportunity to give us your <

each of ¥

the draft EIS and for us to answer any questions you may

have regarding the proposed Transwestern PFroject. I will

answer questions tonight. If cannot answer all the

ed in the final Environmental

questions, they will be addre

Impact Stat I'll try to answer as many as I can, but

sometimes we can't., So I you guys under. We are here

to learn from you. It will help us i omments

ic as pe the propeosed project and
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the draft EIS.

If you wish to speak tonight, we do have a
speaker's list out there. I saw about 15 people on it right
now, We have it ordered in elected officials will speak

first and then we'll go down through the list. I hope

everyone doesn't mind that. But if you don't wish to speak
tonight, we do have information out there on how you can
file comments with the FERC, either electronically, written

or verbally tonight.

During our review of the project we assembled

ormation from a wvar

cy of sources, including

and federal

Transwester = public, other state, local

1y yOu

agencies and our own independent analysis and field work.

We analyzed this information and prepared a draft EIS that

was distributed to the public for comment. A notice of

availability of the draft EIS was issued for the project on
April 27, 2007,
We are in the midst of a 45=day comment pericd on

the draft EIS. The formal comment period will end June

14
i

that we receive comments

, 2007, It is during this

11 written comments re

EIS

on the draf ived during

this time period or, as I ht will be

addressed in the final EIS.

how it works at FERC

t was done in pre-
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filing. Before the company actua -ion,

iles an applic

we work w

the company in pre-filing. We have scoping

reach. The

meetings ar public ou

an
application ig filed with the FERC. After an application is
filed at FERC, approximately four months after its filed, we

usually issue a draft EIS if their application is deemed

complete, The time line sometimes nges.

Four menths after the DEIS a lot of time the FEIS

goes out on the street. Two months after the FEIS is out on

the street the Commissi

votes to approve or deny the

ne on what

proj That gives you a little bit of a timel

be ne mment

is going tc down the read. The 45-day

period is a NEPA timeline. We will pt comments a little

bit after that, but it's kind of a judgment ecall by us

because as we are preparing the final Environmental Impact

Statement and as we are recelving more informati
applicant, we will take the comments and we will address

those in the final. There is a cutoff line that has to be

for us to get the final on the street. The comments that

are received after that we will address those in the order

that went upstairs for the Commi

e that you provi comments as soon as

possible and 1 appreciate the comments that we've received

s0 far. We have received a lot of early comments and that

out a lot, early comments and that help
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greatly in working the kin out of this project and it

gives us time to analyze and resear

accurate

I would like to add that the FE

encourages electronic filing of any commen

instructions for this can be located on our w site at

www, FERC, gov under the e-Filing link. The blue handouts at

to file comments

the =sign=- table also tell wyou he

electronically and there is also a brochure out there that

the outreach team, which I lead at C, put out to help

people file electronically. r good service iz e-

You can e-subs under the

Subscript ibe to this proj

docket number. It's a really good tool. It's what I use to

track the project. Anything that's filed under the docket

number you get an e-mail on if you e-Subscribe to it.

If you received a copy of the draft EIS, g

Ch, you will automatically rec a copy of the final EIS.

If you did not get a copy of the draft and would like to get
a copy of the final, please sign the attendance list and

provide your name and address and we'll make sure we get

final whenever it comes cut. I sent five

s of the EIS to Ariz and we haven't re th

They're somewhere in the Postal Service, but we do have a

lot of extra hard coples of the draft if anybedy wants one.

Give me your name and addre and I'll

1d you one.
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The EIS is n n document. It

prepared to advise the Commission and to disclose to the

public the er nmental impact of const

cting a

operating the proposed project. When it is completed, the

ider the environmental information from

Commission will co

the draft EIS, along with the non-environmental issues such
as engineering, markets and rates in making its decision to

1 would be FERC's

approve or deny a certificate, wh

authorization for this project.

Ther

is no review of FERC's decision by the

Presi g FE

dent or maintai

independence as a

ulatory agency roviding for fair and u

decigions. If the Commission votes to approve the project

and a certificate of public convenience and necessity is

ed to Transwestern, y will be required to meet

certain conditions as ocutlined in the certificate and some

of those conditions are in the draft EIS for vou

look at.
FERC environmental staff will monitor the project

through construction and restoration, performing daily on-

s to ensure er nmer

ions of the FERC certificate.

Qur cooperating agencies w

use the final EIS

in support of their permitting efforts. Mark Mackiewic

ELM and Ross PHMSA or OPS will now

with th ineke wi
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speak to you about their re ive roles on the EIS

CEES.

Mark?
MR. MACKIEWICZ: Good evening. My name again is

Mark Mac

I'm a national project manager with our

ment is

ice. The Bureau of Land Manac

Washington, D.C. O

the lead federal agency with the responsibility of issuing

htz=-of-way and associated permits across all federal

lands. This includes lands that are managed by the Bureau

of Land Management, Bureau of Reclamation as well as the

m lands managed by the United 5

Mational For

Forest Servic ecifically, the Pr tt Nat

and the Kaipab National Forest. The project will cross

within the jurisdiction of BLM's Phoenix District Office,

including t lower Sonoran field ice as well as the

Hassayampa field ice, In addition, it will cross federal

lands in Farmington, New Mexico under the jurisdiction of

the Farmington field office. Approximately 90 miles of this

roject will cross federal lands.

And as Doug has mentioned, we are a cooperating

preparation of the draft Envir Impact

We, as an agency, have independently evaluated

its content and will use this document in support of our

to either approve or disapp a right-of-way.

Again, the purpose of this meeting is to icit
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me

as to the adequacy of our draft Environmental

your

Impact Statement and to determine whether we, as an agen

or as agencies, have adeguately both the physical as

the human ironment. Thank you.

MR. INEKE: Good evening. My name is Ross

Reineke. I'm with the Office of the Pipeline Safety and

manager. The OFS is of U.5. Department of

Pipeline and Hazardous Mater Safety

nsportatio

Administration wn as PHMSA.

I would like to thank Doug &

pe for inviting me

to tl

is public comment meeting. OFPS is partici

cooperating ency in p he draft EIS b

paring

use

miggion is to ensure the safe, reliable and environmentally

operation of the nation's ation

pipeline transg

ing oversight for oil and natural gas
pipelines.

The Office of Pipeline Safety's programs are

driven by our mission. The cornerstone of OPS's pr

the inspection and enforcement of pipeline safety. We have

inspectors located in five regional offices. OPS's

include minimum fe ements for all

y requi

and more ri

pig gorous requirements for pipelines that

pose a greater risk to p ated and environmentally-

sensitive areas. My purpose at this meeting is to assure

you that if the Phoer receives

Expansi

Public Meetings



¢s

5

[

favorable review from FERC, the Office of Pipeline Safety

will maintain a continual regulatory watch over the pipeline

and for

ruction to

from its co
operational life of the pipeline.
This regulatory oversight will consist of

's performance to ensure that the

measuring

pipeline is constructed of suitable materials, that it is

welded in ac dance with industry standards, that the

welders themselves are qualified to join the pipeline, that

the | to the proper depth, that it is

coated to assure ef

ctive cathodic protection from

caple and that the

corrosion, that the b

pipeline iz properly te upon completion to ensure that

it can hold the pressures that the operator requires to

natural gas.

Beyond the construction process, the Office of

ducts inspections periodically over all

Pipeline Safety ¢

aspects of the operations and maintenance of the pipeline.
The operator must have a written plan in place to instruct

their personnel and to relate to federal inspectors exactly

what testing or monitoring is done and the frequency.

So in conclusion, PHMSA's mission is pipeline

safety and we want tc ure the public that all federal

pipeline safety regulations will be met for

Phoenix Exps Thank you.
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1 me a sec o i f we can
.

3 [Pause.}

4 MR. SIPE: m osorrey ut that., We have to

:
[ ¥
=

from the BLM

pre

us with a lot of input for our

11 lot of it and without them -- they kn

the

United Sta

vide a lot of

questions after the the meeting

20 I'11 ar

refer o ne of t

! it, I'll you t them after the meeti:
t if you want to talk to one

you do it after the form
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we're going to be here for a lo

g time, not just

formal part because of a lot of the feedback.

Certificates

Stev Veatch, Senior

and Tariffs, a representative of western, is now

to give you a brief overview in the status of the Fhoe
Expansion PFroject.

MR.

ATCH:

od evening. As Doug said, my name

is Steven Veatch., I'm Senior Director of Certificates and

Tariffs representing Transwestern Pipeline. Tonight I'd

like to give you a brief o 2w of the Transwestern

Pipeline Company FPhoeni

ion Project and where we are

on that. With me tenight are e Pro

Managen

nt, Engineering, Right-of-Way, Construction,

Operations and our Envi ental, who will be available to

answer any questions you might have concerning the prc

Phoenix Expansion Project at the conclusion of the meeting.

The overall F nix Expansion Proj in Arizona

consist of the construction of approximately 95 miles of 42=

inch diameter natural gas pipel and 164 miles of 36 ch

diameter natural gas peline. Transwestern will also be

construc nor and meter s in
addition to valves and other auxiliary
fac ties, The project is ¢ ned to transport 500

milli

1 cubic feet of natural gas per day to customers in

the state.
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Customers having executed binding, preceding
agreements to participate in the expansion are Arizona
Public Service Company for 150 million cubic feet per day
for a term of 15 years; Salt River Project Agricultural
Improvement and Power District for 150 million cubic feet

per day for a term of 15 years; Southwest Gas

for 32 million cubic feet per day for a term of 15 vears;

25 million cubic feet per day for

term of four years; and Unisource Energy, Inc. for 13
million cubic feet per day for a term of 15 years. That's

total of 370 million cubic

't per day for a total of 74

percent of the overall project capacity.

tern is curren

looking to receive th

of public convenience and necessity in

September of this year and hoping to commence struct

r. An initial in-service is scheduled for July

2008 with overall in-servi to be October 2008,

At this time Transwestern has

dered the pipe

for the project and it is currently in production.

zen awarded

onstruction contracts for the pipeline have

Gregory & Cook Construction and Rockford Corporation. In

addition, the horizonal dir al drilling will be

performed

sercent of the private

s
o
=
=
o
O
@
a
o
(3]
e

have been secul

d. This,

a

a

e
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coupled with the right-of-way, Transwestern has requested

from the Bureau of Land Management, the Prescott and Kaibab

t, Arizona State Lands and the Hava

Maticonal Fore

:roent of the

represents over 171 miles or approximately 60 g

overall proje

Let me state again that Transwestern project team
members will be avallable after the meeting to answer any
gquestions you might have. Thank you.

MR. SIPFE: Thank you, Steve.

I want to hit on a little bit what Steve said

there. The ball is rolling in court. They have to

easemel

the pipe. They have to ob They have

to act like they are going to get approval for this project.

All pipeline companies across the nation do this. It's a

y take and th need to do that to make sure

that t

their project meets their customers needs. By no way is
this a done deal. We get that a lot. As soon as they file

le th this is a done deal.

the application a lot of p

FERC is in the business of providing an infrastructure for
the United States of America for the pipelines for the gas

t

to people who need it, b we are also charged with

protecting the environment along the way. But just

everyone understands that these companies need to keep going

e forward with the approval

with the project as we m

proce
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Scoping is the term for the process for determining the scope of issues to
be addressed and for identifying the significant issues related to a
proposed action. The scoping process for the Phoenix Expansion Project
was conducted in accordance with section 1501.7 of the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations. The formal scoping period
opened on February 6, 2006 with the FERC's issuance of the Notice of
Intent (NOI). As outlined in section 1508.22 of the CEQ regulations, an
NOI shall, among other things, describe the proposed action and whether
any scoping meetings will be held.

The NOI provided a preliminary list of issues identified, invited written
comments on the environmental issues to be addressed in the draft EIS,
listed the date and location of four public scoping meetings to be held in
the project area, and established a closing date for receipt of comments
of March 8, 2006. The deadline for receipt of scoping comments was set
in accordance with the required 30-day scoping comment period. The
NOI was mailed to more than 5,800 individuals and organizations.

Many representatives of the Town of Buckeye were on the mailing list for
the NOI including the Planning Director, the Mayor, and a member of the
City Council. Other recipients of the NOI from the Buckeye area included
the Buckeye Public Library, 37 miscellaneous individuals and
organizations, 3 landowners, and 1 intervenor. In addition, several of the
developers in the Buckeye master planning corridor that later filed
interventions were sent the NOI. No scoping comments were received
from interested parties in Buckeye and no one from Buckeye attended
the closest scoping meeting, which was 16 miles away in Avondale.

For large pipeline projects, it is not possible to hold a scoping meeting at
every location along the route. However, once the FERC staff became
aware of the concerns regarding potential project-related impacts on
approved and proposed developments in Buckeye, a special technical
conference was scheduled on December 14, 2006. To address the
concerns raised at the technical conference, the FERC issued an
environmental information request to Transwestern that delayed the
issuance of the draft EIS.
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PM3-2

The draft EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines,
and other applicable requirements. The draft EIS is comprehensive and
thorough in its identification and evaluation of the environmental impacts
of the proposed project and feasible mitigation measures to reduce those
effects wherever possible. The draft EIS includes sufficient detail to
enable the reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the
proposed project and addresses a reasonable range of alternatives.

While some information was still pending at the time of issuance of the
draft EIS, the lack of this final information does not deprive the public of a
meaningful opportunity to comment on a substantial adverse
environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid
such effect. All comments related to environmental issues received on
the draft EIS within a time frame that allowed for their review are
addressed in the final EIS, including those submitted outside of the
comment period. The final EIS has also been revised to evaluate refined
and new project plans and mitigation measures filed by Transwestern
since the draft EIS. A vertical line in the margin of the final EIS identifies
text that has been modified and differs from the corresponding text in the
draft EIS. The majority of the plans filed by Transwestern are included as
appendices of the document. Plans that are too voluminous to be
included in the final EIS are available for viewing on the FERC Internet
website (http://www.ferc.gov) under Docket Number CP06-459.

After issuance of the final EIS, the public will have additional opportunities
to comment on the project. As an example, comments received by the
FERC after issuance of the final EIS would be addressed in any Order
approving the project and issuing the Certificate of Public Convenience
and Necessary (Certificate) under section 7 of the Natural Gas Act. For
the U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM),
the date the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Notice of
Availability appears in the Federal Register initiates a 30-day period
before a decision on the Right-of-Way Grant is made. Comments
received on the final EIS during the 30-day period would be reviewed to
determine whether they have merit (e.g., identify significant issues not
previously addressed or introduce significant new information). These
comments would be considered in the BLM’s Record of Decision (ROD).

All information filed by Transwestern after issuance of the FERC
Certificate and the BLM ROD would be part of the public record for the
Phoenix Expansion Project and would also be available for viewing on the
FERC Internet website (http://www.ferc.gov) under Docket Number
CP06-459. The public may comment at any time on these filings and the
comments would be considered.

It is noted that the Town of Buckeye filed a motion asking that the draft
EIS be withdrawn (see comment letter LA1). See the responses to
comments PM3-3, LAL, and LA2-1 through LA2-282.
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PM3-3 Adequate notice of the proposed project was provided to Buckeye and
there was ample opportunity for interested parties in the Buckeye area to
submit written comments as discussed in the response to comment PM3-
1. The draft EIS was comprehensive and prepared in accordance with
NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and other applicable requirements. As such, the
FERC did not withdraw the draft EIS or formally extend the draft EIS
comment period. However, all comments related to environmental issues
received on the draft EIS within a time frame that allowed for their review
before the issuance of the final EIS were considered, including those
submitted outside of the comment period. As discussed in the response
to comment PM3-2, the public will have the opportunity to comment on
the final EIS.
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PM3-4 It is noted that several cities, state representatives, and congressmen are
considering submitting resolutions and/or letters of support for the Town
of Buckeye. All resolutions and letters of support filed in response to the
draft EIS are listed in the index that appears at the beginning of Volume Il
and included herein. The Commission responded separately to some of
these letters. The Commission’s responses are part of the public record
for the Phoenix Expansion Project and are available for viewing on the
FERC Internet website (http://www.ferc.gov) under Docket Number
CP06-459.
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The Mayor's concerns regarding the potential impact of the proposed
project on the Town of Buckeye are noted.

Serious consideration was given to the Buckeye Alternatives as
discussed in section 3.4.2.5, which has been revised to address
comments received on the draft EIS. See also the responses to
comments LA2-1 to LA2-282 that address specific concerns raised by the
Town of Buckeye.
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PM3-6 The comment recognizing the need for additional energy resources and
utility pipeline in the community is noted.

The impact of the proposed project on existing and future developments
is discussed in sections 3.4.2.5 and 4.7.3.2. Public safety and reliability
are generally discussed in section 4.11, and sections 3.4.2.5, 4.11.1, and
4.11.2 address specific safety concerns raised by the Town of Buckeye
and other stakeholders in the area.

PM3-7 Development plans for the Buckeye area have not been overlooked and
are addressed in sections 3.4.2.5 and 4.7.3.2. Buckeye is expected to
develop over the next several decades and eventually house more than
one million people within an area of approximately 600 square miles.

Section 4.11.3 discusses the impact of the proposed project on public
safety. Among other topics addressed in section 4.11.3, Transwestern
would be required to establish and maintain liaison with the local fire
department and other local agencies to coordinate a mutual response in
the event of a pipeline emergency, and would invite fire companies to
participate in its periodic fire demonstrations.

Consideration was given in section 3.4.2.5 of the draft EIS to existing and
future utility and street crossings of the proposed Phoenix Lateral in
Buckeye. Additional discussion regarding the number and location of
future utility crossings has been added to this section in the final EIS. As
stated in section 3.4.2.5, the proposed project would be installed below
existing utilities that are within approximately 7 feet of the ground surface
and Transwestern has committed to working with the Town of Buckeye
and area developers to incorporate planned, but not yet constructed,
utility and street crossings into the final design of the pipeline at
Transwestern’s expense. It is not reasonable to require Transwestern to
bury its pipeline at a depth of 20 feet for the entire length through the
Buckeye area to accommodate future utility crossings that have not been
located or designed and could take decades to develop. Furthermore,
the Salt River Project Agricultural Improvement and Power District (SRP),
which operates the powerline easement in which the Phoenix Lateral
would be located in the Buckeye area, states that any future crossings of
its utility corridor will require the consent of SRP, and that the vast
majority of future utility installations across the SRP easement will be
located along planned roadways of which there will be a limited number
(see comment letter CO11). As discussed in section 3.4.2.5,
Transwestern would participate in the construction of future crossings of
the Phoenix Lateral by accurately locating the pipeline, discussing
appropriate safety measures to be implemented by the utility installation
contractors, and observing the construction activities to ensure
compliance with required safety measures.
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(cont'd)

See section 3.4.2.5 and comment letter CO19 from Southwest Gas
Corporation (SWG), which indicate that, because of its central location in
the Buckeye area, the proposed alignment of the Phoenix Lateral would
require the construction of less natural gas distribution infrastructure in
the Buckeye area than would the Buckeye Alternatives, which extend as
much as 21 miles to the west of the proposed route and 15 miles to the
west of the Buckeye planning area.
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PM3-8 Transwestern has determined the pipe class in accordance with the DOT
Minimum Federal Safety Standards in Title 49 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Part 192 based on current population density. The
Town of Buckeye would be crossed by the Phoenix Lateral between
approximate mileposts (MPs) 134.5 and 155.2, an approximate distance
of 20.7 miles. As indicated in table 4.11.1-1, two areas within the town
comprising a total of 3.8 miles (that include the Tartesso and Sun City
Festival developments) would be considered Class 3 locations. The
remaining, undeveloped areas of Buckeye comprising about 16.9 miles
could technically be constructed to Class 1 standards; however,
Transwestern proposes to construct the Phoenix Lateral to Class 2
standards. However, if the population density adjacent to specific class
locations increases sufficiently for the areas to qualify as a Class 3 or
Class 4 location, Transwestern would be required to reduce the
maximum allowable operating pressure or replace the segment with pipe
of sufficient grade and wall thickness to comply with the DOT code of
regulations for the new class location unless the grade and wall thickness
installed already meets the requirements for the increased population
density. The spacing between the valves proposed for the Phoenix
Expansion Project would meet or exceed the DOT requirements for the
appropriate class location. In addition, Transwestern identified a 1.8-
mile-long stretch through the Town of Buckeye as a high consequence
area (HCA) in accordance with DOT definitions. Transwestern would be
required to assess the pipeline route for the presence of HCAs annually.

The Assistant Fire Chief's comments expressing a desire to have the
proposed project inspected and encouraging the participation of the OPS
to create the safest pipeline possible are noted.
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PM3-9 The analysis of the Buckeye Alternatives considered the relative degree
of development that is proposed to occur in proximity to the alternatives
and the proposed route. Section 3.4.2.5 has been revised to include
additional information regarding the future development of the Tonopah
Valley planning area that the Buckeye Alternatives would cross.
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PM3-10 See the response to comment PM3-7.
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See the response to comment PM3-1 regarding the public notification
process for the project that included notice to Town of Buckeye
representatives and compliance of the EIS with the requirements of
NEPA and CEQ guidelines. See also the response to comment PM3-2
regarding the completeness of the draft EIS.

The pipeline would be designed, constructed, and operated in
accordance with applicable regulations that are protective of the public.
These regulations take into consideration the proximity of transmission
pipelines to human populations that exist at the time of construction or
that develop in the future.

Serious consideration was given to the Buckeye Alternatives as
discussed in section 3.4.2.5.
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PM3-12

As discussed in the response to comment PM3-2, the draft EIS was
prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and other
applicable requirements. The draft EIS is comprehensive and thorough
in its identification and evaluation of the environmental impacts of the
proposed project and feasible mitigation measures to reduce those
effects wherever possible. The draft EIS includes sufficient detail to
enable the reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the
proposed project and addresses a reasonable range of alternatives.
Furthermore, the analysis in the draft EIS contains sufficient information
to allow the Agency Staffs to conclude that neither the North nor South
Buckeye Alternative represents an environmentally preferable or
economically viable alternative to the proposed route through the
Buckeye area. In its comments on the draft EIS (see comment letter
FA4,) the EPA supported the Agency Staffs’ conclusion that the proposed
route through the Buckeye area would result in fewer adverse
environmental impacts than the North and South Buckeye Alternatives.
Nevertheless, in response to other comments on the draft EIS, section
3.4.2.5 has been revised to include additional analysis of the Buckeye
Alternatives in comparison with the corresponding segment of the
proposed route. The Agency Staffs’ conclusion remains unchanged in
the final EIS.

While the Agency Staffs were assisted in the preparation of the EIS by a
third-party contractor, Natural Resource Group, LLC (NRG), NRG worked
under the direct supervision of the Agency Staffs, and the Agency Staffs
reviewed, edited, and approved all work products to ensure that the EIS
reflects the independent review, analysis, and judgment of the FERC and
the cooperating agencies.
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The agency consultations and meetings discussed in the Public Review
and Comment section (section 1.3) were only a small portion of the
consultation that occurred between the FERC, the cooperating agencies,
and other jurisdictional agencies during the environmental review
process. All of the cooperating agencies, including the U.S. Department
of Agriculture, Forest Service (FS), and the BLM, were heavily involved in
the preparation and review of the EIS. These agencies also continued to
work with Transwestern on an ongoing basis to refine the plans that had
not yet been finalized in time to be presented in the draft EIS. The lack of
this final information does not deprive the public of a meaningful
opportunity to comment on a substantial adverse environmental effect of
the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such effect. As noted in
the response to comment PM3-2, the public will have additional
opportunities to comment on the project after issuance of the final EIS.
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PM3-14 As discussed in section 1.1 and supported by policy statements of the
Arizona Corporation Commission (ACC), there is a strong need for
competitive natural gas transportation infrastructure in central and
southern Arizona. While some commentors have suggested that the
natural gas transported by the proposed project would benefit other
markets outside of Arizona, all of Transwestern’s shippers have stated
that the proposed project would benefit their Arizona customers directly
by meeting the growing demand for natural gas in Arizona, by providing
pipeline-on-pipeline competition to areas historically served by only one
provider (El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG)), and by increasing
natural gas supply reliability. The EIS fully evaluated alternatives that
could potentially meet these needs and found none preferable to the
proposed project. See also the response to comment PM3-2 regarding
the completeness of the draft EIS.

It is not unreasonable to anticipate that one of the outcomes of
introducing a competitive supply of natural gas to an area that has
historically been served by only one provider would be downward
pressure on natural gas prices.

The Phoenix Expansion Project could deliver up to 500 million cubic feet
of natural gas per day (MMcfd) to its Arizona customers. Assuming that
the project operates at full capacity, it would deliver 182.5 billion cubic
feet (bcf) of natural gas in 1 year. The Natural Gas Annual 2005
indicates that Arizonans consumed 321 bcf in 2005. Therefore, the
Phoenix Expansion Project would provide 43.2 percent less than Arizona
consumed in 2005, not more as suggested by the commentor.

A potential EPNG natural gas storage facility referred to by the
commentor would not be a viable alternative to the proposed project
because it would not meet one of the principal objectives of the Phoenix
Expansion Project, which is to provide a competitive source of natural
gas to the project area (i.e., competition to the EPNG system).
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Serious consideration was given to the Buckeye Alternatives as
discussed in section 3.4.2.5.

The draft EIS concluded that the project would result in limited
environmental impacts and that if the project is constructed in accordance
with applicable laws and regulations, Transwestern’s proposed mitigation,
and the Agency Staffs’ additional mitigation measures, it would be an
environmentally acceptable action.

The draft EIS did not ignore public safety; sections 3.4.2.5, 4.11.1, and
4.11.2 addressed specific safety concerns raised by the Town of Buckeye
and others stakeholders in the area. See also the response to comment
PM3-7 that addresses the safety concerns expressed by the Assistant
Fire Chief of the Town of Buckeye.

See the response to comment PM3-7 regarding planned development in
the Buckeye area, including future utility crossings.

The Agency Staffs concluded that the proposed alignment would result in
fewer environmental impacts than the Buckeye Alternatives, primarily
because the alternatives would require the construction and operation of
an additional 19 miles of 36-inch-diameter pipeline through a sensitive
desert environment and the construction of a new compressor station. In
its comments on the draft EIS, the EPA independently supported this
conclusion and specifically noted that the additional construction
emissions associated with the longer Buckeye Alternatives would be a
“significant adverse impact, especially in Maricopa County which is in
nonattainment of national air quality standards for ozone and particulate
matter” (see comment letter FA4).

In addition to the greater environmental impacts associated with the
Buckeye Alternatives, the Buckeye Alternatives would cost significantly
more than the proposed alignment through Buckeye, primarily due to the
additional 19 miles of 36-inch-diameter pipeline and new compressor
station that would be required. Transwestern has stated in various filings
that the additional capital costs associated with the Buckeye Alternatives
would render the project uneconomic.

Some comments were received that the cost of right-of-way acquisition
would be significantly higher along the proposed alignment than along the
Buckeye Alternatives and would at least partially offset the higher
construction-related costs of the Buckeye Alternatives. In estimating
right-of-way acquisition costs, one commentor incorrectly concluded that
the proposed alignment would require 10 feet of new permanent right-of-
way outside and adjacent to the SRP right-of-way in which the Phoenix
Lateral would be located and would thus directly impact land that has
been or would be developed (see the response to comment CO16-14).
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PM3-15
(cont'd)

As proposed, the construction work area and the 50-foot-wide permanent
right-of-way for the Phoenix Lateral would be entirely within the existing
SRP powerline easement for nearly the entire length of the route through
the Buckeye area. The existing powerline easement is not available for
residential development and thus, the cost of right-of-way for the Phoenix
Lateral should not compare to the cost of residential land. Also, in
estimating the impact of the project on land costs, some developers
asserted that the value of all lands within a 600-foot-wide setback should
be included in the cost comparison. We disagree that a 600-foot-wide
setback from the pipeline is necessary as discussed in the response to
comment PM3-45. In conclusion, while the cost of right-of-way
acquisition is a matter of negotiation between Transwestern and the
landowner that is outside the scope of the EIS, the cost to acquire right-
of-way within the existing SRP powerline easement should be generally
comparable to the cost to acquire right-of-way within the approved
Arizona Public Service Company (APS) Palo Verde Hub to TS-5 500 kV
transmission line corridor in which the Buckeye Alternatives would be
sited. Furthermore, additional costs that may be incurred to acquire right-
of-way along the proposed alignment would be at least partially offset by
the additional cost of acquiring 19 miles more of right-of-way along the
Buckeye Alternatives.
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While natural gas transmission is not without risks, the historical pipeline
incident data presented in section 4.11, which includes data from the
nation’s entire natural gas transmission system including pipelines
located in urban areas, indicates that the Phoenix Lateral would not pose
a significant public safety risk. Public safety, environmental impacts,
costs, and other factors were considered in the Buckeye Alternatives
analysis and the Agency Staffs concluded that the Buckeye Alternatives
were not preferable to the proposed route.
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PM3-19

Section 4.12 has been updated to include EPNG'’s proposed gas storage
facility as part of the cumulative impacts analysis. See also the response
to comment PM3-2.

The Agency Staffs are not aware of any planned or proposed projects
that would be a viable alternative to the Phoenix Expansion Project.

The Agency Staffs did not consider the relative potential for a terrorist
attack to occur along either the proposed route or the Buckeye
Alternatives because the likelihood of a terrorist attack on any facility is
unpredictable due to the disparate motives and abilities of terrorist
groups.
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PM3-20

PM3-21

PM3-22

PM3-23

Sections 4.10.1.2 and 4.10.1.3 have been revised to include information
regarding regulation of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, their impact on
global climate change, and the direct contribution of GHG emissions as a
result of the construction and operation of the Phoenix Expansion Project.
As discussed in these sections, the direct contribution of GHG emissions
from the construction and operation of the project would be negligible.
The issue of GHG emissions and global climate change as it relates to
the end users of the natural gas that would be supplied by the Phoenix
Expansion Project is not within the scope of the EIS.

The purpose and need for the proposed project are discussed in section
1.1. Asdiscussed in section 3.2, the use of alternative fuel sources
would result in increased highway traffic. Highway transportation has
much poorer safety and reliability records, more associated risks, and
greater air quality impacts than transportation via natural gas pipelines.
Furthermore, the increased use of alternative fuels would result in higher
emission rates of nitrogen oxides (NOy) and sulfur dioxide, which have
the potential to adversely affect air quality.

Comments from the Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) were
reviewed and considered during development of the EIS. Although
comments expressed by the AGFD may not be specifically acknowledged
as AGFD comments within the EIS, those comments were addressed. In
its comments on the draft EIS, the AGFD acknowledges that the EIS
includes all previous discussions leading up to publication of the EIS (see
comment letter SAG).

Section 4.8.7 addresses disproportionately high and adverse human
health or environmental impacts of the FERC's programs, policies, and
activities on minority and low-income populations. See also the response
to comment PM3-2.

See the responses to comments PM3-7 and PM3-10 regarding the depth
of the pipeline in the Buckeye area and the impact of the project on
existing and future utility crossings.

The Town of Buckeye's fire department and other public services would
be expected to grow as the population in the area increases from 40,000
today to over one million in the next several decades. The projected
growth of Buckeye would require the expansion of natural gas distribution
infrastructure in the area. As discussed in section 3.4.2.5 of the draft EIS
and comment letter CO19 from SWG, because of its central location in
the Buckeye area, the proposed alignment of the Phoenix Lateral would
result in less natural gas distribution infrastructure in the Buckeye area
than would the Buckeye Alternatives. Therefore, it is not unreasonable to
conclude that the proposed alignment would result in fewer conflicts
between natural gas distribution infrastructure and planned development
than the Buckeye Alternatives.
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PM3-24 See the response to comment PM3-14.
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PM3-25 See the response to comment PM3-2.

PM3-26 See the response to comment PM3-12.
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PM3-27

Project objectives are not advanced as project needs. See the response
to comment PM3-14 regarding the purpose and need for the project.
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PM3-28 Serious consideration was given to the Buckeye Alternatives as
discussed in section 3.4.2.5, which has been revised to incorporate
additional information in response to comments. The analysis of the
Buckeye Alternatives considered the relative degree of development that
is proposed to occur in proximity to the alternatives and the proposed
route.

The evaluation of the Buckeye Alternatives has not devolved to a “cost to
construct” standard. This conclusion ignores the increased
environmental impacts that would be associated with constructing an
additional 19 miles of 36-inch-diameter pipeline through a sensitive
desert environment and the impact that construction and operation of
additional compression would have, primarily on air quality. In its
comments on the draft EIS, the EPA supported the conclusion that the
proposed route would result in fewer adverse environmental impacts than
the Buckeye Alternatives, and specifically noted that the additional
construction emissions associated with the longer Buckeye Alternatives
would be a “significant adverse impact, especially in Maricopa County
which is in nonattainment of national air quality standards for ozone and
particulate matter” (see comment letter FA4). The BLM, which was the
lead federal agency in conducting the NEPA review of the APS Palo
Verde Hub to TS-5 500 kV transmission project that the Buckeye
Alternatives would parallel, also found no competing or conflicting
environmental issues with the proposed alignment through Buckeye
when compared to the Buckeye Alternatives.

See the responses to comments PM3-7 and PM3-10 regarding the depth
of the pipeline in the Buckeye area and the impact of the project on
existing and future utility crossings.

PM3-29 The safety controls and procedures necessary to ensure the safety and
reliability of pipelines are required by the PHMSA/OPS regardless of cost.
The risks to public safety are described in section 4.11.3. While there is
a potential for a pipeline incident to affect the operation of adjacent
overhead electric utility lines, in the case of such an event, the electrical
utility operator would implement its contingency procedures developed to
account for service interruptions. SRP, which operates the powerline
easement in which the Phoenix Lateral would be located in the Buckeye
area, has issued comments in support of the project (see comment letter
CO11). The routing of pipelines adjacent to or within existing utility
corridors is considered preferable to new (greenfield) rights-of-way
because of the reduced potential for adverse environmental impacts.
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Section 4.11.3 includes a discussion of the potential safety risk the
pipeline facilities would pose to nearby residents and concludes that the
Phoenix Expansion Project would represent a slight increase in risk to the
nearby public. Section 4.11.2 specifically discusses the potential safety
risks as they pertain to the Town of Buckeye. A discussion of the
potential external and internal forces that could affect the integrity of the
pipeline and the measures and controls that would be implemented to
mitigate those effects is included in section 4.11.1. Section 4.11
acknowledges the potential for a catastrophic event to occur; the potential
for such an event to occur is very low. Section 4.11.1 includes a
description of additional safety measures and controls required for areas
with higher population densities and areas determined to be HCAs.
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See the response to comment PM3-29. In addition, we note that the
Buckeye Alternatives would be located in existing and planned high
voltage powerline corridors for a significantly greater length than would
the proposed alignment through the Buckeye area.

Section 4.8.7 addresses disproportionately high and adverse human
health or environmental impacts of the FERC's programs, policies, and
activities on minority and low-income populations. Although the
percentage of minorities and poverty rates for the Phoenix Expansion
would be well above the state average in some of these areas, the
pipeline once buried would have minimal impact on the environment and
surrounding population of these areas. In addition, the pipeline facilities
would bring economic benefits to the areas where they are located via
added tax revenues and jobs associated with construction and operation
of the pipeline. Therefore, implementation of the Phoenix Expansion
Project would not result in any disproportionately high or adverse
environmental and human health impacts on minority and low-income
populations. See also the response to comment PM3-2.
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PM3-33 See the response to comment PM3-2.
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PM3-34 The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) specifically requested that the
Biological Assessment (BA) be submitted separately from the draft EIS.
On May 4, 2007, the FERC submitted the BA to the FWS with a request
for concurrence with the determinations of effect and to initiate formal
consultation. The information in the BA, including the FERC'’s
determinations of effect, is almost identical to the information in the draft
EIS and incorporates the draft EIS by reference. Subsequent to the
issuance of the draft EIS and submittal of the BA and in response to a
conversation with the FWS, the FERC changed its determination of effect
for critical habitat for the spikedace to “may affect, likely to adversely
affect.” This change was documented in a May 29, 2007 e-mail from the
FERC to the FWS. In a letter dated June 7, 2007 (see comment letter
FAB), the FWS concurred with the FERC’s determinations of effect as
modified via e-mail correspondence on May 29, 2007 and noted that
formal consultation was initiated on May 9, 2007. Section 4.6 has been
revised to include this information.

The FWS has not yet issued the Biological Opinion (BO) for the Phoenix
Expansion Project. When the BO is received, it will be available for
viewing on the FERC Internet website (http://www.ferc.gov) under Docket
Number CP06-459.

PM3-35 See the response to comment PM3-2.
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PM3-36 The effects that past projects have had on the project area are discussed
in section 4.12 while table 4.12-1 includes both present and future
projects. The majority of impacts associated with the proposed project
would be either minor or short term in nature and, therefore, would not
result in cumulative impacts if considered in conjunction with other
planned projects. However, the proposed project would result in
cumulative impacts on vegetation, wildlife habitat, and special status
species. See also the response to comment PM3-2.
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PM3-37 Section 4.11 discusses the potential impacts on public safety. The
Agency Staffs concluded that, with the implementation of the
PHMSA/OPS safety standards and the security plans based on the
Interstate Natural Gas Association of America (INGAA) security
guidelines and practices, the public would not face a significant increased
safety risk. Therefore, the project would not result in a cumulative impact
on safety.
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PM3-38

PM3-39

PM3-40

The potential impacts associated with a “worst case scenario” event are
discussed in section 4.11.

Impacts on property values associated with the Phoenix Expansion
Project are discussed in section 4.8.5. Based on a study conducted by
INGAA, the property value or sale price of a property is not expected to
have a significant change as a result of the presence of a natural gas
pipeline. The study further concluded that neither the size of the pipeline
(diameter) nor the product carried by a pipeline has a significant impact
on sale price.

If a landowner believes that the presence of a pipeline easement reduces
the value of his or her land, he or she may appeal the issue of the
assessment and subsequent property taxation to the local property tax
agency.

Serious consideration was given to the Buckeye Alternatives as
discussed in section 3.4.2.5, which has been revised to include additional
information in response to comments on the draft EIS. The analysis of the
Buckeye Alternatives considered the relative degree of development that
is proposed to occur in proximity to the alternatives and the proposed
route.
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PM3-41 See the response to comment PM3-1. The locations of the scoping
meetings were determined by the FERC in consultation with the
cooperating agencies.

PM3-42 See the responses to comments PM3-38 and PM3-30 regarding a “worst
case scenario” event and the potential safety risk for residents living near
pipeline facilities, respectively.
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Serious consideration was given to the Buckeye Alternatives as
discussed in section 3.4.2.5.
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Planned and proposed developments are discussed in section 4.7.3.2.
See also the response to comment CO7-3 regarding the Midway Planned
Area Development (Midway) project and the response to comment CO7-
4 regarding the Elaine Farms project.
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The Transportation Research Board (TRB) report arose from the
recognition that more people are living and working closer to transmission
pipelines and that new transmission pipelines will be constructed in
densely populated areas (p. 12). The purpose of the report is “to
consider the feasibility of developing risk-informed guidance that could be
used in making land use-related decisions as one means of minimizing or
mitigating hazards and risks to the public, pipeline workers, and the
environment near existing and future hazardous liquids and natural gas
transmission pipelines” (p. 2). The TRB report, therefore, provides a
framework for the continued study of pipeline safety which, upon
completion, could be used to formulate new regulatory policies and to
make land use decisions near pipelines. Itis in the context of
establishing this framework for future study that the TRB report discusses
specific land use measures such as setbacks from existing and future
pipelines. The TRB report does not recommend setbacks from pipelines
as suggested by some commentors. In fact, the TRB report recognizes
that there are many practical and cost implications of introducing
significant setbacks (p. 39) and is critical of mandating setbacks without
accounting for the probability of a catastrophic event (p. 71). The TRB
report establishes a framework for beginning to quantify the probabilities
of a catastrophic event occurring on various pipeline infrastructure, but
notes that such an estimate will be a challenge to develop (p. 38).

The TRB report concluded that it is feasible to develop a risk-informed
approach to establish land use guidelines and recommended that the
DOT’s PHMSA/OPS develop risk-informed land use guidance for
application by stakeholders. In the fall of 2007, the PHMSA/OPS, in
conjunction with other federal agencies, will convene the Pipelines and
Informed Planning Alliance to begin to develop this land use guidance
(DOT, 2007. http://www.phmsa.dot.gov/news/focus/PHMSAFocusSpring
Special07.pdf). The PHMSA/OPS is also developing a long-term Risk
Assessment Research and Development Program that will supplement its
current data collection and risk management programs, develop more
detailed risk analyses, and help identify improved risk prevention and
mitigative options.

The FERC and the other federal agencies cooperating in the preparation
of the Phoenix Expansion Project EIS support efforts to improve pipeline
safety. However, the historical pipeline incident data summarized in the
TRB report and sections 4.11.2 and 4.11.3 of the EIS demonstrate that
natural gas pipelines continue to be a safe, reliable means of energy
transportation. These results encompass data from the entire U.S.
natural gas transmission system, including from pipelines located in
heavily urbanized settings. We also reiterate that current federal
regulations require more stringent pipeline design and safety protocols in
proximity to developed areas as discussed in section 4.11.1.



90T-Il

PM3-45
(cont'd)

B

Public Meetings



L0T-1I

PM3-46

PM3-47

PM3-48

Public Meetings 3

PM3-46 See the response to comment PM3-12 regarding the adequacy of the
Buckeye Alternatives analysis and the response to comment PM3-15
regarding land acquisition costs.

PM3-47 See the response to comment PM3-12 regarding the adequacy of the
Buckeye Alternatives analysis and the response to comment PM3-15
regarding land acquisition costs.

PM3-48 Section 4.12 has been revised to acknowledge the broad landscape level
change occurring in the region and include additional information
regarding projected growth rates of the areas that would be affected by
the project.



80T-II

PM3-48
(cont'd)

PM3-49

PM3-50

PM3-49

nd then finally, let me just conclude with a PM3-50

Public Meetings

As described in section 4.11.1, the proposed pipeline depths and
frequency of integrity inspections meet the PHMSA/OPS safety
standards, which take into consideration the adjacent population
densities. See also the response to PM3-7.

Serious consideration was given to the Buckeye Alternatives as
discussed in section 3.4.2.5. The analysis of the Buckeye Alternatives
considered the relative degree of development that is proposed to occur
in proximity to the alternatives and the proposed route.

See the response to comment PM3-12 regarding the adequacy of the
Buckeye Alternatives analysis and the response to comment PM3-15
regarding land acquisition costs.
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PM3-51 Section 3.6 has been revised to include information regarding the
proposed Enterprise Ranch project.

PM3-52 The proximity of the proposed route to existing residences in Tartesso
and other communities that would be crossed by the project was
considered in the analysis of the proposed route and alternatives. HCAs
along the proposed route have been defined in accordance with
applicable federal regulations and are based on existing structures.

Serious consideration was given to the Buckeye Alternatives as
discussed in section 3.4.2.5. See also the response to comment PM3-12
regarding the adequacy of the alternatives analysis.

Stardust-Tartesso W-12 Inc.’s (Stardust-Tartesso) comments regarding
Transwestern’s lack of communication are noted.

Construction of the proposed pipeline between the existing powerline
towers in the SRP easement was not considered due to guidelines
approved by the Western Electricity Coordinating Council and the Arizona
Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee (see comment
letter CO11) to ensure the reliability of the electric power transmission
lines. See also SRP’s comments on the draft EIS (comment letter
CO11).

See the responses to comment PM3-7 regarding the depth of the pipeline
in the Buckeye area and the impact of the project on existing and future
utility crossings. Section 3.4.2.5 has been revised to include additional
information pertaining to future utility crossings.

Stardust-Tartesso’s concerns regarding the potential risk that the
proposed project would pose to its residents and infrastructure are noted.
As recognized in section 4.11 of the draft EIS, the operation of natural
gas transmission infrastructure is not without risk; however, the historical
pipeline incident data summarized in sections 4.11.2 and 4.11.3
demonstrate that natural gas pipelines continue to be a safe, reliable
means of energy transportation. These results encompass data from the
entire U.S. natural gas transmission system, including from pipelines
located in heavily urbanized settings. Other commentors have concluded
that the likelihood of a serious incident involving the proposed project
would be very low. The response to comment PM3-7 discusses the issue
of existing and future utility crossings of the proposed pipeline alignment,
which would represent a potential to impact the pipeline. The proposed
project would be constructed and operated in accordance with DOT
regulations, which are protective of public safety. These regulations
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PM3-52
(cont'd)

require, among other things, the determination of class locations and
HCAs along the proposed route, and more stringent construction and
operational safety standards for areas where the pipeline would be
located in proximity to human populations. These determinations are
made based on population densities at the time of construction, but
Transwestern would be required to periodically assess the pipeline route
for class changes and potentially make modifications to comply with DOT
safety requirements.
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PM3-54

See the response to comment PM3-14.

See the response to comment PM3-15 regarding construction cost
estimates. See also the response to comment PM3-28 that discusses
the assertion that the evaluation of the Buckeye Alternatives devolved to
a cost-to-construct only analysis.
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See the responses to comments PM3-2 and PM3-3.

The specifications that determine class location for a natural gas
transmission pipeline are established by the DOT and are based on the
proximity and density of human populations present at the time of
construction. The proposed pipeline would be designed in accordance
with Class 3 standards in those areas of Buckeye that have been
developed at the time of construction, including Tartesso and Sun City
Festival. The remaining, presently undeveloped areas of Buckeye (and
elsewhere) could technically be constructed to Class 1 standards;
however, Transwestern proposes to construct the Phoenix Lateral to
Class 2 standards through all other areas of Buckeye, including areas not
slated for development. The build out of the Buckeye area is anticipated
to take decades. During this time, Transwestern would be required to
monitor development progress in proximity to the pipeline and implement
measures in response to any class changes to maintain compliance with
DOT requirements.

See the response to comment PM3-7 that discusses the issue of existing
and future utility crossings of the proposed pipeline alignment.

Serious consideration was given to the Buckeye Alternatives as
discussed in section 3.4.2.5. See also the response to comment PM3-12
regarding the adequacy of the alternatives analysis and the response to
comment PM3-28 that discusses the assertion that the Buckeye
Alternatives analysis was based solely on estimated project costs.
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PM3-58

See the responses to comments PM3-2 and PM3-3.

Serious consideration was given to the Buckeye Alternatives as
discussed in section 3.4.2.5. See also the response to comment PM3-12
regarding the adequacy of the alternatives analysis and the response to
comment PM3-2 that discusses the adequacy of the EIS.

The response to comment PM3-1 addresses the issue of project
notification to Buckeye area officials and stakeholders, the selection of
sites for scoping meetings, and the technical conference held in Buckeye
on December 14, 2006. As noted in the response, the draft EIS was
delayed by the FERC in order to research and respond to issues raised
during the technical conference. The response to comment PM3-3 also
clarifies that the draft EIS was comprehensive and prepared in
accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and other applicable
requirements. As such, the FERC did not withdraw the draft EIS or
formally extend the draft EIS comment period beyond the 45-day period
provided to all members of the public.
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PM3-59 See the responses to comments PM3-2 and PM3-3.

PM3-60 The comments expressing frustration with Transwestern’s communication
are noted. However, development plans for the Buckeye area have not
been overlooked and are addressed in sections 3.4.2.5 and 4.7.3.2.
Buckeye is expected to develop over the next several decades and
eventually house more than one million people within an area of
approximately 600 square miles. Potential conflicts with the proposed
alignment and existing and future utility crossings are specifically
addressed in section 3.4.3.5 and in the response to comment PM3-7.

Serious consideration was given to the Buckeye Alternatives as
discussed in section 3.4.2.5. See also the response to comment PM3-12
regarding the adequacy of the alternatives analysis and the response to
comment PM3-2 that discusses the adequacy of the EIS.
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PM3-61

See the responses to comments PM3-2 and PM3-3.
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PM3-64
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PM3-63 Consideration was given to the Buckeye Alternatives as discussed in
section 3.4.2.5.

Public safety is a significant consideration in siting a natural gas pipeline
and the school district can be assured that the project, if authorized by
the FERC, would be designed, constructed, and operated in accordance
with federal regulations that are protective of the public. Section 4.11
discusses pipeline safety and reliability. Specifically, the historical
pipeline incident data summarized in sections 4.11.2 and 4.11.3
demonstrate that natural gas pipelines continue to be a safe, reliable
means of energy transportation. These results encompass data from the
entire U.S. natural gas transmission system, including from pipelines
located in heavily urbanized settings. Transwestern would be required to
monitor development progress in proximity to the pipeline and implement
measures to remain in compliance with DOT regulations as development
occurs near the pipeline.

PM3-64 The comments in support of the project are noted. Because air pollution
is a concern in the project area, as noted by the commentor, and natural
gas is a cleaner burning fuel, most existing and future electric generating
plants are or will be gas fired. Therefore, the majority of the natural gas
that would be provided by the proposed project is expected to be used for
electric power generation. Transwestern does not have plans to build the
liquefaction facilities that would be necessary to convert the natural gas
to vehicle fuel; therefore, it would not be feasible to require Transwestern
to install refueling stations along the proposed route.
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PM3-64 1 and is being ignored.
(cont'd)

: e aut is a
] alternative fuel and I guess it's

4 1 Tt hi We migt ant them t
5 1t they'll Wt it me re

: eopl an fu ] e wi

7 this route and I don't know. I'm ki

g be begging these people please put this in.

They talk

y I'm cut here is

1 We've havir e a +hen we can't see the
15 it tair i e { I'm frightened and T t tk
16 could ke a welcome. u.

18 ker on the list is Sara Sandoer.

PM3-65 or the record, Sara Sandor, S-A-N- PM3-65  The comments from El Dorado Holdings, Inc. in opposition to the

Buckeye Alternatives are noted.

work El D Holdings and we just wa to

ppose the alte ative route It doe run through the
3 utheast port £ r devel an does affect the
1 residential land uses at were proposed there :! i
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PM3-65
(cont'd)

PM3-66

H-E-I-5-L-E-R

Public Meetings

PM3-66 The Tonopah Valley Association, Inc.’s (TVA) comments regarding
planned and proposed developments in Tonopah Valley are noted.
Section 3.4.2.5 has been revised to include additional information
regarding the planned developments in Tonopah Valley.
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PM3-66
(cont'd)

PM3-67

is

rgest tha
And so when vy
reality.
Our

, some concern about it als

it's important

ey’ oking thi ernate route tha
1 e as what it appears on
12 maje it are being planned
a or 3 ut there, Comprehensive
ne of those is not ing to be lo
hat line he east S0 1 ly felt it fair

you look at t

have out there, but we h

look at that blank area «

that this is not the tru

he largest -- ig the

ave many of

e picture that

vou're getting that line Thank you.
MR. SIFE yOU . that's the
eaker I hav n the list . 1 like )
spea
MRE. RICH: My name is Cort Rich v the R Law
iroup here tonight on behalf of the owners of the Deser
ree Subdivi ’ ] es, the uthern e the Sur

Public Meetings

PM3-67

These comments in support of the Buckeye Alternatives are noted.
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PM3-67
(cont'd)

g the alternati

Vers

1 choi - th
2 other The ri

3 There just aren't rour
1 that line. I think the choice really is ear. We're

5 about a few e: in a 1]
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PM3-68 The commentor is referred to section 3.0 of the draft EIS that describes
the eight route alternatives and six route variations that were considered,
as well as the No Action or Postponed Action Alternatives, energy and
energy conservation alternatives, and system alternatives to the
proposed project. See specifically the analysis of the Buckeye
Alternatives in section 3.4.2.5.
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PM3-68
(cont'd)

PM3-69

ve had my share.
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PM3-69 See the responses to comments PM3-2 and PM3-3.
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(cont'd)

PM3-70
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comment.
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wouldn't

come ¢

I've been

and check an

JuY

writing

) often. I

g transcript be filed as part

I'11l answer that. 1 have here 3

Time

the d et and I am ing t o bac

comments down all night.

ly be placed in the

ther questions, comments on the

Public Meetings 3

The transcripts of the public comment meetings on the draft EIS are
available for viewing on the FERC Internet website (http://www.ferc.gov)
under Docket Number CP06-459.

PM3-70
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[ : Ip mment meeti n the

g Phoeni:

9 Regulatory

FERC, I'd like to

. Let the record

show that

1 my left here,

15 Project Manager

the agenci

with

firm

[mpact

vironmental
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Impact Statement for this project.

The FERC is an independent agency that regulates

ity, natural g and

on of electri Y,

ion of

reviews proposals and authorizes constrl

interstate natural gas pipelines, storage facilities and
fied natural gas terminals -- liguified natural gas

being LHNG -- as well as 1i sing and inspecting of

Ry lectric proj The purpose of the Commission is to

protect the public and enerqgy customers and assuring that

regulated energy companies are acti within the law.

We are located in Washington, D.C. just north of

the United States Capitol down from Union Statieon if you

guys are familiar with D.C. at all. FERC has up to five

of the

commissioners who are appointed by e Fre

United States with advise and consent of the

Commi cners serve five-year terms and have egual vote on

regulatory matters. oOne member of the Commission is

and FERC's

designated by the President to serve as our cha

administrative head. Hiz name is Chairman Joseph T.

Kelliher. One of the commissioners that you guys are all
probably familiar with is from this area, Mr. Mark Spitzer.

1200 &

FERC has appr

taff employees. I'm

a part of the staff. The is the lead federal agency

mental Policy Act,

responsible for the National Env

review of the Fhoenix ocject and the lead agency

Public Meetings



6ET-I

5

[

for the preparation of the EIS.
NEPA requires FERC to analyze the environmental

ider alternatives and provide appropris

mitigation measures on proposed projec The ELM, the

Forest Service, the Office of Pipeli Safety, the Burea

Indian Affairs and the Navajo Nation are participating as

cooperating agencies in the preparation of the EIS.

ney public comment

Thizs meeting is a joint a

meeting. purpose of tonight's meeting is to provide

ea

h of you with the opportunity to give us your comments on

the draft Environmental Impact Statement and we will answer

any gquest you may have regarding the prop

from

tern Project., We are here tonight to lea

you. It will help us most if your c are as specific

meT

as possible regardi the prc ed project for the draft

EIS.

If you wish to speak 1ight, as I menticned,

please sign the speaker's list because right now I have

three speakers on it. After we go through the speakers here

in order, if anyone else would like to speak just raise your

hand and I'll try to g yvou accordingly to s

you do not wish to speak, you can pick up one
of the blue handouts in the back. It provides instructions

to make it easy for you to send written comments into us.

and the handouts

both with Amy at the

Public Meetings
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n-in table.

During our review of e project we assembled
information from a variety of sources, including

Transwestern, you the public, other state, local and federal

: and field work.

agencies and our own independent analy.
We analyzed the information prepared for the draft EIS, It
was distributed to the public review. A notice of

availability of the draft EIS was issued for the project on

April 27, 2007.

We are in the mid: od on

t of a 45-day comment p

the draft EIS. The formal comment period will end on June

18, 2007, It is during this pericd when we receive comments

on the draft EIS. ALl written comments received during this
time period or verbally tonight will be addressed in the
final Environmental Impact Statement. That is a NEFA
scheduled probably to go

timeline, The FEIS is pretty muck

out around September I would say. That's what our schedule

w

ting at right now. We ask for the comments to come in

[

as soon as possible we have the time to analyze the

comments and fully disclose those in the final EIS. June
18

2007 the cut-off date for NEPA, but we will continue

’

to ac ents a little bit after that. But then we

have a judgment call as to when to cut those off so we can
+

get them in the FEIS.

would like to add that the FERC strongly

Public Meetings
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encoura . We

nic filing of any comme

brochures back there to help you out. The instructions are

ted on our website at www.FERC.gov. in, the

blue hando and the brochures in tf

= back will help vyou

all that. I also encourage you guys to e-
subscribe to the project for ease. You can go to our

website and e-scribe to it. Anything that is filed on the

record under the do noer and you will get an e-mail

sent to you. You can either look at it or delete it. One
or the other, but it's how I track

this stuff that comes in

ST el

is project myself. It's a pretty good

If you received a copy of the draft EIS,

CD -- we usged to send out all of our EISs in a paper form,

but the e

got astronomical on some these projects and we

started sending out CDs. You will tomatically re

copy of the final EIS if you received a draft, If you have

not received a copy, we have several back there tonight. If

you want to get a cof f the final, just sign up and put

r informati down an

we'll make sure you
get a copy of that.

The EIS is not

n document. It

and to disclose to the

prepared to advise the Commis

public the environmental impact of constructing and

operating the proposed project. When it is completed, the

o

sion will consider the environmental information from

Public Meetings
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the fi

the draft EIS, along wit S, with the non-

envirconmental issues

as engineering, markets and rates

in making i sion to appr

or deny a certificate,

which would be FERC's authorization for th

iz project.

There no revies

of FERC's decision by the

pendence as a

President or Congress, maintaini

iding for fair and unki

regulatory agency in p

decisions. If the Commission votes to approve the project

and a certificate of publie convenience and necessity is

ued, Tr ill be required to meet

~aln

ificate. Those conditions

ditions as outlined in the cert

also the draft EIS right

can

typically change from the draft to the final and then into

the order, which becomes the ¢ ificate.

FERC's mental staff will monitor the

project through censtruction and restoration, performing
daily on=-site inspections to ensure environmental compliance

with those conditions are met.

Our cooperating agencies will use the final EIS

in support of their permitting effor Mark Mackiewicz

the BLM and Ross

Reineke wi

W = Office of Pipeline

Safety will now speak to you about their respective agency

the E

roles

process.

MR. MACKIEWIC Good evenir My name is Mark

jer with BIM. I'm

<t mana

iewicz, I'm a national g

Public Meetings
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QOffice. The Bureau of Land

out of the Washington, D

Management is the lead federal agency in issuing rights-of-

way across all federal lands. This includes lands managed
by the Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of Reclamation as
well as the National Forest Systems lands managed by the
United States Forest Services, specifically, the Prescott
Mational Forest as well as the Kaibab National Forest.

The project will cross lands under the
jurisdiction of BLM's Fhoenix District Office, including the
- Sonoran field office as well as the Hassayampa field

ce. In addition, it will cro

lands in Mew Mexico

under the jurisdiction of the Farmington field cffice.

Bpproximately 90 miles of the proposed pipeline will cr

federal lar

And as Doug has mentioned, we are a cooperating

agency in the preparat v of the draft Environmental Impact

Statement. We, as an agency, have independently evaluated

the content of the Environmental Impact Statement and will

utilize this document in support of our decision to either
approve or disapprove a right-of-way grant.

I would like

reiterate the purpose of this

meeting is to solicit your comments as to the adeg

cy of

the draft Environmental Impact Statement and to determine
whether we have adequately addressed impacts to both the

physical as well as the human environment. Thank you.

Public Meetings
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MR. NEKE: Good ev

Reineke. I'm a project manager with the OP3S. OPS is part

of the U

. Department of Transporta Pip
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration or PHMSA.

I would like to thank Dx

for inviting me

to this public comment meeting. ©OPS 1s participating as a

cooperating agency in preparing the draft EIS b

our

nmentally-

mizsion is ensure the safe, reliable and env

sound operation of the nation's pipeline transportation

system in providing the oversight for oil and natural gas
pipelines.

The Office of Pipeline Safety's p

driven by our mission., The cornerstone of OF

the inspection and enforcement of federal pipeline safety

regulations by gualified ins

ectors located in five regi
offices. OPS's regulations include minimum safety

irements f

all

pelines and more rigorous

irements for pipelines that cause a greater risk t

populated and environmentally-sensitive areas.

My purpose at this meeti is to assure you that

receives a rable review

if the Fh

Expansion Proj

from FERC the Office «

Pipeline fety will

continual, regulatory watch over the pipeline

construction to testing and through the entire

operaticonal life of the pipeline.

Public Meetings
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This regulatory oversight will consist of

measuring the operator's performance to ensure that the

pipeline is constructed of suitable mat als, that it is

welded in ace

rdance with industry standards, that the
welders themselves are qualified to join the pipeline, that
the pipeline is installed to the proper depth, that it is

ated to assure effective cathedic protection from

rrosion, aple and that the

pipeline is erly tested upon completion to ensure that

it can hold

the pressures that the operator reguires to

port natural gas.

, the Office

Beyond t n pro

Pipeline Safety conducts

g periodically c

aspects of the operations and maintenance of the pipeline.

The operator must have a written pl

in place to instruct

their perscnnel and to te to federal inspec ctly

d the frequency.

or menitoring is done

what tes

in conclusion, PHMSA's mission is pipeline
safety and we want to assure the public that all federal

pipeline safety regulations will be met for the proposed

Phoenix vansion Project. Thank you.

MR. SIPE: Thank you, Mark and Ross. We

appreciate that., Again, I would like to thank our

cooperating agencies. They help us out a great deal in

Py

providing a sound EIS to put on street. Without them

Public Meetings
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tak us a lot more time and lot more earch to

we need in a document. I'd like to point ocut to the

in the room

audier there are Trans

stern representative

rtise, T

with all levels of exg ey have maps in the back.
I talked some people early on and they've brought

t this. 1

in here asking me several questions ak

deo realize that one of our main ncerns is the routing of

this project, not y here but in a lot of other areas

the project due to the development that's happening in the

area. It has been hard to try to route this thing down

ing with El

through these areas, wo 50 and working with

s whole

the dev

rs and I do realize that through thi

:lop
process that some of the developments have been missed along

the lines. We've been trying to update the list as much as

Transwestern is worki

ng hard to make

developments that are near the right-of-way are in our EIS

and to make sure they're on the map so we can look at the

routing through here. 3So it's good that you gquy

Transwestern here tonight and set up appointments with them

if you want to work out issues around the

dev

t. We're

prents. This i:

struggling with

ments will help us out as much as possible., I urge you

guys te file everything on the record. We need detailed

-of-way down through here, but your

Public Meetings
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information on the red

to help us out and we need

detailed maps. We need to know exactly where your

developme|

because literally ir popping up
everywhere,

When we first started this project out, we did a
t of

of helicopter work, flying over a lo these areas and

a lot of these developments weren't even there and now they

are, So we realize how ick this area is growing and we're

trying to keep up with it all, but you guys can help us as

We

much as possible by [ ng this stuff on the record.

make it pretty easy for

you do, so if you would file it on

the record it would help us out.

Steven Veatch, Senior of Certifica

and Tariffs, a representative of ern, is now going

to give you a brief overview in the status of the Phoenix

Expansion Project,

MR. VEATCH: Go evening. As Doug said, my name

is Steven Veatch. I Senior Director of Certificate and
Tariffs representing Transwestern Pipeline on the Phoenix
Expansion Project. Tonight I'd like to give you a brief

overview of the project and kind of where we stand on the

project at this

With me tonight are representatives from the

Project Management, Engineering, Right-of-Way, Construction,

COperations a our Environmental, who will be availak

Public Meetings
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ar any que you might have at the conclusion of the

meeting.

The overall P

Expansion Proje

mately 95 miles of 42-

izt of the construction of appro:

inct d 164 miles of 36-inch

diameter natural gas pipe

diameter natural gas peline. Transwestern will also be

constructing minor lateral lines and meter stati

addition t ous taps, valves and other a

facilities.

The project is igned to tran 0 million

port

cubic feet of natural gas p

r day to customers in the state.

having cuted bindi 2ding agr ts to

e

, pre

icipate in the expansion are Arizona Public Service

Company for 150 million cubic feet per day for a term of 15

years; Salt River Project icultural Improvement and Power

District for 150 million cubic feet per day for a term of 15

poration for 32 million cubic feet

per day for a term of 15 years; Gila River Power LP for 25

million cubic feet per day for a term of four years; and

Unisource Energy, for 13 million cubic feet per day for

of 370 million cubic

a term of 15 years. Tha

feet per day a total of 74 percent of the proposed

capacity of the pipeline expansion.

Transwestern is currently locking to receive the

tificate of public convenience ity in

Public Meetings
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Septempber of this year and look to commence

in October of this year. Initial in-service is scheduled

for July 2008 with owv 11 in-ser in October 2008, At

this time Transwestern has ordered the pipe for the project

and it is currently in producti Construction contracts

for the pipeline have been awarded to Gregory & Cook

ratio

In addition, the

Construction and Rockford

ot will ke

hor al directional drilling for the

performed by Michael's Corporati

Rz of this date, 41 percent of the private

ease re been

nents needed for the project

cured. This,

coupled wi the r

ht-of-way, Transwestern has ques

from the Bure

u of Land Management, the Prescott and Kaibab

Mational Forest, Arizona State Lands and the Navajo Nation

represents over 171 miles or 60 percent of the overall

project.

Let me state again that representatives f

Transwestern are tonight and will be available after the
meeting to answer any questions you might have. Thank you.
MR. SIPE: Thank you, Steve.

A lot of people think that as scon as the

application is filed with FERC it's pretty much a done

They don't have much that they can do te work with -- you

ng to be and you listen

know, the routing and where it's

to Ste and they Tye

red the pipes
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have awarded

contracts and so on and so forth, but that's

part of doing business. They have to do that. They have to

get this f rolling. They're taking a gamble on whether

we're going to issue them a certificate and whether or not

they're going to get their permit d authorizations from

the other agencles, but that's part of business. A lot of

people think that's a done deal because that stuff is

happening.

It's kind of funny. I've been out on pipeline

projec before I even give construction clearance and I see
the pipes coming in on the rail yards, but that's part of

it. They have to order that

There's a lot of pipe

being put in the ground acroses the United States right now

and the pipeline companies are havi ible getting the

pipes. They're coming from a lot

foreign countries and

they have to order it early or they're not geing to get and

they have to meet the customers ne . But this is not a

done deal. We still have a lot of review to do on this

project. We have a lot of work te do with the developers

and I can only urge you guys. I have a condition on these

guys right now in the draft that they are supposed to

on the ¢ that

pros

e us with freguent updat lopir
are popping up because I cannot reiterate that hard enough.

jown here the amount of growth

When we first started coming

that's happen

ng in Casa Grande

nd the Buckeye area and

Public Meetings
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2 through. It's pr your comments.
3 rmat ¥ to ke able t |
5 We will now begin the import t part f the
¢ meeting v ur commer When 1y name is cal
7 please step up to the microphone, state your name for the
g record. Your comments will be transcribed by the court
ef to ensure that we get sccurate record of e
4] hi meeting will be placed in
the ot eve ne has acce t !
2 infor tonight It will not in
13 immediately. iz these u prepare a report
1 t me t me., I make sure I take all e stuff out
; that T don’ I the 1 rd 1t T w T didn't 1y
: W e have t make sure we look at it and then it goes on
7 the record, [t usually takes two weeks or so, but if

18 you need a copy of it immediately, work with the court

PM4-1 nty PM4-1 Pinal County’s appreciative comments are noted.

ike to first thank you all for See the response to comment CO30-1 and section 3.5.2.5 that has been
revised to include new information regarding the Pinal County EPNG
Collocation Variations.
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PM4-1 1 we have submitted our resolution that request that you d
(cont'd) ) )

: put in a the

3 RP, 501 d

1 emain

£ tha Y

¢ th thel nee hat we 1 with, ir srticular, the

7 art the Salanoe Ranch north and the Vista Canyor

8 Developments where you've worked with us to accommodate for

those pmen We appre 1 1 Thank yr

PM4-2 15 MR. WITT: Good evening. For the record, my name PM4-2 See the responses to comment PM3-2 regarding the adequacy of the EIS
' ' and comment PM3-45 regarding the referenced TRB study.

18 Expansion Project being considered for approval by

y colleague, Bike Oliver,

( 15 at s to his comments, the list and maps of our
four of our g ties, so they are already a part of the
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PM4-2 1
(cont'd) .

PM4-3

adequately consider alternatives and incorporate

measures, in

At last night's meeting in

Attachment B

locate major

measures and

developments and makes the cas

is study. It concludes that more

pipelines and densely=populated areas don't mix.

I'll conclude with a brief summary o

affecting the twc

properties located closer

Public Meetings

PM4-3

See the responses to comment CO7-3 regarding potential project
impacts on the Midway planned area development and comment PM3-45
regarding the referenced TRB study.
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PM4-4 |

neh 1ine
pipelines, the possibl
ine, the Trans

increa:

a failure, which wi

to

etpback of 600 feet from the o
prted ir =] ather
imate the 4 peline
stantizl number of -- ap
acres a
repr ents

the development in the

have to be compensated for.

range

Jas
30—

ressure

through this development

antially.

of 529

the permanent

mous economic impact

million, w

view of the intensity
it hi 1 be
ransweste ipelin

h would
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PM4-4

See the responses to comment CO7-4 regarding potential project
impacts on the proposed Elaine Farms development and comment PM3-
45 regarding the referenced TRB study.
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PM4-4 1 route would be 0 feet n the bound
cont'd
( ) 2 t Elaine Farms. The z 1ine Farms has been
3 for the
5 of the
¢ cloner waslh property .
7 If the sta rt of
=] a G600 feet from the
0
3 tould g It would move away Fa
1 hanks for the ty to comment.
15

19 and that is a problem. There is going to be another part to

20 that study. That was just an ew.
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The problem with those buffer zones is that if
you have a buffer zone of 60I 1 lot
these pipelines n't be able f« me int e a
they nee So we' re rking t hat stud

inuir M. T nue on t the
of tF anc 18 mercia nd
residential areas. And the same token is that

encroachment of the commercial and

pipelines. So it's

position of generally supporting the conclusions reached

J el
wWe unde
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EPNG'’s concerns regarding construction safety, operational constraints,
and system reliability associated with locating the Phoenix Lateral in
proximity to EPNG's existing natural gas pipelines are addressed in
sections 3.4.2.6 and 3.5.2.5. We concur that working directly over active
high pressure natural gas pipelines should be avoided if possible.
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need t enough ro
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need to

the
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1

accuracy of

oper
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2 cperate at.
3

1 that when
5 adopted

5 to the e

g the ground.

ff the

put it
1PoE

tructic

Public Meetings



T9T-1

PM4-5
(cont'd)

affec

reduce the

margiln

our pipelines undisturkb:e
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(cont'd)

county

straight

10 same width for the entire line, it would be

in there.

area pbut in

in

ipeline, a road --

requla

3 t 't} en because that st
1 ! s not allowed. that'
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PM4-6

K. ( 1 evening ank you tt
opportu ddress repre t ller Holdings and we
file 1 motion t inter few weeks ago and the main

ranted t 1] t e
ki nd 1t Transwester B had the
pportunit eak Mr. Bra before this meeting wa

convened and understand you are;

ta Jitlh me fellows fi .
ted us te come talk t
port of the meeting
urther
HE COURT REFORT C rane th : rd,
MR. I'm sorry. I'm Jehn Dacey

ent Miller Holdi

COURT REPORTER:

Could you spell it, please?

Public Meetings

PM4-6 Section 3.5.2.5 has been revised to address the Verona master planned

community.
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PM4-6
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affect a good number in the

ruary 10t and again ir

the pre-plat appro

imply thi

er planned communities where there

o-location between the

5 as currently re

zituation as those four

same treatment

me

Thank you.
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PM4-7
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PM4-7 See the response to comment LA9-2 that addresses the City of Casa
Grande’s concerns with the proposed alignment along The Wash.
Section 3.4.2.6 has been revised to include additional information
regarding the North Santa Cruz Wash (The Wash) alignment.
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PM4-7
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document to ma

PM4-8 5 MR.

Hi. My name is Cort Rich. I'm an PM4-8 The comments are noted.

& ittorney with the Rose Law G I'm here t n See the response to comment CO30-1 and section 3.5.2.5 that has been
7 behalf of ‘o De pment 2 in , Capital, the revised to include new information regarding the Pinal County EPNG
Collocation Variations.
jevel = the Tarte s Salona Nort d Maratars

10 ind Bill, in part lar, for working w W
11 with the unty and the 1 ke ir r 1 the
12 concerns that we had for future development, the burd it
13 would place, not en the developers, but probably more
14 ifportantly « 1| ounty in
15 ! t > back a staffs
16 1 lready spent yea plat 1 approving and their
1 uncils have looked at and ed e apprecia
1 that
19 thank Tra stern and El Paso in advance for
) the work -- and I know 's worl Ty y Or may not
1 have & t 4o, but 15 and
eact We app
Jue I t also, € t I inty
| e preser tive ere, ', wante t than hem f
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iz a publiec comment mest

but

an interpreter, Joanna Aus

graph from my writte

name i

us Ron Maldonado

for this project.

with the
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FERC is I

independent agency that regulates

the interstate transmission of electricity, natural gas, and

oil. FERC reviews proposals and struction of

interstate natural

s, storage facilities, and

liquefied natural gas terminals as well as licensing and

f the

xction hydroelect The purpos

Commission is to protect the public and energy customers and

ensure that regulated energy companies are acting within

the law.

We are located in Washi

1, D.C. We're j

gt

no

n of the United States Capitol, ion Station, the big

train station in D.C. FERC has up to five commissioners who
are appointed by the President of the United States with the

ice and consent of the Senate, Commissioners serve

five-year terms and have

equal vote on regulatory matte

Cne member the Com

ssion is designated by the President

chair and FERC rative head.

nini
FERC has approximately 1,200 staff employees. I'm

one of those staff empl 25, Chairman Joseph T. Kelliher is

our chairman right now.

The FERC is tl

lead federal agency respongible for the

Matiocnal Er

vironmental Policy Act review of the

ansion Projec

d agency for the preparation

of the

RC to analyze the envircnmental
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consider alternatives, and provide appropriate

impact

°d projects. The Bureau of Land

ation measures on Propose

For and Haza

st Service, the Pipeline

Management, the

Materials S: y Administrat

Bureau of Indian Affairs,

and the Navajo Nation are participating as cooperating agenci

in the preparation of the EIS. This meeting is a joint agens

public comment meeting.

afternc

5 meeting is to

provide each of you with the ocpportunity to give us

your comments on the draft EIS and for us to er

any questions you may have regarding the proposed project.

t would help us the most if your comments are

ag specific as possible regarding the propos

ed project and

draft EIS. If you wish to speak this afterncon, there's a
speaker's list over there at the table. If you do not wish to
speak, there are blue handouts over on the table that provide

make it e end writter

instru ior

> Ommer

for you t

in to us. The speaker's list and the handouts are both with

in table.

Amy at the
During our review of the project we assembled

information from a variety of sources, including

the

Transwestern, y lie, other state, local, and fe

s, and our own independent analysis and field work.

this informati IS that

and prepared a draft

Public Meetings
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period
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idd that the FERC rongly
filing of comments. The
this cated on our website at

aet

ole i
ind provide us your name and
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of certificate 1f this pr

conditions the

cies will use

forts.

in support

MR. SIPE: I would like to point out to the audience

that there are Trar tern representatives here to a

ar your

questions and they have brought detailed maps of the project

and of the pipeline route, talk to m after the

formal part of this meeting is over.

I mentioned before,

Na

Ron Maldonado from the Mation and Ha

from the Bureau of Indian Affairs are also here and can

aAnswer your Raise your hand if

U have any

questions for them.
Right now, Don Hawkins, a Senior Vice President a
Transwestern, is here to make a brief presentation about the

Phe

Expansion Project.

MR. Hawkins: Good afternc

1. Ag Doug said, my name

ns and I am Senior Vice President of Operations

ie Don Haw

and Engineering for Transwestern Pi

ine Company. This

afterncon I would like to give

the

you a brief overvi

status of the Transwestern line enix Expansion

pany Fh

Project. With me today are individuals from Project Management,

and

Engineering, Ri

t-of-Way, Construction, Operati

ironmental who will be available to re

pond to any questions

you may have concerning the proposed Phoenix Expans Project

Public Meetings
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at the conclusion of the meeting.

The overall PFhoenix ansion Froject in Arizona

congists of the

struction of approximately 95 miles of 42-

inch-diameter natural gas pipeline, 164 milecs

diameter natural gas pipeline, and 25 miles of 36-inch-

of

diamet natural gas pipeline in New Mexico, 14 mile

which are on Mavajo Mation land. Transwestern will alsc be

constructing minor lateral lines to meter stations in addition

to various taps, valves, and other auxiliary facilities

The project is d d to tr 500 million

cublc feet per day of natural gas to customers in the state.

Customers having executed binding service agreements to

participate in the expansion are Arizona Public Service

Company, Salt River Project Agricultural Improvement and

Power District, Southwest Gas Corporation, Gila River Power

LP, and Unisource Er Inc. The total contracts executed

by fin

¥ ;

rtiesg total 370 million cub

feet per day.
Four of the five have executed l5-year ceontracts, with Gila

River executing a four-year agreement for the project.

FERC

Trar

stern is locking to receive t

venien and Nec

Certificate of Public

ity in September

2007 and commence construction in October. Initial in-service

July 2008 with overall in service in Oc
2008,

Transwestern has orde

d the pipe for the project and

Public Meetings



6.T-11

rrently in production. Ceonstruction contracts for

pipeline have been awarded to Gregory & Cook Construction and

ontal ¢

Rockford porati al

In addition, the hor

drilling cion,

W

be performed by s Corpora

As of this, date 41 percent «

the private eas

ments

needed for the proj have been i with

~ured.  This couple

the right-of-way Transwestern has reguested from the Bureau of

t and Kaibab National Fore

Land Management, Fre
State Lands Department, and the Navajo Mation represents over

171 miles or

60 percent of the overall project.
Let me state again that Transwestern project team

membe r juestions.

will be available after the meeting toc answer

MR. SIPE: Thank you, Don.

We will now kegin the important part of the

meeting with your comm

ts. I know we don't have any
speakers signed up and we don’t have a court reporter but

and 1r name and

want to speak, ple and up

spell it. We’ll try to take good notes and the transcript will

be placed on the public record. Deoes anypody have any comments

or questions? That’s what we are re for. Ron -

would you all like to add anything?

Herrilene Yazzie, Bureau of Indian Affairs,

Gallup Area Gffice,

body want to make a

SOMme

y questions for me or My name is Herrilene Ya

The topic of discussion here is also in the back of
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the room in the form of the Environmental Impact Statement book

and maps, and you can talk to people about aspects of the

that

oroject back there. If you lo at the map
Py

g you'll

>d route.,

there are several residences along the progx

Also, I have another y of t

EIS at my office

forward to the Eas

in Gallup, New Mexico, which I

]

Mav

maybe to Mr. DeGroat’s office or to the library here.

Are there any questions about the proje
I notice a few of you here were also at the Chapter

for

House meetir Navajo Gallup Water Supply p

The proposed routes in each of the projects are not very

cle

to the other, they’re different routes all together.
I know that because we, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, are also
the cooperating entity in the Navajo Gallup Water Supply draf
EIS.

Mr. Ron Maldonado ions

here to wer

th urhed

on the biol

resourc

t may be impact

during the project construction in various locations. For

example, places where ocur Navajo Medicine men gather herbs for

healing and ceremonies. Tell us about those sites the

oW about these plants along the

oute.

and Wildlife

We are also working with the Nava

Deg

artment concerning other biological resourc

may have overlooked. Let us know so them in the
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PM5-1

Transwestern would implement measures to control the spread of
noxious weed species during construction and for up to 5 years following
construction. Section 4.4.4 has been revised to include details of
Transwestern’s Noxious Weed Management Plan, which has been
included as Appendix R of the final EIS.
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PM5-2

PM5-3

PM5-4

As discussed in sections 4.2.2, 4.3.2, and 4.4.2, Transwestern would
implement its Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance
Plan (UECRM Plan) and Restoration Plan to reduce impacts on soils,
waterbodies, and vegetation within the construction and permanent
rights-of-way.

Transwestern would be required to adhere to road weight restrictions as
required by the DOT and its operating administrations, as well as any
local (county) road weight restrictions. Following construction, roads
used for access would be regraded and restored to original condition
unless the landowner or land management agency requests otherwise.
Transwestern is also developing access management plans specific to
BLM-managed and Forest System lands that will identify the measures to
be taken by Transwestern and its construction contractors to provide
safe, minimal impact, and stable surface access to the construction right-
of-way and its ancillary facilities. Transwestern has committed to
developing and implementing a post-construction schedule of
maintenance with possible maintenance actions to ensure the stability
and revegetation of the right-of-way.

See the response to PM5-1.
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PM5-4
(cont'd)

PM5-5
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PM5-5

As discussed in section 4.9.4, the FERC has complied with section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act and the implementing regulations
in Title 36 CFR Part 800 and notified the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation on October 30, 2006 of adverse effects to afford it an
opportunity to participate in consultation. A Programmatic Agreement
(PA) has been developed that provides for developing and implementing
treatment plans to minimize effects on historic properties, and completing
studies to identify and to evaluate these effects. The FERC would ensure
that treatment and the terms of the PA are carried out.
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