
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

II-184 

Federal Agencies 1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA1-1 Section 4.2.3 has been revised to include additional information regarding 

potential impacts on soil crusts.   
FA1-1 



 

II-185 

Federal Agencies 1 
 

FA1-1 
(cont’d) 



 

II-186 

 Federal Agencies 1 
 
 



 

II-187 

Federal Agencies 2 
 
 



 

II-188 

Federal Agencies 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA2-1 It would be the responsibility of Transwestern to coordinate the 

identification of geodetic control monuments and make the proper 
notifications to the National Geodetic Survey.  Funding requirements for 
any relocation(s) that would be necessary as a result of the project 
should be coordinated between Transwestern and the National Geodetic 
Survey. 

FA2-1 
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Federal Agencies 3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA3-1 The Commission responded separately to this letter on July 3, 2007.  The 

Commission’s response is part of the public record for the Phoenix 
Expansion Project and is available for available for viewing on the FERC 
Internet website (http://www.ferc.gov) under Docket Number CP06-459.   

FA3-1 
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Federal Agencies 3 
 
 

FA3-1 
(cont’d) 



 

II-191 

Federal Agencies 4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA4-1 The EPA’s comments in support of the proposed project and its 

alignment provided the project is constructed and operated in accordance 
with applicable laws, regulations, and proposed mitigation measures are 
noted.  The EPA’s support of 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 is 
also noted. 

 
 

FA4-2 The EPA’s rating of the draft EIS is noted.  These general comments are 
followed by more specific detailed comments and recommendations that 
are addressed in the responses to comments FA4-3 through FA4-13.  
One hard copy and two CD ROMs of the final EIS will be sent to the EPA, 
Region IX at the letterhead address (mailcode:  CED-2).   

FA4-1 

FA4-2 



 

II-192 

Federal Agencies 4 
 
 FA4-2 

(cont’d) 



 

II-193 

Federal Agencies 4 
 
 



 

II-194 

Federal Agencies 4 
 
 
 
 
FA4-3 The EPA’s support of 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 is 
noted. 

 

FA4-4 Some of the proposed developments in the Buckeye area are still in 
planning stages and are subject to various federal, state, and local 
approvals.  Also, the build out of the Buckeye area is expected to take 
several decades; therefore, plans for the area will likely continue to 
evolve.  The Phoenix Lateral would be constructed and operated nearly 
entirely within an existing powerline easement through this area; would 
be designed, constructed, and operated in accordance with applicable 
regulations; and would be built before most of the planned developments 
are constructed. 

10,000 West, LLC supports Transwestern’s proposed alignment through 
Buckeye. 

 

 

 

FA4-5 The Waste Management Arizona Variation and the Pinal County EPNG 
Collocation Variations have been revised as described in sections 3.5.2.4 
and 3.5.2.5, respectively.  
 
 

FA4-6 See the response to comment FA4-4. 

FA4-3 

FA4-4 

FA4-5 

FA4-6 



 

II-195 

Federal Agencies 4 
 
 
FA4-7 See the response to comment PM3-48.  The projects listed in table 4.12-

1 that could be constructed within a similar time frame and affect similar 
habitats of federally listed and sensitive species would be required to, as 
appropriate, obtain permits from the New Mexico Department of Game 
and Fish (NMDGF) and the AGFD, and consult with the FWS.  These 
agencies would require measures to mitigate impacts on federally listed 
and sensitive species associated with these other projects.  Many of 
these projects, including the Phoenix Expansion Project, are large-scale 
projects with construction schedules that span multiple years.  In addition, 
Transwestern has agreements with shippers that require it to meet its 
proposed schedule or face significant financial loss.  The economic 
feasibilities of other projects listed in table 4.12-1 are also likely to be 
schedule dependent.  It would not be reasonable or practical to expect 
the project proponents to coordinate to modify their projects to minimize 
cumulative environmental impacts or adjust their construction schedules 
to avoid and minimize the simultaneous construction of projects within the 
habitats of federally listed and sensitive species.  Regarding construction 
activities within the Maricopa County nonattainment area as discussed in 
section 4.12.7, the project would not result in cumulative impacts on air 
quality. See also the response to comment FA4-8. 

FA4-8 The Phoenix Expansion Project is designed to transport natural gas from 
the Rocky Mountain and San Juan Basins by way of Transwestern’s 
existing San Juan Lateral and mainline system.  As such, the natural gas 
that would be delivered by the proposed project is not imported natural 
gas (i.e., not from a liquefied natural gas (LNG) source), which can 
potentially have a higher Wobbe Index (WI) than domestic supplies.  
Currently, the Phoenix area is served by a single natural gas 
infrastructure system, that of EPNG.  The natural gas delivered to the 
project area by the EPNG system also comes from domestic supply 
sources.  Because the natural gas delivered by the proposed project 
would have a similar WI and heating value as the natural gas currently 
being supplied to the project area, and is not LNG-source gas, an 
extensive heat content analysis is unwarranted. 

Air quality impacts and mitigation are discussed in section 4.10.1.  The 
project would be in conformance with all applicable federal, state, and 
local air quality regulations, including the federal General Conformity 
requirements.  The FERC’s Final General Conformity Determination (see 
Appendix Q) was prepared in consultation with the Maricopa Association 
of Governments (MAG); the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 
(ADEQ); and the EPA, Region IX.  

FA4-7 

FA4-8 
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Federal Agencies 4 
 
FA4-9 Section 4.7.4.1 has been revised to acknowledge the EPA’s concerns 

and include the recommendation that Transwestern file an Access 
Management Plan for BLM-managed lands and a revised Forest Service 
Access Management Plan that includes the frequency of monitoring that 
would be conducted, the methodology for reassessing the implemented 
measures in the future, and enforcement measures.  A cross-reference to 
these concerns and the FERC staff’s recommendation in section 4.7.4.1 
has also been added to section 4.10.1.3.  Because these two plans would 
be only applicable to BLM-managed and Forest System lands, and the 
BLM and FS are responsible for enforcing plans that apply solely to 
federal lands under their jurisdiction, it was not considered necessary to 
list them in the plans as the agencies responsible for enforcement of their 
respective plans.  Section 2.5 discusses the environmental inspection 
and mitigation monitoring program that would be implemented to ensure 
that Transwestern complies with the mitigation measures in its 
applications, the FERC Certificate, the BLM/FS/U.S. Department of the 
Interior, Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) Plan of Development (POD), and 
other permits.  As discussed in section 2.5, third-party compliance 
monitors representing these agencies would be present on each 
construction spread to monitor compliance with the project mitigation 
measures and requirements.  

FA4-10 Transwestern has not provided a separate plan to control construction-
related emissions; however, Transwestern has committed to specific 
measures suggested by the EPA to minimize emissions from off-road and 
on-road activities during construction, as discussed in section 4.10.1.3.  
These measures include:  reducing, to the extent practicable, 
construction-related trips and unnecessary idling; asking contractors to 
ensure that all certified engines have required control devices (e.g., 
particulate traps for diesel particulate matter control) and that required 
maintenance activities are performed; and prohibiting engine tampering.  

Regarding the EPA’s suggestion of restricting the age of construction 
equipment based upon a cost analysis, Transwestern has committed to 
using the best equipment locally available at the time of project 
construction.  The availability of certain pieces of equipment necessary 
for the construction activities limits Transwestern’s ability to commit to this 
measure.   

FA4-9 

FA4-10 



 

II-197 

Federal Agencies 4 
 
 
 
 
FA4-11 The FERC has prepared a Final General Conformity Determination (see 

Appendix Q) in consultation with the MAG; the ADEQ; and the EPA, 
Region IX.  Section 4.10.1.4 has been revised to include a discussion of 
the Final General Conformity Determination, including details of the 
methods that were used to demonstrate that the project would be in 
conformance with the federal General Conformity requirements. 

 

 

FA4-12 The final EIS has been revised as a result of comments on the draft EIS 
and 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 refined and new plans that are 
included as appendices of the final EIS include the UECRM Plan, 
Wetland and Waterbody Construction and Mitigation Procedures (WWCM 
Procedures), Horizontal Directional Drill Plan (HDD Plan), Fire Prevention 
and Suppression Plan, Noxious Weed Management Plan, Migratory Bird 
Plan, and Draft Visual Resource Study Technical Report.  The 
Restoration Plan is too voluminous to include in the EIS but can be 
viewed on the FERC Internet website (http://www.ferc.gov) under Docket 
Number CP06-459.  

The FWS has not yet issued the BO for the Phoenix Expansion Project.  
When it is received, it will be posted on the FERC Internet website.   

Section 2.5 describes the environmental inspection and mitigation 
monitoring program that would be implemented to ensure that activities 
associated with the Phoenix Expansion Project are conducted in 
compliance with the project mitigation measures and requirements.  This 
includes all mitigation measures proposed by Transwestern throughout 
the permitting phase of the project and all requirements placed on the 
project by the FERC, the BLM, the FS, and other applicable agencies as 
well as the terms and conditions of the FWS’ BO.  

FA4-13 The Agency Staffs believe the wetland and waterbody buffer zones 
included in Transwestern’s WWCM Procedures are adequate considering 
that they are in accordance with the FERC’s Wetland and Waterbody 
Construction and Mitigation Procedures and that Transwestern would be 
required to install erosion controls as necessary to maintain construction 
spoil and sediment within the right-of-way and prevent the flow of heavily 
silt-laden water into wetlands or waterbodies. 

FA4-10 
(cont’d) 

FA4-11 

FA4-12 

FA4-13 
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 Federal Agencies 5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA5-1 The Department of the Air Force’s comments that it does not have any 

preferences among the proposed action and alternatives as none appear 
to have potential impacts on its military training mission are noted. 

FA5-1 
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 Federal Agencies 6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA6-1 The FWS’ comments concurring with the FERC’s determinations of 

effects on listed species as modified via e-mail on May 29, 2007 are 
noted.  The May 9, 2007 date for the initiation of formal consultation and 
September 21, 2007 date for completion of the BO unless an extension is 
mutually agreed to by the FERC and the FWS are also noted.  The 
assigned log number will be included on all future correspondence 
regarding the proposed project. 

FA6-1 
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 Federal Agencies 6 
 
 
 
FA6-2 It is noted that a federal action agency may not make any irreversible or 

irretrievable commitment of resources that limit future options after the 
initiation of formal consultation. 

 

FA6-3 The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) and the Navajo Nation are participating 
in the environmental review of the project and preparation of the EIS as 
cooperating agencies.  The FERC and Transwestern have coordinated 
with other Native American tribes and the NMDGF and AGFD as 
appropriate. 

FA6-2 

FA6-3 
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Federal Agencies 7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA7-1 The Commission responded separately to this letter on July 25, 2007.  

The Commission’s response is part of the public record for the Phoenix 
Expansion Project and is available for available for viewing on the FERC 
Internet website (http://www.ferc.gov) under Docket Number CP06-459.   

FA7-1 
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Federal Agencies 8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FA8-1 The Senator’s letter did not include the correspondence from Buckeye, 

Arizona Mayor Bobby Bryant, which is referenced as an attachment. 

The Town of Buckeye and other Buckeye area stakeholders have made 
their concerns known through participation in the NEPA process, which 
included a technical conference held in Buckeye on December 14, 2006.  
In response to these concerns, the Agency Staffs examined two route 
alternatives that would potentially reduce impacts on the Buckeye 
planning area.  As discussed in detail in section 3.4.2.5, the Agency 
Staffs concluded that neither alternative represented an environmentally 
preferable or economically viable alternative to the proposed route 
through the Buckeye area.  The Agency Staffs also responded to all 
comments on the draft EIS filed by the Buckeye area stakeholders (see 
most notably the response to comment letter LA2). 

The proposed route would be located within an existing easement for 
nearly the entire length through the Buckeye area and, therefore, would 
not require significant new right-of-way.  The proposed pipeline would 
also be designed, constructed, and operated in accordance with 
applicable standards and regulations and thus would not pose a 
significant risk to public safety.  The applicant, Transwestern, would be 
required to monitor development in proximity to the pipeline, including in 
the Buckeye area, and would be required to implement more stringent 
safety measures as surrounding areas develop.  Transwestern has 
committed to working with the Town of Buckeye and other stakeholders 
to reduce the impact of the project on the community.  

FA8-1 
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