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LA2-1 See the responses to comments PM3-1 and PM3-2.  These general 

comments are followed by more specific comments that are addressed in 
the responses to comments LA2-2 through LA2-282.   

LA2-1 
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 LA2-1 

(cont’d) 
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 LA2-1 

(cont’d) 
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LA2-2 See the response to comment PM3-12 regarding the adequacy of the 

alternatives analysis contained in the draft EIS.   

Potentially viable alternatives in the Buckeye area were not ignored.  The 
analysis in the draft EIS contained 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. 
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. 

LA2-1 
(cont’d) 

LA2-2 
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LA2-3 See the response to comment PM3-36.  Additionally, section 4.12 

adequately addresses both the direct and indirect impacts associated 
with the Phoenix Expansion Project that could result in cumulative 
impacts in the project area if other reasonably foreseeable future projects 
within the project area are constructed.  See also the response to 
comment PM3-2. 

LA2-2 
(cont’d) 

LA2-3 
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LA2-4 See the response to comment PM3-20. 

 

 

 
 

LA2-5 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

LA2-6 See the response to comment PM3-20. 

LA2-3 
(cont’d) 

LA2-4 

LA2-5 

LA2-6 
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LA2-7 See the response to comment PM3-19. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 

LA2-8 Section 4.11 adequately addresses the potential safety impacts 
associated with the Phoenix Expansion Project.  See also the responses 
to comments PM3-2 and PM3-7. 

LA2-6 
(cont’d) 

LA2-7 

LA2-8 
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LA2-8 
(cont’d) 
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LA2-8 
(cont’d) 
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LA2-9 See the response to comment PM3-13. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA2-10 As discussed in section 1.1 and supported by policy statements of the 
ACC, there is a strong need for competitive natural gas transportation 
infrastructure in central and southern Arizona.   

Some commentors have suggested that the natural gas transported by 
the proposed project would benefit other markets outside of Arizona; 
however, 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 (EPNG), and 
by increasing natural gas supply reliability. 

The proposed project would not provide far more natural gas to the State 
of Arizona than was used by the entire state in 2005.  The Phoenix 
Expansion Project could deliver up to 500 MMcfd to its Arizona 
customers.  Assuming that the project operates at full capacity, it would 
deliver 182.5 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 far more as reported by the commentor. 

LA2-11 In comment letter CO19, SWG, the local distribution company in the 
Buckeye area, stated that the proposed project would provide pipeline-
on-pipeline competition with EPNG, additional natural gas supplies, and 
natural gas supply reliability benefits to its Arizona customers.  SWG 
concluded that there is no realistic, feasible alternative to the proposed 
project, and certainly no alternative that would involve less construction.  
SWG also noted 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. 

LA2-9 

LA2-10 

LA2-11 
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LA2-12 See the response to comment LA2-10 regarding the proposed capacity of 

the Phoenix Expansion Project in comparison with historical natural gas 
consumption in Arizona. 

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. 

 

 

 

 

LA2-13 See the responses to comments LA2-10 and PM3-14 regarding the 
purpose and need for the Phoenix Expansion Project. 

LA2-12 

LA2-13 
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LA2-14 See the responses to comments LA2-10 and PM3-14 regarding the 

purpose and need for the Phoenix Expansion Project. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

LA2-15 See the responses to comments LA2-10 and PM3-14 regarding the 
purpose and need for the Phoenix Expansion Project. 

The comments attributed to the Governor’s Essential Services Task 
Force on Natural Gas and Electric Power Sources in Arizona are in 
reference to the U.S. natural gas reserves and other potential sources of 
natural gas.  The Phoenix Expansion Project proposes to provide 
additional, competitive natural gas transportation service to the growing 
Phoenix metropolitan area, including the Town of Buckeye. 

LA2-14 

LA2-15 
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LA2-16 See the responses to comments LA2-10 and PM3-14 regarding the 

purpose and need for the Phoenix Expansion Project, which include 
comments from Arizona utilities affirming the benefits that the project 
would provide to Arizona consumers. 

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). 

The FERC is not aware of any other proposed natural gas transmission 
or storage projects in Arizona that would be a viable alternative to the 
Phoenix Expansion Project. 

 

 

 

 

 

LA2-17 See the responses to comments LA2-10, LA2-11, LA2-12, and LA2-16 
pertaining primarily to the purpose and need for the proposed project. 

LA2-15 
(cont’d) 

LA2-16 

LA2-17 
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LA2-18 Commitments for firm natural gas transportation service are an indication 

of the need for a proposed project.  As stated in section 1.1, some of the 
natural gas provided would directly serve the heating and cooling needs 
of individual homes and businesses; however, most of the project’s 
capacity would be used by local utility companies to generate electricity.  
See also the responses to comments LA2-10, LA2-11, LA2-12, and LA2-
16 pertaining to the purpose and need for the proposed project. 

 

 

 

 

 

LA2-19 See the response to comment PM3-12. 

LA2-17 
(cont’d) 

LA2-18 

LA2-19 
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LA2-20 See the responses to comments PM3-1 and PM3-12.  The public review 

and comment process is described in section 1.3.  These general 
comments are followed by more specific comments that are addressed in 
the responses to comments LA2-21 through LA2-282. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

LA2-21 All areas identified to date that would be used or disturbed during 
construction are addressed in the EIS and considered in the Agency 
Staffs’ analysis of impact and mitigation for the proposed project.  The 
potential for additional areas needed for construction to be identified and 
the requirements for their analysis are addressed by the FERC staff’s 
recommended mitigation measure number 5 in section 5.3.  In 
accordance with this mitigation measure, Transwestern would be 
required to identify areas that would be used or disturbed that have not 
previously been identified and explicitly request approval for their use 
before construction.  Transwestern would be required to file, and the 
FERC staff would evaluate, the existing land use/cover type, 
documentation of landowner approval, whether any cultural resources or 
federally listed threatened or endangered species would be affected, and 
whether any other environmentally sensitive areas are within or abutting 
the area.  The FERC staff would consult with other jurisdictional agencies 
as appropriate before approving the use of these areas.  Transwestern 
would not be allowed to use areas that would affect sensitive resources 
for which impacts could not be fully mitigated.  See also the response to 
comment PM3-2. 

LA2-20 

LA2-21 

LA2-19 
(cont’d 
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LA2-22 See the responses to comments PM3-2 and LA2-21. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA2-23 See the response to comment PM3-12.  Section 1.1 discusses the need 
for the project.  The No Action Alternative is addressed in section 3.1 and 
in section 4.0 for each major resource topic. 

LA2-21 
(cont’d) 

LA2-22 

LA2-23 
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LA2-24 See the responses to comments PM3-2 and PM3-13. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA2-25 An analysis of the proposed project’s consistency with regional and local 
plans, including the Resource Management Plans (RMPs) of the BLM, is 
presented in section 1.5.  See also the response to comment PM3-2.   

LA2-23 
(cont’d) 

LA2-24 

LA2-25 
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LA2-26 An analysis of the proposed project’s consistency with regional and local 

plans, including the RMPs of the FS, is presented in section 1.5.  See 
also the response to comment PM3-2.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

LA2-27 See the responses to comments PM3-2 and LA2-21. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA2-28 See the responses to comments PM3-12 and PM3-30.   

LA2-26 

LA2-27 

LA2-28 
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LA2-29 See the response to comment PM3-1. 

LA2-28 
(cont’d) 

LA2-29 
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LA2-29 
(cont’d) 
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LA2-30 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-29 
(cont’d) 

LA2-30 
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LA2-30 
(cont’d) 
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LA2-31 See the responses to comments PM3-2, PM3-13, and LA2-21.  

LA2-30 
(cont’d) 

LA2-31 
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LA2-32 See the responses to comments PM3-2, LA2-21, and LA2-25. 

LA2-31 
(cont’d) 

LA2-32 
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LA2-33 See the responses to comments PM3-2, PM3-13, and LA2-21. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

LA2-34 See the responses to comments PM3-2, PM3-13, and LA2-21. 

LA2-32 
(cont’d) 

LA2-33 

LA2-34 
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LA2-35 See the responses to comments PM3-2, PM3-13, and LA2-21. 

LA2-34 
(cont’d) 

LA2-35 
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LA2-35 
(cont’d) 
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LA2-36 See the response to comment PM3-13. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

LA2-37 See the responses to comments PM3-2, PM3-13, and LA2-21. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

LA2-38 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-35 
(cont’d) 

LA2-36 

LA2-37 

LA2-38 
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LA2-39 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 

 

LA2-40 As noted by the commentor, section 1.6 states that table 1.6-1 lists the 
major federal, state, and local permits, approvals, and consultations 
identified for the construction and operation of the Phoenix Expansion 
Project.  Section 1.6-1 also states that Transwestern would be 
responsible for obtaining all permits and approvals required to implement 
the proposed project regardless of whether they appear in table 1.6-1.  
See also the response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-41 The hard and CD ROM copies of the draft EIS contain Appendix B, which 
shows the pipeline routes, aboveground facilities, pipe storage and 
contractor yards, borrow/disposal areas, and access roads.  It appears 
that the copy of the draft EIS referred to by the commentor was 
downloaded from the FERC Internet website.  In the aftermath of the 
terrorist attacks that occurred on September 11, 2001, the FERC has 
removed energy facility design plans and location information from its 
Internet website to ensure that sensitive information is not readily 
available.  This information is referred to as Critical Energy Infrastructure 
Information (CEII).  CEII includes information concerning proposed or 
existing critical infrastructure (physical or virtual) that: (1) relates to the 
production, generation, transmission, or distribution of energy; (2) could 
be useful to a person planning an attack on critical infrastructure; (3) is 
exempt from mandatory disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act; 
and (4) gives strategic information beyond the location of the critical 
infrastructure.  While Appendix B is not available on the FERC’s Internet 
website, a hard or CD ROM copy of the EIS that includes Appendix B will 
be provided by the FERC upon request.  Instructions for obtaining a copy 
of the EIS were included in the To the Party Addressed letter that 
appeared in the front of the draft EIS and in the Notice of Availability of 
the draft EIS that was issued by the FERC and published in the Federal 
Register.  See also the response to comment LA2-21. 

LA2-38 
(cont’d) 

LA2-39 

LA2-40 

LA2-41 
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LA2-42 The FERC is not being inconsistent, deceptive, or convenient in 

analyzing the safety risks associated with the proposed project.  The 
construction and operation of competing natural gas transmission 
pipelines within the same easement is not a common practice because 
such a practice would require the use of heavy construction equipment 
parallel and in close proximity to the existing pipeline for miles.  The 
safety concerns posed by this construction scenario are greater than 
those posed by utility and road crossings of pipelines that occur 
perpendicular to the pipeline under controlled conditions.  Such utility and 
road crossings of existing natural gas pipelines occur many times each 
day in the United States without incident.  

Interference between nearby cathodic protection systems can occur if 
mitigative measures are not implemented.  Section 4.11.1 includes a 
detailed discussion of the monitoring and measures that Transwestern 
would implement to reduce the potential effects of stray currents. 

LA2-41 
(cont’d) 

LA2-42 
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LA2-43 The extra workspaces listed in table E-1 in Appendix E are delineated on 

the photo-based alignment sheets filed by Transwestern and considered 
in the Agency Staffs’ analysis of impact and mitigation for the proposed 
project.  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 
MAG; the ADEQ; and the EPA, Region IX.  See also the responses to 
comments PM3-2, FA4-11, and LA2-21.   

LA2-42 
(cont’d) 

LA2-43 
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LA2-44 The pipe storage and contractor yards and borrow/disposal areas are 

shown on the maps in Appendix B and considered in the Agency Staffs’ 
analysis of impact and mitigation for the proposed project.  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 MAG; the ADEQ; and 
the EPA, Region IX.  See also the responses to comments PM3-2, FA4-
11, and LA2-21. 

LA2-43 
(cont’d) 

LA2-44 
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LA2-45 The access roads identified to date are considered in the Agency Staffs’ 

analysis of impact and mitigation for the proposed project.  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 MAG; the ADEQ; and 
the EPA, Region IX.  See also the responses to comments PM3-2, FA4-
11, and LA2-21. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

LA2-46 The purpose of section 2.0 is to provide a description of the proposed 
project and project facilities.  Section 2.3 describes the construction 
procedures.  Impacts and mitigation measures, including mitigation plans, 
are addressed in section 4.0; many of the plans are included as 
appendices of the EIS.  As such, it is appropriate to summarize the plans 
in section 2.3 while referring the reader to the applicable resource 
sections in section 4.0 and appendices of the document for additional 
details.   

LA2-45 

LA2-46 



 

II-278 

Local Agencies 2 
 
LA2-47 The purpose of section 2.0 is to provide a description of the proposed 

project.  Section 2.3 describes the construction procedures.  Impacts and 
mitigation measures, including those for protected native plants, are 
addressed in section 4.0.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

LA2-48 The pipeline would be designed and constructed in accordance with 
PHMSA/OPS requirements.  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. 

LA2-47 

LA2-48 
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LA2-49 The purpose of section 2.0 is to provide a description of the proposed 

project.  Section 2.3 describes the construction procedures.  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 MAG; the ADEQ; and 
the EPA, Region IX.  See also the response to comment FA4-11. 

 

 
 

LA2-50 See the response to comment LA2-49.  Impacts on waterbodies crossed 
by access roads are discussed in section 4.3.2.2.  Transportation and 
traffic are discussed in section 4.8.4. 

LA2-48 
(cont’d) 

LA2-50 

LA2-49 
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LA2-51 The purpose of section 2.0 is to provide a description of the proposed 

project.  Section 2.3 describes the construction procedures.  Impacts and 
mitigation are addressed in section 4.0. 

 
 
 

LA2-52 See the response to comment LA2-49. 

LA2-50 
(cont’d) 

LA2-51 

LA2-52 



 

II-281 

Local Agencies 2 
 
LA2-53 The purpose of section 2.0 is to provide a description of the proposed 

project.  Section 2.3 describes the construction procedures.  Visual 
resources impacts and mitigation are addressed in section 4.7.7.  See 
also the response to comment PM3-13. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

LA2-54 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 

 

 
 

LA2-55 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-53 

LA2-54 

LA2-55 
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LA2-56 It is common practice for additional areas to be identified by the 

contractors during the construction phase of the project that are needed 
in order to safely install the pipeline.  For all areas not previously 
identified and approved for construction, the FERC staff would evaluate 
the existing land use/cover type, documentation of landowner approval, 
whether any cultural resources or federally listed threatened or 
endangered species would be affected, and whether any other 
environmentally sensitive areas are within or abutting the area.  Other 
jurisdictional agencies would be consulted as appropriate before the 
FERC would approve the use of additional work areas.  No variances for 
additional work areas would be granted that would affect sensitive 
resources for which impacts could not be fully mitigated.   

Variances to a mitigation measure would be approved only if the results 
of implementing the change would provide equal or better protection for 
the resource than the original mitigation measure or if the original 
mitigation measure is not applicable to that specific site.  Other 
jurisdictional agencies would be consulted as appropriate before the 
FERC would approve changes to the mitigation measures. 

LA2-55 
(cont’d) 

LA2-56 
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LA2-57 Pipelines constructed and operated in accordance with the DOT 

regulations for higher population densities provide a safe means of 
energy transportation.  See also the response to comment PM3-2 
regarding the filing of comments.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

LA2-58 Achieving the objectives of a proposed project would meet the need for 
the project.  One of the objectives of the Phoenix Expansion Project 
would be to deliver up to 500 MMcfd to meet the energy needs of the 
growing Phoenix metropolitan area.  Section 3.0 of the draft EIS 
examined alternatives that could potentially accomplish the objectives of 
the proposed project, and thus meet the need for additional energy 
supplies in the Phoenix area. 

The purpose and need for the proposed project are discussed in section 
1.1.  See also the responses to comments LA2-10, LA2-11, LA2-12, and 
LA2-16.   

LA2-57 

LA2-58 
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LA2-59 The draft EIS evaluated the No Action or Postponed Action Alternatives 

(section 3.1), energy and energy conservation alternatives (section 3.2), 
system alternatives (section 3.3), route alternatives (section 3.4), route 
variations (section 3.5), deviations from existing rights-of-way (section 
3.6), and aboveground facility location alternatives (section 3.7).   

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.   

LA2-60 The purpose and need for the proposed project are discussed in section 
1.1.  See also the responses to comments LA2-10, LA2-11, LA2-12, and 
LA2-16 regarding the purpose and need of the project.  See also the 
response to comment PM3-2 regarding the adequacy of the EIS. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA2-61 See the response to comment LA2-59 regarding the alternatives analysis 
included in the EIS.  

See the response to comment PM3-15 regarding construction and right-
of-way acquisition cost estimates. 

LA2-59 

LA2-60 

LA2-61 
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LA2-62 See the responses to comments PM3-2 and PM3-13. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

LA2-63 The purpose and need for the proposed project are discussed in section 
1.1 and in the responses to comments LA2-10, LA2-11, LA2-12, and 
LA2-16.   

It is not unreasonable to conclude that adoption of the No Action 
Alternative could potentially result in natural gas shortages and higher 
natural gas prices.  As documented in section 1.1, EPNG is the sole 
provider of natural gas to the Phoenix metropolitan area and regularly 
experiences natural gas shortages on its existing system.  

LA2-61 
(cont’d) 

LA2-62 

LA2-63 
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LA2-64 The Silver Canyon Pipeline project is not now before the FERC.  The 

FERC is not aware of any other proposed natural gas transmission or 
storage projects in Arizona that would be a viable alternative to the 
Phoenix Expansion Project. 

See the response to comment LA2-15 regarding the Governor’s Essential 
Services Task Force on Natural Gas and Electric Power Sources, which 
addressed natural gas reserves and other potential sources of natural 
gas, not transportation projects such as the Phoenix Expansion Project. 

LA2-63 
(cont’d) 

LA2-64 
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LA2-65 The purpose and need for the proposed project are discussed in section 

1.1 and in the responses to comments LA2-10, LA2-11, LA2-12, and 
LA2-16.   

LA2-64 
(cont’d) 

LA2-65 
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LA2-66 See the responses to comments PM3-2 and PM3-12. LA2-66 
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LA2-67 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 
 
 
 
 

LA2-68 The EIS does not confuse project objectives and needs.  The purpose 
and need for the proposed project are discussed in section 1.1 and in the 
responses to comments LA2-10, LA2-11, LA2-12, and LA2-16.   See also 
the responses to comments PM3-2 and PM3-12 regarding the adequacy 
of the EIS and the alternatives analysis, respectively, and section 3.0 that 
discusses reasonable alternatives to the proposed project. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

LA2-69 Section 3.3.1 considered alternatives to the San Juan Lateral Loops and 
found none to be preferable to the proposed project, which would 
complete looping of the San Juan Lateral initiated in the San Juan 2005 
Expansion Project. 

LA2-67 

LA2-68 

LA2-69 
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LA2-70 Expansion of the EPNG system would fail to meet one of the primary 

objectives of the proposed project (i.e., to provide a competitive 
alternative to the EPNG system). 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

LA2-71 Because the Phoenix area is entirely reliant on EPNG, a competitive 
transporter of natural gas such as the proposed project would provide 
natural gas supply reliability to the area in the event of a service 
interruption on the EPNG system.  It is also not unreasonable to conclude 
that a competitive supply of natural gas to the area would cause 
downward pressure on natural gas prices. 
 
 
 
 

 

LA2-72 The purpose and need for the proposed project are discussed in section 
1.1 and in the responses to comments LA2-10, LA2-11, LA2-12, and 
LA2-16.    

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.  

LA2-69 
(cont’d) 

LA2-70 

LA2-71 

LA2-72 
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LA2-73 Alternatives to the proposed project were analyzed in section 3.0.  

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

 

 
 
 

LA2-74 See the response to comment PM3-12 that addresses the adequacy of 
the alternatives analysis. 

LA2-72 
(cont’d) 

LA2-73 

LA2-74 
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LA2-75 The EIS recognizes that numerous planned developments and master 

planned communities have been approved for development along the 
proposed route of the Phoenix Lateral through the Buckeye area.  
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 FERC staff met with the Town of Buckeye and other stakeholders in 
a technical conference held in Buckeye on December 14, 2006, during 
which stakeholders described the proposed plans for the Buckeye area, 
expressed specific concerns with the proposed alignment through the 
area, and proposed an alternative alignment that would extend 
approximately 20 miles to the west of the proposed route.  

LA2-74 
(cont’d) 

LA2-75 
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LA2-76 See the response to comment LA2-11 and comment letter CO19 from 

SWG describing the benefits that the proposed project would provide 
SWG’s Arizona customers, including the Buckeye area. 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

LA2-77 The draft EIS recognizes that the Buckeye Alternatives could potentially 
be located anywhere within the designated utility corridor, except for 
within the Central Arizona Project (CAP) right-of-way.  Although the 
Phoenix Lateral would be located in proximity to existing and planned 
developments in the Buckeye area and elsewhere along the proposed 
route, it would not pose a significant risk to public safety as discussed in 
section 4.11.   

LA2-76 

LA2-77 
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LA2-78 Each alternative considered does not warrant the same degree of 

analysis.  In general, the analysis of potential alternatives, including the 
Buckeye Alternatives, advanced until it was clear that the alternative 
either was or was not preferable to the proposed project.  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.  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. 

The DOT is mandated to provide pipeline safety under Title 49, United 
States Code (USC) Chapter 601, and the DOT has the exclusive 
authority to promulgate federal safety standards used in the 
transportation of natural gas.  The federal pipeline safety standards 
promulgated by the DOT are protective of public safety.  Among other 
things, the DOT regulations require the determination of class locations 
and HCAs along the proposed route, and impose more stringent 
standards in areas where the pipeline would be located in proximity to 
human populations.  Transwestern would be required to comply with all 
DOT safety standards. 

See also the responses to comment PM3-2 regarding the adequacy of 
the EIS, and comment PM3-15 regarding the estimated impact on land 
values. 

LA2-78 
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LA2-78 
(cont’d) 
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LA2-79 See the responses to comments PM3-2, PM3-29, and LA2-8.   

LA2-78 
(cont’d) 

LA2-79 
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LA2-79 
(cont’d) 
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LA2-79 
(cont’d) 
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LA2-79 
(cont’d) 
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LA2-80 The evaluation of the Buckeye Alternatives was not based solely on 

costs, although for an alternative to be adopted as the preferred 
alternative, it must be economically viable.  Transwestern has stated that 
the additional costs associated with the Buckeye Alternatives would 
render the project uneconomic.  The conclusion that the Buckeye 
Alternatives analysis was based solely on cost 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).   

See the response to comment PM3-15 regarding right-of-way acquisition 
costs between the proposed route and the Buckeye Alternatives, and 
comments PM3-2 and PM3-12 regarding the adequacy of the EIS and 
alternatives analysis, respectively. 

LA2-79 
(cont’d) 

LA2-80 
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LA2-81 Transwestern committed to working with the Town of Buckeye and 

Buckeye area developers to minimize impact on the area’s existing and 
planned developments. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA2-82 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. 
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. 

LA2-80 
(cont’d) 

LA2-81 

LA2-82 
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LA2-83 Transwestern reaffirmed that approximately 15,000 horsepower (hp)of 

additional compression at an approximate cost of $30 million would be 
required in order for Transwestern to make delivery point pressure 
obligations and to maintain line pack for contractual deliveries if either of 
the Buckeye Alternatives are adopted (see comment letter A1).   

The impact that the proposed project would have on air quality in 
Maricopa County was not ignored.  Additional information regarding air 
quality impacts in Maricopa County has been included in section 4.10.1.4, 
and the Final General Conformity Determination for the Phoenix 
Expansion Project is included in Appendix Q.  The FERC has determined 
that the project would be in conformance with the federal General 
Conformity requirements.  See also the response to comment FA4-11. 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

LA2-84 See the response to comment LA2-11 and comment letter CO19 from 
SWG describing the benefits that the proposed project would bring to 
SWG’s Arizona customers, including the Buckeye area. 

LA2-82 
(cont’d) 

LA2-83 

LA2-84 
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LA2-85 As discussed in the response to comment LA2-80, the suggestion that 

the Buckeye Alternatives analysis is based solely on costs ignores the 
additional environmental impacts that would be associated with the 
Buckeye Alternatives, some of which the EPA has characterized as 
“significant.” 

Transwestern would be required to design, construct, and operate the 
proposed project in accordance with federal standards that are protective 
of public safety.  Transwestern would be obligated to meet these 
standards in the Town of Buckeye as it would in other areas where the 
project would be proximal to existing and planned developments such as 
in Black Canyon City, the City of Casa Grande, and greater Pinal County.  
As discussed in section 4.11 and addressed in numerous responses to 
comments, natural gas pipelines are a safe mode of transport and do not 
subject the nearby public to significant safety risks.  Development in close 
proximity to high pressure natural gas transmission pipelines is common 
in the United States, including in Maricopa and Pinal Counties, where 
development has occurred or is planned to occur adjacent to existing 
EPNG transmission pipelines.  For example, one of the developers of a 
project that would be crossed by the proposed alignment in Buckeye is 
developing a master planned community in Pinal County that would be 
bisected by two to four existing EPNG pipelines (see the response to 
comment CO7-3). 

See the responses to comment PM3-56 regarding pipeline class 
standards and comment LA2-78 regarding the DOT’s pipeline safety 
responsibilities. 

The draft EIS concluded that implementation of mitigation measures 
suggested by Buckeye area stakeholders, including deep burial of the 
pipeline or construction of concrete-reinforced blast walls along both 
sides of the pipeline, would not significantly improve public safety.  See 
also the response to comment PM3-52 for additional discussion of 
pipeline safety in Buckeye. 

See the responses to comment PM3-15 regarding costs to acquire right-
of-way along the proposed route or Buckeye Alternatives, and comment 
PM3-23 regarding the expected expansion of the Town of Buckeye Fire 
Department to serve the growth envisioned for the area. 

LA2-84 
(cont’d) 

LA2-85 
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LA2-86 See the response to comment PM3-16. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA2-87 The 660 feet mentioned in the comment was developed by the 
PHMSA/OPS in reference to a potential impact radius that is used to 
determine if an area qualifies as an HCA (see section 4.11.1). 

The safety concerns associated with locating a pipeline directly beneath 
high voltage transmission lines are primarily regarding construction and 
maintenance activities that include the potential for conflicts between 
construction equipment operating in close proximity to support structures.  
See also the responses to comments PM3-2 and LA2-8.   

LA2-85 
(cont’d) 

LA2-86 

LA2-87 
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LA2-87 
(cont’d) 
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LA2-88 See the responses to comments PM3-7 and IND5-2 pertaining to existing 

and future utility crossings in the Buckeye area. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA2-89 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.    

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.  See 
also the response to comment PM3-28 regarding the commentor’s 
suggestion that the Buckeye Alternatives analysis was based solely on 
cost. 

Adoption of the Casa Grande EPNG Collocation Alternative (CGEPNG 
Alternative) would involve construction within very limited space over 
existing high pressure natural gas transmission pipelines operated by 
EPNG.  Construction of the proposed route in Buckeye would occur 
under significantly safer working conditions because Transwestern would 
utilize an industry standard 100-foot-wide construction work area within 
an existing easement that does not contain any high pressure natural gas 
transmission pipelines. 

LA2-87 
(cont’d) 

LA2-88 

LA2-89 
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LA2-90 The safety concerns associated with the construction and operation of a 

natural gas transmission pipeline through an active solid waste landfill 
that involves the daily use of very heavy equipment and uncontrolled 
grade changes are substantially greater than those associated with the 
construction of future street and utility crossings of the Phoenix Lateral 
that would occur in a controlled manner as discussed in section 3.4.2.5 
and in the response to comment PM3-7. 

LA2-89 
(cont’d) 

LA2-90 
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LA2-91 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

LA2-92 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-90 
(cont’d) 

LA2-91 

LA2-92 
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LA2-93 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

LA2-94 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

LA2-95 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-93 

LA2-94 

LA2-95 



 

II-310 

Local Agencies 2 
 
 
LA2-96 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 

 

 

 
 
 

LA2-97 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 

 

 
 
 
 

LA2-98 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

LA2-99 The statements are not contradictory.  The description of oil and gas 
wells in proximity to the proposed project, and their status, are based on 
several sources that are cited in the text and on the referenced table.  

LA2-96 

LA2-97 

LA2-98 

LA2-99 
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LA2-100 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

LA2-101 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

LA2-102 See the response to comment PM3-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA2-103 The pipeline facilities associated with the Phoenix Expansion Project 
would be constructed in accordance with applicable material 
specifications and construction techniques and, thus, would be able to 
withstand minor earth movements that could be associated with swelling 
clays. 

LA2-99 
(cont’d) 

LA2-100 

LA2-101 

LA2-102 

LA2-103 
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LA2-104 The conclusion that the potential for liquefaction hazards would be 

minimal is based on the low seismic risk and the limited amount of 
unconsolidated soils with high groundwater levels in the project area. 

 

 

 
 

LA2-105 Section 4.1.3.1 contains sufficient detail regarding the seismicity of the 
project area and the historic performance of modern transmission 
pipelines in areas of greater seismic intensity to draw the referenced 
conclusion and enable the reader to understand and consider the issues 
raised by the proposed project. 

 

 

 
 

 
 

LA2-106 Section 4.1.3.2 describes the measures Transwestern would implement 
to reduce the potential for slope failure and damage to the pipeline to 
occur. 

LA2-103 
(cont’d) 

LA2-104 

LA2-105 

LA2-106 
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LA2-107 Section 4.1.3.2 contains sufficient detail regarding the risk of landslides in 

the project area to draw the referenced conclusions and enable the 
reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the proposed 
project. 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

LA2-108 The Town of Buckeye’s comment is noted. 

 

 

 
 

LA2-109 Section 4.1.3.3 contains sufficient detail regarding the risk of flooding in 
the project area to draw the referenced conclusions and enable the 
reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the proposed 
project. 

LA2-107 

LA2-108 

LA2-109 
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LA2-110 See the response to comment PM3-2 that discusses the issue of deferred 

reports. 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 

LA2-111 As described in section 2.6, monthly aerial inspection is only one of 
several means that would be implemented to monitor and ensure the 
condition and integrity of the pipeline.  Section 2.6 has been revised to 
indicate the type of response action that would be taken should the 
pipeline be exposed. 
 
 
 
 

LA2-112 Transwestern has conducted ground surveys of the proposed route for 
biological, cultural, and engineering purposes, and the FERC staff has 
conducted aerial and ground reconnaissance of the proposed route.  
During these field surveys and reconnaissance, no evidence of 
subsidence was observed. 

Measures that would be implemented in the event subsidence occurs 
during construction or operation are discussed in section 4.1.3.4. 

LA2-110 

LA2-111 

LA2-112 
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LA2-113 See the response to comment LA2-112. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

LA2-114 The conclusion that no blasting is anticipated to be necessary along the 
customer laterals was made after determining that shallow bedrock was 
not likely to be present in these locations based on a review of U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service soil 
surveys. 

LA2-112 
(cont’d) 

LA2-113 

LA2-114 



 

II-316 

Local Agencies 2 
 
 
LA2-115 The landowner may choose to seek legal counsel for advice in the event 

a negotiated settlement cannot be reached. 
 
 
 

LA2-116 Section 2.3.2 describes the special construction techniques, including 
blasting, that would be utilized in proximity to existing powerline and 
pipeline easements. 

LA2-117 See the response to comment LA2-21 that notes that all areas identified 
to date that would be used or disturbed during construction are 
addressed in the EIS and considered in the Agency Staffs’ analysis of 
impact and mitigation for the proposed project.  The potential for 
additional areas needed for construction to be identified and the 
requirements for their analysis are addressed by the FERC staff’s 
recommended mitigation measure number 5 in section 5.3. 

LA2-118 Section 4.1.4.2 describes the measures that would be implemented if 
significant paleontological resources are encountered during 
construction. 

LA2-115 

LA2-116 

LA2-117 

LA2-118 



 

II-317 

Local Agencies 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA2-119 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 and includes a reasonable range of 
alternatives.  The need for the Phoenix Expansion Project is addressed in 
section 1.1.  In light of the growing energy demands of central and 
southern Arizona, the No Action Alternative is not considered a viable 
alternative to the proposed project.  

LA2-120 For the purposes of the EIS, a summary description of the soil types 
crossed by the project is provided in section 4.2.1.1.  Specific information 
regarding the 213 map unit identifiers crossed by the project was 
included in Transwestern’s application and is available for viewing on the 
FERC Internet website (http://www.ferc.gov) under Docket Number 
CP06-459. 

LA2-121 The potential effects of fuel spills and the measures that would be 
implemented are discussed in sections 4.3.1.4, 4.3.2.2, and 4.5.2.2.  
Additional information on spill prevention and remediation is included in 
Transwestern’s Spill Prevention and Response Procedures provided in 
Appendix H. 

LA2-122 In section 4.2.2 of the draft EIS, the Agency Staffs concluded that with 
the implementation of Transwestern’s UECRM Plan and its Restoration 
Plan, revised as recommended by the BLM and the FS, the project would 
not result in a reduction of soil productivity by compaction.  Section 4.2.2 
has been revised to note that Transwestern has revised its UECRM Plan 
and Restoration Plan to address the concerns of the BLM and the FS.  
Section 4.2.2 includes a recommendation that Transwestern continue to 
consult with the BLM, the FS, and other applicable agencies to finalize its 
Restoration Plan to address any additional issues identified by these 
agencies before construction (see also mitigation measure number 14 in 
section 5.3).  The Restoration Plan is too voluminous to be included in 
the final EIS but is available for viewing on the FERC Internet website 
(http://www.ferc.gov) under Docket Number CP06-459. 

 

LA2-118 
(cont’d) 

LA2-119 

LA2-120 

LA2-121 

LA2-122 


