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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 II 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. 

PM2-1 
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PM2-2 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. 

 

 

PM2-3 Legal actions related to pipeline construction projects are typically related 
to easement negotiations or intervenors requesting a rehearing after the 
Commission approves a project.  

PM2-2 

PM2-3 
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PM2-4 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.   

PM2-4 
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PM2-5 Transwestern has provided its Draft Visual Resource Study Technical 

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

PM2-5 
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PM3-1 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. 

PM3-1 
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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, LA1, and LA2-1 through LA2-282.  

PM3-1 
(cont’d) 

PM3-2 
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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. 

PM3-2 
(cont’d) 

PM3-3 
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PM3-3 
(cont’d) 
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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 II 
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.   

PM3-4 
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PM3-5 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. 

PM3-6 

PM3-7 
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PM3-7 
(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. 

PM3-7 
(cont’d) 
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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. 

PM3-7 
(cont’d) 

PM3-8 
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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. 

PM3-8 
(cont’d) 

PM3-9 
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PM3-10 See the response to comment PM3-7. 

PM3-9 
(cont’d) 

PM3-10 
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PM3-10 
(cont’d) 
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PM3-10 
(cont’d) 
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PM3-11 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. 

PM3-11 



 

II-74 

 Public Meetings 3 
 
 

PM3-11 
(cont’d) 
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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. 

PM3-11 
(cont’d) 

PM3-12 
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PM3-12 
(cont’d) 
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PM3-13 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. 

PM3-12 
(cont’d) 

PM3-13 
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PM3-13 
(cont’d) 
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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). 

PM3-13 
(cont’d) 

PM3-14 
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PM3-15 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).   

PM3-14 
(cont’d) 

PM3-15 
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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.  

PM3-15 
(cont’d) 
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PM3-15 
(cont’d) 
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PM3-15 
(cont’d) 
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PM3-16 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. 

PM3-16 

PM3-15 
(cont’d) 
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PM3-17 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. 

 

 

 

PM3-18 The Agency Staffs are not aware of any planned or proposed projects 
that would be a viable alternative to the Phoenix Expansion Project. 

PM3-19 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.  

PM3-16 
(cont’d) 

PM3-17 

PM3-18 

PM3-19 
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PM3-20 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.  As discussed 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 (NOx) and sulfur dioxide, which have 
the potential to adversely affect air quality.  

PM3-21 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 SA6). 

PM3-22 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. 

PM3-23 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.   

PM3-19 
(cont’d) 

PM3-20 

PM3-21 

PM3-22 

PM3-23 
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PM3-24 See the response to comment PM3-14. 

PM3-23 
(cont’d) 

PM3-24 
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PM3-25 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 

 

 

 

 
 

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

PM3-24 
(cont’d) 

PM3-25 

PM3-26 
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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.   

PM3-26 
(cont’d) 

PM3-27 
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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. 

PM3-27 
(cont’d) 

PM3-28 

PM3-29 
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PM3-30 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. 

PM3-29 
(cont’d) 

PM3-30 
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PM3-30 
(cont’d) 
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PM3-30 
(cont’d) 



 

II-94 

 Public Meetings 3 
 
 
 
PM3-31 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.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM3-32 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. 

PM3-31 

PM3-32 
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PM3-32 
(cont’d) 
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PM3-33 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

PM3-32 
(cont’d) 

PM3-33 
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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 
FA6), 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. 

PM3-33 
(cont’d) 

PM3-34 

PM3-35 
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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. 

PM3-35 
(cont’d) 

PM3-36 
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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. 

PM3-36 
(cont’d) 

PM3-37 
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PM3-37 
(cont’d) 
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PM3-38 The potential impacts associated with a “worst case scenario” event are 

discussed in section 4.11.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM3-39 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.   

PM3-40 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.    

PM3-38 

PM3-39 

PM3-40 
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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. 

PM3-41 

PM3-42 
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PM3-43 Serious consideration was given to the Buckeye Alternatives as 

discussed in section 3.4.2.5.  

PM3-42 
(cont’d) 

PM3-43 
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PM3-44 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. 

PM3-44 
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PM3-45 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.  It is 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. 

PM3-44 
(cont’d) 

PM3-45 
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PM3-45 
(cont’d) 
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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. 

PM3-46 

PM3-47 

PM3-48 
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PM3-49 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. 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

PM3-50 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.  

PM3-48 
(cont’d) 

PM3-49 

PM3-50 
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PM3-50 
(cont’d) 
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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 

PM3-51 

PM3-52 
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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.   

PM3-52 
(cont’d) 
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PM3-52 
(cont’d) 
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PM3-52 
(cont’d) 
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PM3-53 See the response to comment PM3-14.  

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

PM3-54 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. 

PM3-52 
(cont’d) 

PM3-53 

PM3-54 
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PM3-55 See the responses to comments PM3-2 and PM3-3. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM3-56 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. 

PM3-54 
(cont’d) 

PM3-55 

PM3-56 
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PM3-56 
(cont’d) 
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PM3-56 
(cont’d) 
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PM3-56 
(cont’d) 
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PM3-57 See the responses to comments PM3-2 and PM3-3. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM3-58 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.  

PM3-57 

PM3-58 
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PM3-58 
(cont’d) 
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PM3-58 
(cont’d) 
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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.   

PM3-58 
(cont’d) 

PM3-59 

PM3-60 
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PM3-60 
(cont’d) 



 

II-124 

 Public Meetings 3 
 
 
 
 
 
PM3-61 See the responses to comments PM3-2 and PM3-3. 

PM3-60 
(cont’d) 
PM3-61 
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PM3-62 The comments regarding local requirements to notify prospective home 

buyers of a natural gas transmission pipeline are noted. 
PM3-62 
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PM3-62 
(cont’d) 
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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. 

PM3-63 

PM3-64 
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PM3-65 The comments from El Dorado Holdings, Inc. in opposition to the 

Buckeye Alternatives are noted. 

PM3-64 
(cont’d) 

PM3-65 
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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. 

PM3-65 
(cont’d) 

PM3-66 
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PM3-67 These comments in support of the Buckeye Alternatives are noted. 

PM3-66 
(cont’d) 

PM3-67 
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PM3-67 
(cont’d) 
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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.  

PM3-67 
(cont’d) 

PM3-68 
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PM3-69 See the responses to comments PM3-2 and PM3-3. 

PM3-68 
(cont’d) 

PM3-69 
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PM3-70 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.  

PM3-69 
(cont’d) 

PM3-70 



 

II-135 

 Public Meetings 3 
 
 



 

II-136 

 Public Meetings 4 
 
 



 

II-137 

Public Meetings 4 
 
 



 

II-138 

 Public Meetings 4 
 
 



 

II-139 

 Public Meetings 4 
 
 



 

II-140 

 Public Meetings 4 
 
 



 

II-141 

 Public Meetings 4 
 
 



 

II-142 

 Public Meetings 4 
 
 



 

II-143 

 Public Meetings 4 
 
 



 

II-144 

 Public Meetings 4 
 
 



 

II-145 

 Public Meetings 4 
 
 



 

II-146 

 Public Meetings 4 
 
 



 

II-147 

 Public Meetings 4 
 
 



 

II-148 

 Public Meetings 4 
 
 



 

II-149 

 Public Meetings 4 
 
 



 

II-150 

 Public Meetings 4 
 
 



 

II-151 

 Public Meetings 4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PM4-1 Pinal County’s appreciative comments are noted.   

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. 

PM4-1 
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PM4-2 See the responses to comment PM3-2 regarding the adequacy of the EIS 

and comment PM3-45 regarding the referenced TRB study. 

PM4-1 
(cont’d) 

PM4-2 
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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. 

PM4-2 
(cont’d) 

PM4-3 
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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.  

PM4-3 
(cont’d) 

PM4-4 
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PM4-4 
(cont’d) 
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PM4-5 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. 

PM4-5 
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PM4-5 
(cont’d) 
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PM4-5 
(cont’d) 
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PM4-5 
(cont’d) 
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PM4-5 
(cont’d) 
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PM4-5 
(cont’d) 
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PM4-5 
(cont’d) 
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PM4-6 Section 3.5.2.5 has been revised to address the Verona master planned 

community. 
PM4-6 
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PM4-6 
(cont’d) 
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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. 

PM4-7 
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PM4-7 
(cont’d) 
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PM4-7 
(cont’d) 
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PM4-8 The comments are noted. 

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. 

PM4-8 
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PM4-8 
(cont’d) 
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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.   

PM5-1 
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PM5-2 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. 

 

 

 

 

 

PM5-3 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. 

 

 
 

 

PM5-4 See the response to PM5-1. 

PM5-2 

PM5-3 

PM5-4 

PM5-1 
(cont’d) 
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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. 

 

PM5-4 
(cont’d) 

PM5-5 
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