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SA1-1 Table 1.6-1 indicates that the EPA, Region VI would review and issue 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits in 
conjunction with the states for the discharge of hydrostatic test water.  It 
would be Transwestern’s responsibility to submit the appropriate 
materials to the EPA to facilitate processing of an NPDES permit 
application and to comply with all measures stipulated in the permit.  It is 
noted that the NPDES permit application should be submitted to the EPA 
a minimum of 180 days in advance of discharge to waters of the United 
States. 

SA1-2 Sections 4.10.1.2 and 4.10.2.3 address county and local dust control and 
noise regulations for the construction phase of the project.  No applicable 
local or county noise or dust control regulations were identified in the 
McKinley County and San Juan County portions of the project area.   

To address dust control during project construction, Transwestern has 
developed a Dust Control Plan (see Appendix M).  The Dust Control Plan 
identifies construction activities with the potential to generate dust, 
including fugitive dust emissions from vehicle traffic and earthmoving 
activities, as well as specific mitigation measures to be implemented by 
Transwestern to control dust.  The FERC staff has recommended that 
Transwestern file revisions to the Dust Control Plan that identify 
performance standards (e.g., visible opacity requirements) and the 
parties responsible for implementing the control measures.  Transwestern 
would file these revisions for review and approval before construction of 
the proposed project (see mitigation measure number 24 in section 5.3). 

Noise associated with construction activities would be temporary and 
intermittent in nature and would generally occur during daylight hours.  As 
such, exposure to excessive ground-borne noise levels would be limited 
and short term.  However, certain activities, such as hydrostatic testing 
and horizontal directional drilling (HDD), would occur continuously until 
completed.  Transwestern proposes to cross the San Juan River using 
the HDD method.  The HDD entry and exit points would be in close 
proximity to several noise-sensitive areas (NSAs).  As such, in the draft 
EIS, the FERC staff recommended that an analysis of the existing noise 
levels at these NSAs be completed, along with an assessment of the 
noise contribution of these activities at the NSAs.  Section 4.10.2.3 has 
been revised to incorporate the results of Transwestern’s noise analysis 
and discuss its proposed mitigation. 

SA1-1 

SA1-2 
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SA1-3 As discussed in section 4.7.6, if contaminated soils are unexpectedly 

encountered during construction, Transwestern would manage those 
materials in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local 
regulations.  It would be Transwestern’s responsibility to become familiar 
with New Mexico environmental laws and regulations affecting the 
mitigation of storage tanks or releases of contaminants emanating from 
storage tanks if encountered during construction activities.   

SA1-2 
(cont’d) 

SA1-3 
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SA2-1 The Commission responded separately to this letter on July 12, 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.   

SA2-1 
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SA3-1 The Town of Buckeye and other Buckeye area stakeholders 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 project proponent, Transwestern 
Pipeline Company, LLC 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.  

SA3-1 
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SA4-1 The Commission responded separately to this letter on July 12, 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.   

SA4-1 
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SA5-1 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.   

SA5-1 
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SA6-1 The FERC staff has reviewed the discussions regarding special status 

species in the EIS and have added language as necessary to better 
explain the determinations of effect.  The AGFD’s satisfaction with the 
draft EIS, assuming that all mitigation measures would be followed, is 
noted. 

 

 

SA6-2 The AGFD’s willingness to continue to cooperate in finalization of 
measures to conserve wildlife and their habitat is noted. 

SA6-1 

SA6-2 
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SA7-1 The waterbody crossing information presented in the EIS was based on 

information provided by Transwestern and verified to the extent possible 
by reviewing aerial photo-based maps.  Based on a review of the 
available mapping data, it appears that a large tributary to the San Juan 
River would be crossed at MP 1.7. 

SA7-2 Transwestern has filed a revised HDD Plan that specifies the corrective 
action and cleanup procedures that would be followed and the agencies 
that would be notified in the event a frac-out occurs in the water during 
the HDD crossing of the San Juan River.  The NMDGF is included in the 
list of agencies that would be notified.  The revised HDD Plan is included 
in Appendix I. 

SA7-1 

SA7-2 
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SA7-3 Section 4.4.3 has been revised to include information from 

Transwestern’s revised WWCM Procedures and the request of the 
NMDGF to replace seepwillow at the Kutz Canyon crossing.  In addition, 
the Agency Staffs’ recommendation in section 4.2.2 has been revised to 
recommend that Transwestern continue to coordinate with the BLM, the 
FS, and other applicable agencies to revise its Restoration Plan to 
address any additional concerns identified by these agencies and file the 
revised Restoration Plan before construction (see also mitigation 
measure number 14 in section 5.3).  

SA7-4 Section 4.4.4 has been revised to address Transwestern’s Noxious Weed 
Management Plan.  The plan is included as Appendix R.  Transwestern 
would attempt to control the spread of designated noxious weeds during 
construction and, following construction, would treat noxious weed 
infestations that were not present before construction.   

SA7-5 The NMDGF’s concurrence with the trenching best practice guidelines in 
Appendix K is noted.  As noted by the NMDGF and discussed in section 
4.5.1.2, these guidelines were developed in part based on 
recommendations from the NMDGF.  Similar best management practices 
are developed for other projects when considered appropriate mitigation 
for project-specific impacts.   

SA7-6 Section 4.6 has been revised to provide additional details regarding the 
potential impact of the project on priority raptor species, including a 
discussion of the need for preconstruction surveys and Transwestern’s 
raptor preconstruction survey results.  In follow-up consultations between 
the FERC staff and the NMDGF, the NMDGF clarified that it 
recommended that if construction would occur in New Mexico during the 
nesting season in 2008, additional surveys extending 1.0 mile from the 
construction work area should be conducted only for the peregrine falcon.  
These surveys should be conducted during the nesting season in areas 
of suitable nesting habitat before 2008 construction begins (Jankowitz, 
2007).  The FERC staff’s recommendation in section 4.6.4.2 (section 
4.6.4.1 of the draft EIS) has been revised accordingly (see also mitigation 
measure number 19 in section 5.3). 

SA7-7 Transwestern currently proposes to complete the crossing of the San 
Juan River during a period when individual southwestern willow 
flycatchers would not be present in the area.  If construction is delayed 
past April 15, when birds are expected to return to the area, 
Transwestern would consult with the FWS to determine the need for 
species-specific surveys and other conservation measures.  Further, 
because the San Juan River is proposed to be crossed using the HDD 
method, conversion from forested to herbaceous habitat is not expected. 

SA7-5 

SA7-4 

SA7-3 

SA7-6 

SA7-7 

SA7-8 
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SA7-8 Transwestern proposes to cross the San Juan River using the HDD 

method.  The timing stipulation outlined in Transwestern’s WWCM 
Procedures is for in-stream work.  HDD crossings do not involve in-
stream activities.  Accordingly, the timing stipulation in the WWCM 
Procedures does not apply to this crossing location. 
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SA7-9 Section 4.6.4.4 has been revised to make this discussion consistent with 

federally listed species potentially occurring at the crossing location of the 
San Juan River. 

 

 

 

SA7-10 Section 4.3.2.3 has been revised to include the recommendation that 
Transwestern shall not begin a wet open-cut crossing of the San Juan 
River until it files documentation with the Secretary of the Commission 
(Secretary) that it has provided at least 7 days advance notification of the 
start of in-stream activities at the river to the NMDGF and receives written 
notification from the Director of the Office of Energy Projects (OEP) that a 
wet open-cut crossing may begin (see also mitigation measure number 
16 in section 5.3).   

SA7-9 

SA7-10 
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SA8-1 The Commission responded separately to this letter on July 12, 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.   

SA8-1 
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SA9-1 The Commission responded separately to this letter on July 12, 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.   

SA9-1 
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SA10-1 The FERC, as lead federal agency for the Phoenix Expansion Project, is 

tasked with issuing the General Conformity Determination, as outlined in 
Title 40 CFR Parts 6, 51, and 93.  However, the basis for issuing the 
Final General Conformity Determination is provided by the state agency 
primarily responsible for the applicable State Implementation Plan (SIP) 
which, in the case of the Phoenix Expansion Project, is the ADEQ.  See 
also the response to comment FA4-11. 

SA10-1 
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SA11-1 The FERC staff’s consultation with the FWS regarding the Phoenix 

Expansion Project has been conducted in compliance with section 7 of 
the Endangered Species Act.  On May 4, 2007, the FERC staff submitted 
a BA to the FWS with a request for concurrence with its determinations of 
effect and to initiate formal consultation.  The FERC staff subsequently 
conducted follow-up discussions with the FWS regarding the 
determinations of effect.  In a letter dated June 7, 2007, (see comment 
letter FA6), the FWS indicated that it concurred with the FERC’s 
determinations of effect and had received or had access to all of the 
information necessary to initiate formal consultation.  The FWS’ June 7, 
2007 letter also stated that formal section 7 consultation for the proposed 
Phoenix Expansion Project was initiated on May 9, 2007.  The FWS is 
expected to issue a BO regarding whether the proposed project would 
likely jeopardize the continued existence of the Colorado pikeminnow, the 
razorback sucker, and the spikedace or result in the destruction or 
adverse modification of critical habitat for the spikedace.  The BO would 
contain the FWS’ non-discretionary terms and conditions in order to 
ensure that the project would not jeopardize the continued existence of 
these species.  In its comments on the draft EIS (see comment letter 
FA6), the FWS indicated that the BO would be delivered on or before 
September 21, 2007 unless an extension is mutually agreed to by the 
FERC and the FWS.  The FWS has not requested an extension; 
therefore, receipt of the BO is expected by September 21, 2007.  Receipt 
of the BO would complete the FERC’s section 7 formal consultation 
responsibilities; however, the FERC would have responsibilities to 
enforce the terms and conditions of the BO during and after construction.  
As stated in the EIS, Transwestern would be prohibited from beginning 
construction until the appropriate consultations with the FWS have been 
completed, which would ensure that impacts on special status species 
are minimized, mitigated, and compensated for. 

SA11-2 Because 86 percent of the proposed pipeline facilities would be located 
adjacent to or overlap existing rights-of-way, the project would not result 
in a new cleared utility corridor for the majority of the facilities but in an 
incremental increase of existing cleared rights-of-way.  This incremental 
increase in existing cleared rights-of-way would not contribute greatly to 
habitat fragmentation.  Furthermore, the potential for habitat 
fragmentation resulting from the proposed Phoenix Expansion Project 
would be reduced because a majority of the disturbed areas would be 
allowed to return to pre-existing conditions.  We do not agree that habitat 
fragmentation as a result of the Phoenix Expansion Project would create 
enormous cumulative impacts. 

SA11-3 Section 4.5.1.3 has been revised to include a discussion of 
Transwestern’s preliminary Migratory Bird Plan that includes potential 
measures to minimize impacts on migratory birds.  Some of the measures 
proposed include the destruction of nests during the dormant (i.e., non-  

SA11-1 

SA11-2 

SA11-3 

SA11-4 

SA11-5 
SA11-6 
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SA11-3 
(cont’d) 

nesting) season, the preclearing of suitable nesting vegetation from the 
right-of-way, and the installation of temporary barriers to make existing 
nests unusable during the construction period.  The preliminary Migratory 
Bird Plan is included in the final EIS as Appendix S.  Because 
Transwestern is currently working with the FWS to finalize the mitigation 
measures contained in its Migratory Bird Plan, section 4.5.1.3 has also 
been revised to include the recommendation that Transwestern continue 
to consult with the FWS and finalize its plan to protect migratory bird 
species during construction, including specific details of the measures 
that would be implemented to protect nesting migratory birds (see also 
mitigation measure number 18 in section 5.3 of the final EIS). 

SA11-4 The PA is part of the public record for the Phoenix Expansion Project and 
is available for viewing on the FERC Internet website 
(http://www.ferc.gov) under Docket Number CP06-459.   

SA11-5 Section 4.9.3.1 identifies 12 Sensitive Cultural Manifestation sites (also 
referred to as Traditional Cultural Properties), including 9 burial sites, 1 
ceremonial site, and 2 resource gathering areas.  Additional information 
regarding these sites is included in a confidential ethnographic report on 
file with the Navajo Nation Historic Preservation Department (NNHPD).  
Due to the sensitive nature of these sites, additional information is not 
presented in the EIS and the ethnographic report is only available upon 
request to and approval by the NNHPD. 

SA11-6 All comments on the draft EIS 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.  
It is expected that Transwestern has seen the Arizona Department of 
Transportation’s request and will coordinate with the specified project 
manager. 
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