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LA2-123 See the response to comment LA2-122. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

LA2-124 As discussed in section 2.3, Transwestern’s UECRM Plan is based on 
the mitigation measures contained in the FERC’s Upland Erosion Control, 
Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan (FERC Plan).  The FERC Plan 
contains construction and mitigation measures that were developed in 
collaboration with other federal and state agencies and the natural gas 
pipeline industry to minimize the potential environmental impacts of the 
construction of pipeline projects in general.  The FERC Plan can be 
viewed on the FERC Internet website at http://www.ferc.gov/industries/
gas/enviro/uplndctl.pdf.  

 
 
 
 

 
 

LA2-125 Section 4.2.3 has been revised to include additional information regarding 
potential impacts on soil crusts.  Although little is known about the 
durability of disturbed biological soil crusts, segregating the top 3 inches 
of the seedbank is expected to preserve the biological components of the 
crust and prevent deeper burial and compressional disturbances known 
to be detrimental to soil crusts.  This treatment has been recommended 
by land management personnel from the BLM, the U.S. Geological 
Survey, and the California State Lands Commission on various projects 
to reduce impacts on biological soil crusts.   

LA2-122 
(cont’d) 

LA2-123 

LA2-124 

LA2-125 
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LA2-126 The pipeline would be located below the frost line and thus would not be 

affected by freeze thaw cycles. 

LA2-127 Because Transwestern would implement its UECRM Plan to minimize 
and mitigate impacts on agricultural soils, including measures to protect 
topsoil, prevent erosion, alleviate compaction, monitor crop yields, and 
continue revegetation efforts until successful, prime or unique farmland or 
farmland of statewide or local importance would not be permanently 
affected by the pipeline facilities. 
 
 
 
 

LA2-128 The public has participated in the EIS process since the proposed project 
was noticed by the FERC on February 6, 2006.  See section 1.3 for a 
thorough discussion of the public participation process.  Project 
alternatives, including alternative aboveground facility sites, are 
discussed in section 3.0. 

LA2-125 
(cont’d) 

LA2-126 

LA2-127 

LA2-128 
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LA2-129 Transwestern would contract with an Environmental Inspector (EI) or 

agronomist to monitor crop yields following construction.  Revegetation 
would be considered successful if crop yields are similar to adjacent 
undisturbed portions of the same field. 
 

 

LA2-130 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 

 
 

 
 

LA2-131 See the response to comment LA2-119. 

 
 
 

LA2-132 Section 4.3.1.1 contains sufficient detail regarding groundwater resources 
in the project area to draw the referenced conclusions and enable the 
reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the proposed 
project. 

LA2-133 See the response to comment LA2-132 regarding groundwater conditions 
in the project area. 

LA2-129 

LA2-130 

LA2-131 

LA2-132 

LA2-133 



 

II-321 

Local Agencies 2 
 
 
 
LA2-134 Section 4.3.1.2 contains sufficient detail regarding surface water 

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

LA2-135 Section 4.3.1.3 contains sufficient detail regarding public and private 
water supply wells in the project area to draw the referenced conclusions 
and enable the reader to understand and consider the issues raised by 
the proposed project. 

LA2-134 

LA2-135 
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LA2-136 Section 4.3.1.4 describes potential project impacts on groundwater 

resources that include, among other things, construction-related impacts 
that would be reduced by implementing the measures contained in the 
UECRM Plan.  

LA2-137 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-138 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-136 

LA2-137 

LA2-138 
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LA2-139 See the response to comment PM3-2.  Transwestern would be 

responsible for obtaining all permits and approvals required to implement 
the proposed project. 

LA2-140 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-138 
(cont’d) 

LA2-139 

LA2-140 
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LA2-141 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 
 

 

 

LA2-142 Section 4.3.4.2 describes the general mitigation criteria that 
Transwestern’s permit applications would need to meet when applying for 
permits under the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) section 404 and 
the ADEQ section 401 programs; however, because Transwestern has 
not yet received permits from these agencies, the Agency Staffs cannot 
describe the specific conditions that may be required.  Transwestern 
would be required to obtain these permits before construction activities in 
any of the four wetlands identified.   

 
 
 
 
 

LA2-143 See the response to comment LA2-119. 
 
 

 

LA2-144 The vegetation types described in section 4.4.1 are generally not 
considered sensitive due to their relative abundance in the region.  
Vegetation types identified as of special concern or value but that are not 
provided federal or state protection are discussed in section 4.4.3.  
Vegetation species that are provided federal or state protection or are 
noted as sensitive or of special concern by the FWS the BLM, the Navajo 
Nation Department of Fish and Wildlife, the NMDGF, and the AGFD are 
discussed in section 4.6. 

LA2-145 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-141 

LA2-142 

LA2-143 

LA2-144 

LA2-145 
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LA2-146 The locations where seeding is proposed are included in Transwestern’s 

Restoration Plan that was developed in consultation with the BLM and 
the FS.  See also the response to comment LA2-122.  As discussed in 
section 4.4.2, Transwestern would avoid impacts by overlapping its right-
of-way onto previously disturbed rights-of-way and would minimize 
impacts by implementing its UECRM Plan.  Implementation of its 
Restoration Plan would rectify and reduce the impact over time and 
replace the affected vegetation resources.  
 
 

 

LA2-147 The effects on animal species dependent on the native desert vegetation 
that would endure long-term impacts from clearing are discussed in 
sections 4.5.1 and 4.6. 

LA2-145 
(cont’d) 

LA2-146 

LA2-147 
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LA2-148 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 
 
 
 

LA2-149 Sections 4.4.2, 4.5.1.2, and 4.6.7 have been revised to remove the 
discussion regarding the FS’ request for additional clearing of junipers on 
Forest System lands. 
 
 

 

LA2-150 The information was provided by Transwestern in its application to the 
FERC and was analyzed by the FERC staff to verify its accuracy.  To 
determine acres of impacts, vegetation types in the project area were 
mapped using existing geographic information system data layers where 
available and field surveys.  A footprint of the proposed project facilities 
was overlain onto the vegetation maps so that acres of vegetation could 
be calculated.  See also the response to LA2-147. 

 

LA2-151 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-147 
(cont’d) 

LA2-148 

LA2-149 

LA2-150 

LA2-151 
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LA2-152 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-153 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-154 See the response to comment LA2-119. 

LA2-155 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-151 
(cont’d) 

LA2-153 

LA2-154 

LA2-155 

LA2-152 
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LA2-156 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-157 For the purposes of this analysis, “sport fishery” was defined as those 
waterbodies supporting regular fishing activity at or near the crossing 
location.  Based on visits to the proposed crossing location as well as 
consultation with the AGFD, the FERC staff determined that the Verde 
River does not meet the definition at or near the proposed crossing 
location. 
 

LA2-158 Section 4.3.2.3 has been revised to state that Transwestern would 
attempt to complete construction across the river before the end of 
January as requested by the Prescott National Forest depending on the 
receipt of the necessary permits.  Section 4.6.3.7, which was section 
4.6.3.8 of the draft EIS, addresses the impacts of the project on the 
Verde River and includes the FERC’s determinations of effect for the 
spikedace and its designated critical habitat.  Transwestern’s proposed 
construction schedule was addressed in section 4.6.3.7 but was not a 
factor considered in the determinations of effect; consequently, should 
the schedule change, the determinations of effect would remain the 
same.  In a letter dated June 7, 2007 (see comment letter FA6), the FWS 
concurred with the FERC’s determinations of effect.  See also the 
response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-159 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-155 
(cont’d) 

LA2-156 

LA2-157 

LA2-158 

LA2-159 
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LA2-160 The WWCM Procedures includes, among other things, stipulations for 

minimizing work activities in waterbodies such that the potential for a 
chemical or fuel spill is very low.  These measures include stipulations 
regarding setbacks for workspaces and reduced crossing widths in those 
areas.  Additional stipulations are typically required by other state and 
federal agencies for those waterbodies including sensitive or recreational 
or commercially important fish populations.  Because stipulations beyond 
the best management practices found in the WWCM Procedures were 
not required by other agencies for waterbodies along the proposed route, 
the FERC staff was able to determine that the likelihood of population-
level adverse effects on fish within those waterbodies is low. 

LA2-161 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-162 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-159 
(cont’d) 

LA2-160 

LA2-161 

LA2-162 
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LA2-163 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 
 
 

LA2-164 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

LA2-165 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 
 
 

LA2-166 See the response to comment LA2-119. 

LA2-162 
(cont’d) 

LA2-163 

LA2-164 

LA2-165 

LA2-166 
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LA2-167 See the responses to comments PM3-2 and PM3-34. 

 

 

 

LA2-168 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA2-169 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 
 
 

LA2-170 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-167 

LA2-168 

LA2-169 

LA2-170 
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LA2-171 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-170 
(cont’d) 

LA2-171 
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LA2-172 See the response to comment PM3-2.  

 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 

LA2-173 See the response to comment LA2-119. 
 
 
 

LA2-174 Developed land associated with the Phoenix Expansion Project is defined 
as consisting of power or utility stations, manufacturing or industrial 
plants, mines, commercial facilities, and roads.  These are all existing 
features.  Future, planned developments do not characterize the existing 
conditions of the pipeline route and, therefore, are not considered in the 
land use impacts.   
 

LA2-175 See the response to comment PM3-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA2-176 In its comment letter (see comment letter SA7), the NMDGF concurred 
with the trenching best practice guidelines, which were developed in part 
based on recommendations from the NMDGF.  See also the response to 
comment PM3-2.  

LA2-172 

LA2-173 

LA2-174 

LA2-175 

LA2-176 
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LA2-177 Details regarding topsoil segregation are provided in sections 4.2.2 and 

4.4.2 and in Transwestern’s UECRM Plan in Appendix F.   

 

 
 

 

 

LA2-178 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 

 
 
 
 

LA2-179 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 

 
 
 
 
 

LA2-180 Section 4.5.1.2 addresses the impacts on wildlife and habitat as a result 
of permanent aboveground facilities.  While it would be permanent, the 
impact of the aboveground facilities on vegetation communities (see 
section 4.4.2) would result in minimal impact on wildlife because only 
19.7 acres of habitat would be permanently affected.   

Transwestern has not announced any plans to develop the aboveground 
facilities beyond what is described in its application.  Therefore, the 
impacts on the environment as a result of maintaining the permanent 
aboveground facilities would be the same as the operational impacts 
described in the EIS. 

LA2-176 
(cont’d) 

LA2-180 

LA2-177 

LA2-178 

LA2-179 
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LA2-181 Construction of the Phoenix Expansion Project would require pipe 

storage and contractor yards to store pipe and materials needed for 
construction, and borrow/disposal areas to borrow rock from and/or 
dispose of surplus rock that cannot be reused during pipeline installation 
or restoration of the construction work areas.   

Three of the eight proposed pipe storage and contractor yards have been 
previously disturbed for industrial/commercial activities, two of which are 
paved.  At the remaining yards, temporary impacts would occur within the 
entire pipe storage and contractor yard area described in the EIS.  In 
general, temporary impacts would include minor grading activities and 
surfacing, which involve removing large obstacles such as trees, rocks, 
and logs, and creating a level work surface.   

All of the borrow/disposal areas have been previously disturbed for 
industrial/commercial activities.  Transwestern would limit all rock 
disposal to previously disturbed areas within each rock disposal site.  The 
rocks would be spread out within the site so they do not extend higher 
than the disposal area rim and covered with soil from within the 
previously disturbed area of the site.   

LA2-182 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-182 

LA2-181 
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LA2-183 Section 4.8.5 describes the easement acquisition process and property 

values.  The easement acquisition process is designed to provide fair 
compensation to the landowner for the right to use the property for 
pipeline construction and operation.  Appraisal methods used to value 
land are based on objective characteristics of the property and any 
improvements.  The impact a pipeline may have on the value of a tract of 
land depends on many factors, including the size of the tract, the values 
of adjacent properties, the presence of other utilities, the current value of 
the land, and the current land use.  Subjective valuation is generally not 
considered in appraisals.  This is not to say that the pipeline would not 
affect resale values.  A potential purchaser of property may make a 
decision to purchase land based on his or her planned use, such as 
agricultural, future subdivision, or second home on the property in 
question.  If the presence of a pipeline renders the planned use 
unfeasible, it is possible that a potential purchaser would decide not to 
purchase the property.  However, each potential purchaser has different 
criteria and differing capabilities to purchase land. 

Factors such as the negotiation process, length of time to negotiate 
easements, specifics regarding the condemnation process, and costs 
associated with litigation and/or condemnation payments cannot be 
accurately predicted and would be speculative because this process 
varies depending on the level of federal or state involvement, different 
processes by state, the amount of backlog in the court system, etc.  
Section 4.7.2 has been revised to note that the condemnation process 
differs for each project and by state. 

LA2-184 The commentor is referred to section 3.0 of the 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 Buckeye Alternatives analysis 
discussed in section 3.4.2.5.  As stated in the section, not all alternatives 
warrant the same degree of analysis to determine whether they are or are 
not preferable to the proposed project. 

Section 4.8.4 discusses traffic and transportation impacts; section 4.8.5 
discusses property values; sections 4.7.1, 4.10.1.2, and 4.10.1.3 discuss 
impacts resulting from fugitive dust; and section 4.10.2 discusses noise 
impacts associated with the proposed project. 

LA2-185 Section 4.7.3.1 has been revised to include additional details regarding 
Transwestern’s Landowner Complaint Resolution Procedure. 

LA2-183 

LA2-184 

LA2-185 
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LA2-186 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA2-187 See the response to comment PM3-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA2-188 FERC is aware of the level of development currently planned for the 
Town of Buckeye.   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. 

LA2-185 
(cont’d) 

LA2-186 

LA2-187 

LA2-188 
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LA2-189 The number of approved or proposed developments within 0.25 mile of 

the proposed route in the Buckeye area is based on information provided 
by Transwestern; information contained in other filings; information 
provided to the FERC staff by Buckeye stakeholders during the 
December 14, 2006 technical conference held in Buckeye; and on 
information independently obtained by the FERC staff. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA2-190 Reasonable alternatives to the proposed project were analyzed in section 
3.0 of the draft EIS. 

LA2-188 
(cont’d) 

LA2-189 

LA2-190 
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LA2-191 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA2-192 The EIS does not identify developments greater than 0.25 mile away 
because, in general, as the distance from the construction work area 
increases, the impacts (e.g., noise, dust) on residences decrease.  At 
0.25 mile, it is expected that these impacts would be minimal to 
nonexistent.  

 

LA2-193 See the response to comment PM3-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA2-194 See the response to comment PM3-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA2-195 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-191 

LA2-192 

LA2-193 

LA2-194 

LA2-195 
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LA2-196 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

LA2-197 The land use at Little Hell Canyon Reservoir is defined as rangeland and 
Transwestern intends to install its pipeline adjacent to the existing EPNG 
right-of-way at this location.  Transwestern has not announced any plans 
to develop its project facilities beyond what is described in its application.  
Therefore, once the pipeline is installed, the impacts would be limited to 
the operational right-of-way, which would be approximately 35 feet wide 
at this location, and be similar in appearance to the existing EPNG right-
of-way.   

As discussed in section 4.7.1, the effects of construction on rangeland 
are expected to be minor and short term because the herbaceous and 
shrub communities would be allowed to re-establish within one or two 
growing seasons after construction.  Also, because the pipeline would be 
installed underground, visual impacts would be limited to the time 
required to re-establish the existing vegetation.  Until the vegetation is re-
established, the pipeline corridor would be obvious and visible to users of 
the area.  Specific restoration measures that would be implemented at 
Little Hell Canyon Reservoir are discussed in section 4.7.7 and included 
in the Draft Visual Resource Technical Study Report (see Appendix T).  
Therefore, no long-term impacts are expected and, following 
construction, recreational use and enjoyment at the Little Hell Canyon 
Reservoir would be allowed to continue indefinitely.   

LA2-198 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-199 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-196 

LA2-197 

LA2-198 

LA2-199 
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LA2-200 Section 4.7.5 addresses the disruption to the Black Canyon Trail during 

construction, which would be addressed by Transwestern’s proposal to 
reroute users of the existing trail around the active construction work 
area.  The text noted by the commentor states that no impacts on the 
trails or its users are expected during operation of the pipeline.  Since the 
pipeline would be installed belowground and the work area restored to 
preconstruction conditions after construction, it is reasonable to expect 
that no impacts on the trail or its users would occur during operation. 

LA2-201 The land use at the Black Canyon Trail is defined as rangeland and 
Transwestern intends to install its pipeline adjacent to the existing EPNG 
right-of-way at this location.  As discussed in section 4.7.1, the effects of 
construction on rangeland are expected to be minor and short term 
because the herbaceous and shrub communities would be allowed to re-
establish within one or two growing seasons after construction.  
Therefore, because Transwestern would allow the operational right-of-
way to re-establish to preconstruction conditions and it would be adjacent 
to an existing pipeline right-of-way, the proposed pipeline would not alter 
the existing character of the environment along the trail.   

LA2-202 Section 3.5.2.4 has been revised to include additional information 
regarding the Waste Management Arizona Variation. 
 
 

 

LA2-203 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 

 
 

LA2-204 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-199 
(cont’d) 

LA2-200 

LA2-201 

LA2-202 

LA2-203 

LA2-204 
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LA2-205 Transwestern only recently obtained landowner approval to conduct 

surveys for threatened and endangered species, wetlands, and cultural 
resources along the North Santa Cruz Wash (The Wash) alignment, and 
would file the results of these surveys with the FERC for review and 
approval before the start of construction.  Transwestern would be 
required to obtain approval from the FWS, the COE, and other 
appropriate agencies and implement mitigation if threatened or 
endangered species, wetlands, or cultural resources that could be 
impacted by the project are identified in The Wash.  Transwestern would 
also implement standard construction techniques that would minimize 
environmental impacts on vegetation, soils, and other resources in the 
reserve.  As stated in section 3.4.2.6, Transwestern has agreed to 
provide other compensation for project-related impacts on municipal 
facilities in The Wash.  

LA2-206 The referenced regulatory database reviews were conducted during 
compilation of the draft EIS and were not updated for the final EIS. 

LA2-207 Section 4.7.6 includes a reference to Title 40 CFR Part 761, which 
governs the handling, transportation, and disposal of waste from 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). 
 
 

LA2-208 The Town of Buckeye’s comment pertaining to Transwestern’s obligation 
to comply with PCB regulations is noted. 
 
 
 

 
 

LA2-209 As discussed in section 4.4.1, the Phoenix Lateral is the only project 
facility that would affect trees.  Approximately 8 percent of the proposed 
route would cross chaparral and about 8 percent of the route would cross 
juniper woodland/grassland communities.  The remaining 84 percent of 
the route would affect non-forested vegetative communities.  
Transwestern, the FERC, and the affected land management agencies 
have worked together to develop measures to minimize the visual 
impacts of the proposed project.  These measures include installing the 
pipeline parallel to existing rights-of-way where possible where trees are 
already precluded from growing within the operational right-of-way.  Also, 
Transwestern would shift or narrow the right-of-way to avoid removing 
larger trees, and would conduct grading activities in a manner that 
minimizes erosion and conforms to the natural terrain.  

LA2-205 

LA2-206 

LA2-207 

LA2-208 

LA2-209 
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LA2-210 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-211 Alternatives to the proposed aboveground facilities are discussed in 
section 3.7.  All compressor station piping modifications would be located 
within Transwestern’s existing, developed compressor station sites.  
Therefore, no alternative sites were evaluated for the compressor station 
modifications.  The locations of the proposed meter stations were 
primarily determined by customer delivery points; the meter stations 
would be located either adjacent to the permanent right-of-way for the 
Phoenix Lateral or adjacent to or within existing customer facilities.  Other 
aboveground facilities including valves, pig launchers/receivers, and taps 
would generally be located within the permanent right-of-way of the 
Phoenix Lateral.  The location of many of these aboveground facilities are 
determined, in large part, by customer delivery points and DOT safety 
regulations (such as for the placement of valves).  Therefore, no 
environmentally preferable or practical alternatives were identified for the 
location of the proposed aboveground facilities. 

Based on other pipeline facilities in the area, painting the aboveground 
facilities would reduce the visual impacts associated with each one.  The 
land use at the majority of the aboveground facility sites is rangeland and 
agricultural land with little to no trees.  Based on the relatively sparse 
vegetative landscape of these areas, planting trees would be contrary to 
the existing visual landscape.   

LA2-212 Table E-2 in Appendix E provided by milepost the location, length, impact 
(acres), status (existing or new), and modifications required at each road.  
While the exact location of the road improvements is unknown at this 
time, Transwestern does not intend to remove any large trees to create 
new or modify existing roads; rangeland would be the primarily land use 
affected.  Other impacts (e.g., on wildlife) resulting from access roads are 
discussed in the applicable sections of the EIS. 

LA2-213 See the response to comment LA2-119. 

LA2-214 The Town of Buckeye’s comments regarding the construction schedule 
and workforce are noted.   

LA2-209 
(cont’d) 

LA2-210 

LA2-211 

LA2-212 

LA2-213 

LA2-214 
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LA2-215 The information presented in section 4.8.1.2 regarding the number of 

workers, the percentage of local hires, payroll costs, local purchases, etc. 
was provided by Transwestern and has not been assumed by the FERC.  
The discussion of impacts resulting from construction is based on 
previous pipeline experience.  The FERC has analyzed thousands of 
similar pipeline projects.   

LA2-216 The information presented in section 4.8.2 regarding housing was 
obtained from U.S. Census Bureau statistics and information provided by 
Transwestern and has not been assumed by the FERC.  The discussion 
of impacts resulting from construction is based on previous pipeline 
experience.  The FERC has analyzed thousands of similar pipeline 
projects.   

LA2-217 The information presented in section 4.8.3 regarding public services was 
obtained from U.S. Census Bureau statistics and information provided by 
Transwestern and has not been assumed by the FERC.  The discussion 
of impacts resulting from construction is based on previous pipeline 
experience.  The FERC has analyzed thousands of similar pipeline 
projects.   

The Town of Buckeye’s comments regarding the emergency 
management plan are noted.  The DOT requirements in Title 49 CFR 
Part 192 require Transwestern to establish a written plan governing the 
operation and maintenance of pipeline facilities.  Also, under section 
192.615, each pipeline operator must establish an emergency plan that 
includes procedures to minimize the hazards in a natural gas pipeline 
emergency.  This emergency management plan would be completed 
before placing the pipeline facilities in service. 

LA2-218 Road and railroad crossings are listed in table E-1 of Appendix E.  
Transwestern is in the process of consulting with local authorities and 
landowners to determine if the open-cut method can be used with their 
approval.   

If no reasonable detour is feasible, road closure signs would be posted 
sufficiently far from the construction site to allow traffic to select alternate 
means around the work site.   

Impacts from an open-cut crossing would be short term because 
construction of the crossing and restoration of the road would be 
completed as quickly as possible, typically in 1 day.  Given the relatively 
rural nature of the project, and the anticipated limited time to conduct 
these crossings, impacts resulting from detours and/or lane closures 
would be short term and would have an insignificant impact on local 
traffic. 

LA2-214 
(cont’d) 

LA2-215 

LA2-216 

LA2-217 

LA2-218 
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LA2-219 The Town of Buckeye’s comments regarding the construction schedule 

and workforce are noted.   

LA2-220 The draft Forest Service Access Management Plan has been reviewed 
by the FS.  However, Transwestern has requested additional time to 
complete its access management plans.  The BLM has committed to 
providing Transwestern with an example plan that will be used as a 
template for the access management plans, including a revised Forest 
Service Access Management Plan.  Section 4.7.4.1 has been revised to 
include the FERC staff’s recommendation that Transwestern prepare an 
access management plan for BLM-managed lands that conforms to 
agency standards and update its Forest Service Access Management 
Plan to include additional information (see also mitigation measure 
number 22 in section 5.3).  Transwestern would file the plans with the 
Secretary for the review and written approval of the Director of OEP 
before construction. 

The FS is ultimately responsible for approving actions on and the uses of 
lands under its jurisdiction. 

LA2-221 The Town of Buckeye’s comments regarding property values are noted.  
See also the response to comment PM3-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

LA2-222 The information presented in section 4.8.1.6 regarding tax revenues was 
provided by Transwestern and has not been assumed by the FERC.  The 
discussion of impacts resulting from construction is based on previous 
pipeline experience.  The FERC has analyzed thousands of similar 
pipeline projects.  

LA2-218 
(cont’d) 

LA2-222 

LA2-221 

LA2-219 

LA2-220 
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LA2-223 See the response to comment PM3-30. LA2-223 
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LA2-224 See the response to comment LA2-119. 

 
 
 

LA2-225 The FERC staff has recommended in section 4.9.4 that Transwestern 
defer implementation of any treatment plans/mitigation measures 
(including archaeological data recovery), construction of facilities, and 
use of all staging, storage, or temporary work areas and new or to-be-
improved access roads until:  Transwestern prepares and files with the 
Secretary, and submits to the consulting parties, as appropriate, any 
outstanding cultural resources reports and necessary treatment plans; 
files with the Secretary the comments of the consulting parties on all 
cultural resources reports and plans submitted for review; and the 
Director of OEP reviews and approves all cultural resources reports and 
plans, and notifies Transwestern in writing that treatment plans/mitigation 
measures may be implemented or construction may proceed (see also 
mitigation measure number 23 in section 5.3).  This recommendation 
would be included as a condition of any approval that the FERC might 
provide for construction and operation of the proposed project.   

LA2-226 Transwestern filed a revised version of its cultural resources survey 
report documenting new survey that was completed on BLM-managed 
land to incorporate comments received from the BLM (see revised 
section 4.9.1).  The regulations in 16 USC 470h-2(k) require that cultural 
resources survey reports are not made available to the public because 
they contain specific information regarding the location, character, and 
ownership information about cultural resources. 

LA2-227 The sites that would be avoided by construction activities are typically 
outside the construction right-of-way.  Therefore, these cultural resources 
would not be affected by project activities.  Testing and archival research 
refers to additional excavations at a site or literature research at local 
museums, historical societies, libraries, etc.  See also the response to 
comment LA2-226. 

LA2-228 See the response to comment LA2-226. 

LA2-224 

LA2-225 

LA2-226 

LA2-227 

LA2-228 
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LA2-229 The preparation of several drafts of a cultural resources survey report for 

agency review is a standard procedure and does not indicate that a 
report was inadequate.  Addendum reports are prepared to present the 
results of additional cultural resources surveys that were completed 
subsequent to the preparation of the initial survey report, not to address 
deficiencies in a previous report.  Section 4.9.1 has been updated to 
reflect the current status of agency comments on Transwestern’s cultural 
resources survey reports.  See also the response to comment LA2-226. 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

LA2-230 See the response to comment LA2-227. 

 

 

 

 

 

LA2-231 Transwestern began conducting additional cultural resources surveys 
and archival research in spring 2007 and the work is ongoing.  Once 
Transwestern’s additional cultural resources work is complete, it would 
provide reports documenting the results of these surveys to the FERC 
and applicable agencies (e.g., Arizona or New Mexico State Historic 
Preservation Offices, BLM, FS, Navajo Nation) for review.  As discussed 
in section 4.9.4, Transwestern would complete a treatment plan to 
minimize effects on historic properties that would be reviewed by the 
consulting parties to the PA.  In addition, as discussed in the response to 
comment LA2-225, Transwestern would be required to complete its 
cultural resources surveys before construction.  See also the response to 
comment LA2-226. 

LA2-228 
(cont’d) 

LA2-229 

LA2-230 

LA2-231 
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LA2-232 See the responses to comments LA2-226, LA2-227, and LA2-231. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

LA2-233 Transwestern’s Unanticipated Discovery Plans are included as an 
attachment of the PA, which has been reviewed by the appropriate 
consulting parties with jurisdictional responsibilities regarding cultural 
resources.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA2-234 Title 40 CFR Part 1503.1 specifically refers to inviting comments after 
preparation of a draft EIS.  Details of Native American concerns 
regarding the proposed project are included in table P-1 in Appendix P.  
The Agency Staffs believe that Transwestern’s continued cooperation 
with these tribes, in addition to our recommendations and continuing 
consultations, would address tribal issues associated with the proposed 
project. 

LA2-231 
(cont’d) 

LA2-233 

LA2-232 
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LA2-235 See the response to comment LA2-226.  

 
 
 

 

LA2-236 Sections 4.9.2 and 4.9.4 have been updated regarding the status of the 
PA.  See also the response to comment LA2-225. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

LA2-237 See the response to comment LA2-119. 

LA2-234 
(cont’d) 

LA2-235 

LA2-236 

LA2-237 
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LA2-238 The regional setting and 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 and FA4-11. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

LA2-239 Section 4.10.2 provides a general overview of the regional setting of the 
proposed Phoenix Expansion Project.  Table 4.10.2-1 lists local noise 
ordinances that would apply to the project, as well as specific measures 
to which Transwestern has committed.  Transwestern would be required 
to comply with these local noise ordinances.  See also the response to 
comment SA1-2. 

LA2-238 

LA2-239 
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LA2-240 The FERC’s request to Transwestern regarding HDD entry and exit 

locations refers specifically to the San Juan River crossing.  These HDD 
activities would be located in San Juan County, New Mexico and would 
not create a noise impact on the Buckeye area.  See also the response to 
comment SA1-2. 

Transwestern has not filed information with the FERC to suggest that a 
variance from the noise ordinances listed in table 4.10.2-1 would be 
required. 

Transwestern is not proposing to increase compression at existing 
compressor stations; therefore, noise levels at existing continuous noise 
sources would not change.  Section 4.10.2.3 addresses temporary noise 
associated with blowdown events and the small amount of noise 
associated with the operation of the proposed meter and regulator 
facilities.   

LA2-241 See the response to comment LA2-119. 

LA2-242 Facility location maps with MPs indicated are provided in Appendix B.   

 
 
 

LA2-243 The testing required to determine if Transwestern’s proposed cathodic 
protection system would affect nearby metallic structures or if stray 
electrical currents would affect the pipeline would occur after pipeline 
construction is completed in the fall of 2008.  These test results would not 
be available for public review.  Pipeline markers would be checked during 
Transwestern’s road crossing and pedestrian inspections.   

LA2-239 
(cont’d) 

LA2-240 

LA2-241 

LA2-242 

LA2-243 
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LA2-244 The PHMSA/OPS would require that Transwestern incorporate its 

proposed facilities into its existing integrity management plan within 1 
year following the completion of construction.  This plan would not be 
available for public review. 

 

LA2-245 The PHMSA/OPS would require that Transwestern develop an 
emergency management plan following construction.  

 
 

 

LA2-246 Section 4.11.3 includes a discussion of the potential for fatalities 
associated with natural gas transmission lines. 

 

 

 

 
 

LA2-247 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 
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. 

The statistic referenced by the commentor does not indicate that the 
potential for a service incident is great, but rather that human error in 
equipment operation was responsible for approximately 75 percent of the 
service incidents caused by outside forces. 

LA2-244 

LA2-245 

LA2-246 

LA2-247 
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LA2-248 See the responses to comments PM3-16 and LA2-8. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LA2-249 The comparison in section 4.11.3 of deaths associated with gas 
transmission lines with deaths associated with natural disasters was 
made because, as shown in table 4.11.3-2, natural disasters are the next 
most likely cause of death.  Including fatality statistics from natural 
disasters also helps the public place the risk of death from human 
activities in perspective.  The table also includes deaths associated with 
human controlled activities (e.g., suffocation, fires and burns, poisoning, 
drowning, falls, motor vehicles), which are much more likely than deaths 
associated with a natural disaster or with a gas transmission line.   

LA2-247 
(cont’d) 

LA2-248 

LA2-249 
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LA2-250 Section 4.8.3 includes an analysis of the project’s potential impact on 

public services and concludes the impact would be negligible.  See also 
the response to comment PM3-23. 

As discussed in section 4.11.3, Transwestern would conduct periodic fire 
fighting demonstrations in each district.  In addition, periodic visits with 
municipal safety officials would occur to inform them of the nature and 
pressure of Transwestern’s facilities and to coordinate emergency 
response in the event of an accident, informational meetings and training 
would be conducted at the request of municipalities, and literature would 
be periodically distributed listing emergency telephone numbers and 
other pertinent data.  Police and fire departments and public officials 
would be given maps showing the project facilities within the boundaries 
of their towns.  Transwestern would also maintain a liaison with gas 
distribution companies that have franchises in areas where the Phoenix 
Expansion Project would be located to afford the distributors ready 
contact in the event that they identify a potential or actual emergency on 
a Transwestern facility. 
 
 
 

 

LA2-251 As a matter of public safety, Transwestern’s security plans would not be 
available for public review.  

LA2-249 
(cont’d) 

LA2-250 
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LA2-252 See the response to comment PM3-19. 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

LA2-253 See the response to comment LA2-119. 
 
 
 
 

LA2-254 Section 4.2.2 has been revised to acknowledge that Transwestern has 
revised it UECRM Plan.  The revised UECRM Plan is located in 
Appendix F. 
 
 
 

LA2-255 Potential cumulative impacts on wildlife habitat are discussed in section 
4.12.3.  Section 4.12.9 concludes that there would be cumulative impacts 
on wildlife habitat.  The draft EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, 
CEQ guidelines, and other applicable requirements.  See also the 
response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-251 
(cont’d) 
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LA2-253 

LA2-254 
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LA2-256 See the response to comment LA2-254.  As discussed in section 5.2, the 

Agency Staffs have concluded that overall the proposed project would 
result in limited adverse environmental impacts, the majority of which 
would be minimized and compensated for by Transwestern’s mitigation 
plans and our additional mitigation measures.  For these reasons, the 
irreversible and irretrievable resource commitments are considered 
acceptable.  

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

LA2-257 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-255 
(cont’d) 
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LA2-258 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 

 

 
 

LA2-259 Section 4.12.3 has been revised to consider the potential impacts 
associated with a wet open-cut crossing of the San Juan River. 

 

 
 
 
 

LA2-260 A detailed analysis of potential impact on threatened and endangered 
species is included in section 4.6.   

 
 
 
 

LA2-261 The conclusion that the proposed project would not substantially affect 
current land uses is based on the fact that the majority of the land uses 
impacted by the project would not change following pipeline construction. 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

LA2-262 Section 4.7.7 has been revised to include details of Transwestern’s Draft 
Visual Resource Study Technical Report, which is included in 
Appendix T.  

LA2-258 

LA2-259 

LA2-260 

LA2-261 

LA2-262 
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LA2-263 The data used to support the conclusions regarding potential 

socioeconomic impacts (e.g., the demand for local workers may exceed 
supply and local communities may see an increase in tax revenue) are 
provided in sections 4.8.1.2 and 4.8.6.  Potential impacts on public 
services and transportation and traffic are discussed in sections 4.8.3 and 
4.8.4, respectively.  See also the response to comment PM3-2. 

LA2-264 A detailed analysis of the potential impacts the Phoenix Expansion 
Project may have on cultural resources and the mitigation measures that 
would be implemented to minimize those impacts are discussed in 
section 4.9.4. 

LA2-262 
(cont’d) 

LA2-263 

LA2-264 
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LA2-265 No stationary sources or regulated operational sources of air emissions 

are being proposed as part of the Phoenix Expansion Project; therefore, 
the air impacts associated with the project would be limited to 
construction-related emissions (e.g., on-road vehicle emissions, fugitive 
dust emission, etc.).  In areas not designated as nonattainment for 
ambient air quality standards, these emissions could result in minor, 
temporary impacts on air quality in the vicinity of the pipeline 
construction.   

In areas designated as nonattainment or maintenance for ambient air 
quality standards, federal actions are required to conform to the 
applicable SIP, if the total of the direct and indirect emissions from the 
action would create emissions exceeding de minimis thresholds.  In the 
case of the Phoenix Expansion Project, NOx emissions for 1 year of the 
project construction were estimated to exceed de minimis thresholds in 
the Phoenix Planning Area, which is classified as nonattainment for the 
federal 8-hour ozone standard.  As such, a Draft General Conformity 
Determination was issued along with the draft EIS, and a Final General 
Conformity Determination has been included in the final EIS (see 
Appendix Q).  The Draft General Conformity Determination and Final 
General Conformity Determination were prepared 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.  The analysis demonstrates that the 
emissions from the Phoenix Expansion Project, when factored with the 
existing and projected future emissions in the area, would not result in a 
violation of ambient air quality standards. 

Section 4.10.1.2 identifies fugitive dust control permits that would be 
applicable to the project.  These permits would be obtained by 
Transwestern or Transwestern's contractor. 

LA2-266 The PHMSA/OPS would conduct spot inspections during pipeline 
construction.  After the pipeline is put into service, the PHMSA/OPS 
would conduct ongoing inspections, the frequency of which would depend 
on the risk ranking that would be conducted annually by each PHMSA 
Regional office.   

LA2-267 See the response to comment LA2-119. 

LA2-268 See the responses to comments PM3-2 and PM3-13. 

LA2-264 
(cont’d) 
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LA2-269 See the responses to comments PM3-2, PM3-3, and PM3-12. 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA2-270 See the responses to comments PM3-2, PM3-3, and PM3-12. 

LA2-268 
(cont’d) 
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LA2-271 See the responses to comments PM3-1, PM3-2, PM3-3, and PM3-12. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

LA2-272 The draft EIS is not deficient and does not fail to comply with NEPA 
requirements.  See the responses to comments PM3-2 and PM3-12 
regarding the adequacy of the draft EIS and alternatives analysis, 
respectively.   

The FERC did not fail to investigate the Buckeye Alternatives.  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.  

FERC did not fail to investigate and analyze the potential risk to people 
that would be located in proximity to the project.  See section 4.11 that 
discusses general pipeline safety and reliability and the responses to 
comments PM3-7, PM3-23, PM3-56, and LA2-83 for additional 
discussion of safety issues pertaining to the Buckeye area.  The Buckeye 
Alternatives analysis was not based solely on cost as discussed in the 
response to comment PM3-28. 

LA2-272 

LA2-270 
(cont’d) 
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LA2-273 See the response to comment PM3-17. 

 
 

LA2-274 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, PM3-
12, PM3-34, PM5-5, FA4-11, and LA2-225.   

 

 

LA2-275 See the responses to comments PM3-2 and PM3-13. 

LA2-272 
(cont’d) 
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LA2-276 See the response to comment PM3-20. 

 
 
 

LA2-277 See the response to comment PM3-19. 
 
 
 
 

LA2-278 See the response to comment PM3-15 regarding construction-related 
cost estimates and right-of-way acquisition costs. 
 
 
 

 

LA2-279 The Town of Buckeye’s comments regarding land use plans are noted.  
See also the responses to comments PM3-15 and FA4-4. 

 

LA2-280 The comment is incomplete and therefore was not addressed. 

 

LA2-281 See the response to comment PM3-2. 
 
 

LA2-282 See the responses to comments PM3-1, PM3-2, and PM3-3. 
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