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Agenda Item 8H

TOWN OF BUCKEYE
STAFF SUMMARY REPORT

To: The Honorable Mavor and Council

Date: May 7. 2007

Meeting Date: May 13, 2007

Requesting Dept.: Intergovernmental Affairs

Staff Liaison: Ruth Garcia, Director. Intergovernmental Affairs
Title:

Resolution of the Mayor and Council of the Town of Buckeye supporting the east-west
aliemative alignment for the proposed Transwestem Pipeline Phoenix Expansion Project through
the Buckeve Municipal Planning Area and requesting a favorable finding by the Commissioners
of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) for the east-west alternative alignment.

Recommended Action:
Motion 1o approve Resolution 30-07 supporting the east-west alternative alignment for the

proposed Transwestem Pipeline Phoenix Expansion Project through the Buckeye Municipal
Planning Area.

Initials Responsibility Date Initials Responsibility Date
_ Bids/Purchases Finance/Budget _
_ Grants . _ Contracts _
Legal — IGA / MOU

Town Manager Approval @-J\le pae 2-10-07

Council Action

Local Agencies

LA3-1

The intention of the Mayor and Council of the Town of Buckeye to
support an alternative to the proposed route through the Buckeye area is
noted. The Town of Buckeye’s specific comments on the draft EIS are
addressed in the responses to comments LA2-1 through LA2-282.
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SUMMARY

Background:

On November 10, 2005 Transwestern Pipeline Company, LLC (Transwestern) filed a request
with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) to implement the Commission’s Pre-
filing process for the Phoenix Expansion Project. This request was granted on November 22,
2005. On September 15, 2006, Transwestern filed an application with FERC secking a
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPC&N) to construct, own and operate an
expansion of its existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline system (Docket CP06-459-
00).

Transwestern provides natural gas transmission services (open-access transportation services in
accordance with Part 284 of FERC's Regulations). Therefore, the natural gas in the pipeline may
belong to Transwestern, or it may belong to another company that is using the pipeline system to
transport its natural gas. According io Transwestern’s Application to FERC, the purpose of the
Phoenix Expansion Project is to provide up to 500,000 Dth per day of natural gas iransmission
service from the San Juan Basin (New Mexico) to markets in the Phoenix area. Binding
precedent agreements have been made with five Arizona and Phoenix area shippers for 370,000
Dth per day of the capacity (leaving 130,000 Dth of unused capacity per day)." It should be noted
that Transwestern also seeks authority to acquire an undivided interest in the East Valley Lateral
indirectly from El Paso Natural Gas and to use those facilities to provide service in conjunction
with the Phoenix Pipeline Project. The East Valley Lateral impacts Pinal County and in
particular, the City of Coolidge.”

The stated purpose for the Phoenix Expansion Project is to increase natural gas supplies in
Arizona to respond to the increased demand for natural gas across all sectors, including the
construction of numerous new-gas-fired electric generation facilities.’. It should be noted that
significant amount of the additional natural gas will be used as a peaking commodity (Table 1) in
the generation of electricity. On average from 2000 to 2005, Arizona exported (out of state) 30
percent of the electricity generated in the state.”

The Phoenix Expansion project consists of 259.3 miles of new 42 and 36 inch-diameter pipeline
beginning at Trans m's existing mainline near Ash Fork and traversing southward through
Yavapai, Maricopa and Pinal Counties in Arizona. The pipeline would i at the beginning,
of El Paso Natural Gas (EPNG) Company’s East Valley Lateral southeast of Phoenix. There is
an additional element to the project which would also provide some customer laterals, meter
stations and ancillary facilities. The section of the Phoenix Pipeline Project that begins at Ash
Fork and ends near the Palo Verde Nuclear Power Plant has been identified as Phase [, with a
requested in-service date of May, 2008". Transwestern has proposed that 27.8 miles of the
Phoenix Expansion Project pipeline be routed through the Town of Buckeye.

" Motion to intervene and protest of Southem California Gas company and San Diego Gas and Electric
g:ompany. Docket # CP06-439-000,

Ibid.
* Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and to Acquire an Undivided Interest
in Natural Gas Pipeline Facilities, Docket # CP06-459-00.
! Electric Power Annual 2005 - State Data Tables. Energy Information Administration, Department of
Energy.
* Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessily and o Acquire an Undivided Interest
in Natural Gas Pipeline Facilities, Docket # CP06-459-00.

Local Agencies
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Table 1 - Phoenix Expansion Project Precedent Agreements

Shipper Quantity Annual Daily | Related Gas Powered Contract Term
Average Generating Facility
Dth/d*
Arizona Public Service 150,000 Redhawk 15
Sundance
Salt River Project 150,000 Desert Basin 15
Agricultural Improvement Santan
& Power District
Southwest Gas 32,000 15
Corporation
| Gila River Power, LP 25,000 4
UniSource Energy, Ine. 13,000 15
Total 370,000

Note: Both APS & SRP{AIPD) have interests in the Hassayampa and Palo Verde Switchyards

As a part of the FERC and envi 1 process, T held public information and

(Envir 1 Impact S ) gs regarding the pipeline pro;m These
meeungs were held in several communities, however, no meetmgs were held in Buckeye,
Arizona,”

The Town of Buckeye and several members of its business community., filed as interveners in the
FERC process regarding the application of Transwestern for the Phoenix Expansion Project. The
Town, along with several of the developers, requested a meeting with Transwestemn and FERC to
discuss concerns of the proposed pipeline alignment through the Town of Buckeye. FERC
granted a technical meeting in the Town of Buckeye which was held on March 14, 2006.

After hearing testimony from the participants at the technical FERC agreed to request
additional information from Transwestern regarding the proposed route through the Town and an
alternative route around Buckeye along the approved APS 550 KV transmission line which runs
along the Central Arizona Project (CAP) canal in an east-west direction, and then southward
toward the Palo Verde Nuclear Power Plant (Palo Verde-Devers Utility corridor for APS
iransmission lines).

From comments made at the technical meeting, it appeared that the current development in the
area that Transwestern has proposed for the siting of the pipeline, had been understated in the
FERC apphcanon for CPC&N and that there had not been an evaluation of on-going
develop proj that were | d and or permitted. Staff from Transwestern
stated that the company had not considered an alternative route because the propased alignment
followed an established utility corridor and that the suggested alternative route, although in a

utility corridor, would add additional miles and therefore increase the project’s construction costs.

“ Dth= 1 dekatherm = 1,000,000 BTU = 970 cu. Ft. naral gas.

" In January and March of 2006, Transwestern held open houses in Prescott Valley, Sun City West, Black
Canyon City, Maricopa, and Casa Grande, Arizona; and Bloomfield New Mexico. Four scoping meetings
were held with meetings occurring in Black Canyon City (2/26/06), Casa Grande (3/1/06), Prescott Valley
(3/1/06) and Avondale (3/22006).

Local Agencies
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Key Considerations:

1. Afier the initial review of the pipeline design submitted by T n, there may be
several mitigation measures that the Town may wish to pursue to improve safety and
quality of life issues, as required by the Code of Federal Regulation (C.F.R.) Title 49,
Part 192 (Code) or indicated by industry standard.

2. An element of pipeline design is based upon a “design class identification” system (as
prescribed by the Code), which identifies minimum pipeline design standards based on
the number of dwelling units that are in the area of a proposed pipeline (number of
dwelling units located within a one mile long area bounded at a distance of 660 feet from
the center line of the pipe). Class | has the lowest design standard, whereas Class 4 has
the higher design standard. Transwestern's pipeline design calls for Class 2 design
through the Town of Buckeye, with the exception of 4.5 miles, which was designed with
Class 3 standards. The alignment sheets identified in the FERC application used to
identify the use of Class 2 with only 4.5 miles of Class 3 pipeline design are not
commensurate with the proposed and permitted development within the Town of
Buckeye, Based on current, permitted and planned development occurring in the vicinity
of the pipeline route proposed by Transwestern, the use of a Class 3 design for the entire
length of the alignment through Buckeye would be required by Code. After an initial
review of the draft EIS, a Class 4 design standard should be considered unless and until
Transwestern provides detailed analysis identifying the projected impact zones

3, Through initial review of the east-west alternate route, it has been found that :
a. The alternate roule appears to be a viable option from a constructability,
operations and maintenance point of view
b. The alternaté route has no planned high population density developments along it
¢. The majority of the route has no planned development along it
d. Because this route would be identified prior to development, land use restrictions
could be implemented to keep development farther away form the pipeline

4. Through initial review of the pipeline design submitted by Transwestern, it has been
found that information necessary to provide a complete review has not been made
available. The Town, through its Counsel, Gust-Rosenfeld, filed document requests
through the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) on November 27, 2006 and Critical
Energy Infrastructure Information (CEIl) March 26, 2007, To date, a few route maps and
diagrams have been received through the FOIA request, however additional necessary
information requested through FOIA has not been received and all CEIl information
requests have not been received to date.

5. Transwestern has stated that their proposed alignment was based upon location of an
existing utility easement and the most direct route in order to minimize construction
costs’”,

6. On April 27, 2007, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (draft EIS) for the Phoenix
Expansion Project, Docket No, CP06-459-000, was released. The environmental staffs of
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, the U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau
of Land Manag t, U.S. Dep of Agriculture, Department of the Interior,

¥ Srated at the FERC technical meeting held in Buckeye, Arizona.

Local Agencies
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=

Bureau of Indian Affairs and the Navajo Nation prepared the draft EIS to address
T Pipeline Company's proposed expansion of its natural gas pipeline system.

In the draft EIS, Transwestern's proposed route is shown to cost substantially less than
the east-west altemative route (North Buckeye). This calculation appears counter-
intuitive when put into context and is not supported by d ion, In its application
for the CPC&N, Transwestern states that the 259 mile project will cost $597,737,942,
This averages to approximately $2.3 million per mile. By applying Transwestem’s $2.3
million per mile average, the 47.2 miles of the cast-west alternative would cost
approximately $108.6 million (draft EIS estimated at $128.9 million). At 27.8 miles, the
Transwestern proposed route would cost approximately $63.9 million (draft EIS
estimated at $52.8 million). The incremental cost of the alternative east-west route would
be approximately $44.7 million, or an increase of approximately 7% of the total cost of
the Phoenix Expansion Project. Also documented in the CRC&N, Transwestern has built
in to its submitted budget under its pre-approved rate structure a $43 million contingency.
Although there may be several needs for the contingency, certainly a portion of the
contingency could be used to lessen the gap of potential additional costs of the cast-west
alternative.

A portion of the incremental capital costs for the east-west alternative route would be
recouped through costs passed on to the end user. Based upon utility rate structures, it is
unknown at this time what percentage of the incremental capital costs would be allowed
to be recouped through higher rates according to the pre-approved rate structure (a
portion of the incremental capital costs increase may be borne by Transwestern
dependent on the pre-approved rate strueture) Staff is working to determine the
incremental cost that could be passed on to the end user through any rate increase.

From zn initial review of the draft EIS, concern has been expressed regarding insufficient
analysis of essential flood econtrol structures that could be compromised by
Transwestern’s proposed route if there were a pipeline rupture/ignition ,

The draft EIS proposes trench excavation at a “depth sufficient to provide the minimum
cover required by DOT specifications™ (p. 2-20). The draft EIS proposes minimum
coverage for pipe ranging from 2 feet to 5 feet. Code requires a minimum of one foot
spacing between the pipeline and other fixwres. Because of the current and future
development, the Town has expressed concem regarding conflicts by the pipeline and the
planned roadways, dry utilities, and in particular sewer system. Because the Town uses a
gravity fed sewage system, depths of the sewage line can be quite deep. It should be
noted that in the Motion of El Paso Natural Gas Company for Leave to Intervene (Docket
#CP06-459-000), EPNG expresses concem for “workspace for future, routine
maintenance or pipeline replacement activities that may be required on the EPNG or
Transwestern pipelines.” This concern is based upon Transwestem’s request to co-locate
pipelines with EPNG in their right of way (southeast of the Buckeye Municipal Planning
Area). EPNG states that “In some areas, the space constraints would force construction
crews to work directly over active high pressure pipelines (as would be the case in
Buckeye). This is generally regarded as a strongly disfavored practice, and natural gas
pipelines attempt to minimize any type of construction work that involves working
directly over active high-pressure pipelines due to the risk of damaging these pipelines.”
Obviously, the Town of Buckeye has the same concerns.

Local Agencies
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Community Benefits/Considerations:

By expressing support of the cast-west alternative route for the proposed Phoenix Expansion
Project through the Buckeye Municipal Planning Area boundaries, FERC, as well as other
entities, will become aware of the community concerns for the health, safety and welfare of
Buckeye residents should the proposed Transwestern route be approved.

Community Involvement:

]. A public meeting notice was advertised in local newspapers announcing the
FERC/Transwestern technical meeting that was held on March 14, 2006 in Buckeye, Arizona.

2. Computer Disks (CDs) of the draft EIS have been placed at the Buckeye Public Library and
Buckeye Town Hall for public review. In addition, FERC has sent CDs to persons present at the
December 2006 technical meeting who requested to be notified.

3. The Intergovernmental Affairs Department has responded to questions to the Town from the
development community regarding the Transwestern Pipeline project.

Financial Implications:

Approving a resolution of support for the east-west alternative route will not have a financial
impact on the Town.

Attachments / Exhibits:

1, Map - pipeline alignments

o )

D Director’s i e

P

Local Agencies
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RESOLUTION 30-07

A RESOLUTION OF THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE TOWN
OF BUCKEYE, ARIZONA, SUPPORTING THE EAST-WEST
ALTERNATIVE ROUTING FOR THE PROPOSED TRANSWESTERN
PIPELINE PHOENIX EXPANSION PROJECT THORUGH THE
BUCKEYE MUNICIPAL PLANNING AREA AND REQUESTING A
FAVORABLE FINDING FOR THE EAST-WEST ALTERNATIVE
ROUTE BY THE COMMISSIONERS OF THE FEDERAL ENERGY
REGULATORY COMMISSION (FERC).

WHEREAS: on September 15, 2006, Transwestern Pipeline Company, LLC (Transwestern) filed
an application with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission or FERC) seeking
a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (Certificate) to construct, own and operate an
expansion of its existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline system;

WHEREAS: the portion of the project known as the Phoenix Expansion Project consists of
259.3 miles of new 42 and 36 inch-diameter pipeline traversing Yavapai, Maricopa and Pinal
counties in Arizona, of which 27.8 miles is proposed to be routed through the Town of Buckeye,

WHEREAS: public information meetings were held by Transwestern in January and March 2006
in Prescott Valley, Sun City West, Black Canyon City, Maricopa and Casa Grande, Arizona, but
not in Buckeye, Arizona;

WHEREAS: public scoping meetings were held by Transwestern in February and March 2006 in
Black Canyon City, Casa Grande, Prescott Valley and Avondale, Arizona, but not in Buckeye,
Arizona;

WHEREAS: a technical review meeting was held by FERC in Buckeye, Arizona on December
14, 2006, only after several interveners had filed on behalf of the communities in Buckeye;

WHEREAS: Transwestern has proposed to construct 259.3 miles of 42 and 36 inch-diameter
pipeling to supply natural gas to the Phoenix area with approximately 28 miles of 36 inch-
diameter pipe with a maximum operating pressure of 1000 psig passing through the Town of
Buckeye;

WHEREAS: a significant amount of the natural gas to be supplied by Transwestern will be a
peaking service commodity for use by natural gas generating facilities, with some of the resultant
production for use by outside of the state;

WHEREAS: On average from 2000 to 2005, Arizona exported {out of state) 30 percent of the
electricity generated in the state;

WHEREAS: 49 C.F R. § 192, Subpart O, identifies the calculation method to define the Potential
Impact Radius (PIR) as a result of a pipe failure based on the operating pressure of the line and
diameter of pipe, in which the PIR for the proposed line is 790 feet from the centerline of the

pipe;

Local Agencies

LA4-1

The Resolution adopted by the Mayor and Council of the Town of
Buckeye to support an alternative to the proposed route through the
Buckeye area is noted. The Town of Buckeye’s specific comments on
the draft EIS are addressed in the responses to comments LA2-1 through
LA2-282. See also the response to comment PM3-12.
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WHEREAS: Transwestern's proposed route will place the pipeline 15 feet from the edge of the
APS transmission line right of way that parallels the Sun Valley Parkway, a major transportation
backbone and anchor for significant residential and commercial development in the Buckeye
area;
WHEREAS:  plans submitted by Transwestern to the Town of Buckeye Community
Development Department for review of their proposed pipeline alignment through the Town were
of such limited information, prohibiting the completion of an adequate review;

WHEREAS: on November 27, 2006 the Town of Buckeye has requested essential information
for technical analysis of Transwestern’s proposed pipeline through the Freedom of Information
Act (FOIA) and on March 26, 2007 Critical Energy Infrastructure Information (CEII) in order to

plete the technical analysis of T 's proposed pipeline and its aligi hrough the
Town of Buckeye and has not yet received the d infe i

WHEREAS: significant development has been planned and permitted along the Sun Valley
Parkway, including several high density master-planned communities;

WHEREAS: Transwestern’s design calls for construction standards based upon 49 C.F.R. § 192,
in which design class identification was based on the existing dwelling density in early 2006
within a distance of 660 feet from the center line of the pipe, not the potential impact radius (PIR)
of 790 feet;

WHEREAS: the Transwestern draft EIS recognizes that the transportation of natural gas
“involves some risk to the public in the event of an accident and subsequent release of gas”, yet
invokes the existence of regulatory safety standards as the means to “ensure that people and the
environment are protected from the risk of pipeline accidents (p. 4-191)"

WHEREAS: Transwestern’s design based on existing dwelling density in early 2006 does not
account for current and on-going development and additional permitted development within the
PIR including an elementary school, a fire station, an APS substation, two water wells, a worship
site, numerous parks and open space tecreation areas, and a planned Maricopa County Flood
Control District flood-retardant structure;

WHEREAS: a viable alternate east-west route alignment that would avoid the Town of Buckeye,
would lie along the Palo Verde-Devers Utility Corridor, an established Arizona Public Service
utility corridor, and in open unpopulated desert exists;

WHEREAS: the draft EIS was released on April 27, 2007, with the standard 45 day comment
period for the public to respond to the findings;

WHEREAS: the Transwestern draft EIS appears to be incomplete in its development of essential
information in multiple subject areas and does not disclose many of the project impact details
needed to make a fully informed, reasoned decision concerning this project and its route;

WHEREAS: Transwestern's proposed route is based upon their time and cost considerations and
not upon the safest feasible route;

WHEREAS: the draft EIS has not demonstrated sufficient purpose of and need for action and has
not demonstrated an infeasibility of the east-west alternative route;

Local Agencies
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LA4-1 | WHEREAS: the Town of Buckeye has engaged in urban planning to manage growth, including
(cont'd) | working closely with the development community through the process of master-planned
communities, conserved its environmental and cultural resources and has provided a high quality-
of-life community for our current and future residents;

WHEREAS: there is a prudent and reasonable alterative route alignment;

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, for the health, safety and welfare of the
community, the Mayor and Council of the Town of Buckeye, Arizona support the east-west
alternative routing for the proposed Transwestern Pipeline Phoenix Expansion Project through the

Buckeye Municipal Planning Arca and request a favorable finding for the east-west altematve
route by the Commissioners of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC).

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Mayor and Council of the Town of Buckeye,

Arizona, this 15® day of May, and 2007.
Bobby Bryu;l, %nytr

ATTEST:

da Garrison, Town Clerk

AI'PP,j b AS TO FQRM:
j /KZI r ~
[ Rf , Town Attmﬁ-

Local Agencies
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Buckeye news. ..

For Immediate Release Contact: Bob Bushner
623-349-6005 (w)
623-695-3175 (c)

Buckeve Town Council Approves Resolution Supporting Altemative Route for Proposed
Natural Gas Pipeline West of the White Tank Mountains; Public Hearing Set June 6

Buckeye, Ariz. (May 18, 2007) = The Town Council unanimously approved a resolution
calling for a federal agency to consider an alternate route for a natural gas pipeline rather
than the proposed routc that would pass through several master-planned communilies
west of the White Tank Mountains.

The resolution asks members of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC) for a “favorable finding” of a rural east-west route for the underground natural
gas pipeline “for the health, safety and welfare of the community.”

Transwestern Pipeline Company, L.L.C., filed a pre-filing request with FERC in
September 2005 for the Phoenix Expansion Project — more than 259 miles of 42- and 36-
inch high-pressure natural gas pipeline through Arizona — almost 28 of those miles in
Buckeye's planning area.

Public information meetings detailing the project were held in early 2006 in six
Arizona cities, including Sun City West and Avondale. However, no meetings were held
in Buckeye until December of last year, some 15 months after the firm filed its initial
request with the FERC.

“That meeting was eventually held after the Town and several business owners
intervened in the proceedings,” Buckeye Mayor Bobby Bryant said. “Considering that
the pipeline’s proposed route cuts through several master-planned communities, we view

the lack of public meetings in Buckeye early on in the process a serious oversight.”

Local Agencies

LA5-1

The press release of the Resolution adopted by the Mayor and Council of
the Town of Buckeye to support an alternative to the proposed route
through the Buckeye area is noted. The Town of Buckeye’s specific
comments on the draft EIS are addressed in the responses to comments
LA2-1 through LA2-282. See also the response to comment PM3-12.
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Transwestern’s proposed route will place the pipeline 15 feet from the edge of the
APS transmission line right-of-way that parallels the Sun Valley Parkway — a major
transportation corridor and eventual anchor for planned residential, retail, commercial
and employment development.

According to the Council’s resolution, Transwestern's design is based on
dwelling density that existed along the route in early 2006 and does not account for on-
going development and additional permitted development in the immediate area in the
near future - an elementary school, a fire station, an APS substation, two water wells, a
worship site, numerous parks and open space recreation areas and a planned Maricopa
County Flood Control District flood-retardant structure.

In fact, the pipeline could come within 50 feet of some occupied homes in
Tartesso, a master-planned community along Sun Valley Parkway.

“The Transwestern draft environmental impact statement appears to be
incomplete in its development of essential information in multiple subject areas and does
not disclose many of the project impact details needed to make a fully-informed,
reasoned decision concerning this project and its route,” the resolution continues.

“Transwestem’s proposed route is based upon their time and cost considerations
and not upon the safest feasible route.”

The alternate route around Buckeye supported by Town officials follows an
approved transmission line which runs east-west along the Central Arizona Project canal
mostly in an open, unpopulated desert, then south toward the Palo Verde Nuclear Power
Plant.

While the additional miles would add about seven percent to the cost of the
overall project, an initial review of the alternate route found that

s The route is a viable option from a constructionability, operations and
maintenance aspects

s There is no planned high-population density along it

+ The majority of the route has no other planned development along it

«  And because the route was identified prior to development, land use restrictions
could be implemented to keep any proposed development farther away from the

pipeline, the resolution states.

Local Agencies
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LA5-1 The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission will hold a public hearing on

cont'd .

( ) Transwestern’s draft Environmental Impact Statement on the company’s proposed route
through Buckeye at 7 p.m. Wednesday, June 6, in the Buckeye Community Center, 201

Centre Ave.

- 30 -

Local Agencies
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City of Litchfield Dark

Oflice of the Mayor
June 11, 2007

Joseph T. Kelliher, Chairman

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE

Washington, DC 20426

RE: Docket # CP06-459-000

Dear Chairman Kelliher:

It has come to my atlention that Transwestern Pipeline, LLC, has proposed to route 25.7 miles of
36 inch-diameter high pressure natural gas transmission pipeline through the Town of Buckeye as
a part of the Phoenix Expansion Pipeline Project, Docket # CP06-459-000. The community of
Buckeye has expressed their concemn about the alignment of the pipeline through the town and has
identified a feasible alternative route for consideration.

The purpose of the Phoenix Expansion Project (project) as stated in the application to Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) is to increase natural gas supplies based upon across-all
sectors demand in Arizona. It has been noted however that a majority of the natural gas from this
project will be used for natural gas powered electric generating facilities, Historically (2000-
2005), 30% of the electricity generated in Arizona is exported outside the state — primarily to
Southern California. It has also been noted that Southern California Edison has filed an
application with the Arizona Corporation Commission, Docket No. L-00000A-06-0295-00130 for
a S00KV aliernating current transmission line and related facilities in Maricopa and La Paz
Counties originating at the Harquahala Generating Station Switchyard (serving the Redhawk and
Sundance natural gas generating stations near Palo Verde Nuclear Plant) and terminating in
Riverside County, CA. Although the Arizona Corporation Commission (ACC) recently voted to
deny the application, Southern California Edison has stated that it will either re-apply to the ACC
or will file an application with FERC. 1t is highly likely, that the total export of electricity will
increase significantly based upon these two complementary projects.  Although Southem
California will greatly benefit from this project, the disproportionate impacts of the transmission
pipeline will be borne by the residents and community of Buckeye. This brings to the fore the
possibility of an Environmental Justice issue (EO 12898 — 1994).

The argument presented by Transwestern for their proposed route through the Town of Buckeye
over the east-west altemative route is that of construction cost

214 Waest Wigwarn Boulevared * Lt
Phiosue (G285 9355008 * Fax 028 0 ¥
wiw lite'l

elilield Park, Arizona 83510
7" T Numbwr 1-800-367-803¢

=

Local Agencies 6

LAG6-1 The Commission responded separately to this letter on July 12, 2007.
The Commission’s response is part of the public record for the Phoenix
Expansion Project and is available for available for viewing on the FERC
Internet website (http://www.ferc.gov) under Docket Number CP06-459.
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LA6-1
(cont'd)

The incremental construction cost of the east-west alternative would be approximately $40 million
(based upon an average per mile cost of $2.3 million using Transwestern’s total construction
cosls). Although Transwestern has expressed a concemn of the increase of cost to the individual
consumer, Transwestern has built $43 million in its construction budget for contingency and no
calculations on the marginal impact on rates has been provided, particularly in light of the capacity
of the pipeline being 500,000 decatherms per day. Also ignored by Transwestern in the cost
calculations is that of operations and maintenance (O & M). It is known in the pipeline industry
that the cost of O & M is greater for pipelines in urban areas (such as the location of
Transwestern’s proposed alignment) than in rural unpopulated areas (such as the location of the
Town's proposed alternative east-west alignment).

Additional issues of concern regarding Transwestern's proposed pipeline alignment through the
Town of Buckeye inelude:

1. The Town of Buckeye has engaged in wrban planning to manage growth, including
working closely with the development community through the process of master-planned
communities, conserved its environmental and cultural resources and has provided a high
quality-of-life community for its current and {uture residents;

2. The pipeline alignment proposed by Transwestern cuts through the Town without regard to
the careful planning by the Town and without regard for the future urban nature of the area
or quality of life;

3. The pipeline design by Transwestern is insufficient for the planned and permitted
residential and commercial development along the proposed route, causing safety
concems;

4. The potential impact radius (PIR) of the pipeline route proposed by Transwestern covers
residential and commercial development, including an elementary school, a fire station, an
Arizona Public Service substation, two water wells, a worship site, numerous parks and
open space recreations areas, and a planned Maricopa County Flood Control District flood-
retardant structure;

5. For the health, safety, and welfare of the community, an alternative pipeline route has been
identified (east-west alternative route). The alternative alignment would avoid the Town
of Buckeye, would lic along the Palo Verde-Devers Utility Corridor, an established APS
utility corridor, and is in open unpopulated desert;

6. Through technical analysis:

a. The alternative route has been found to be a viable option from a constructability,
operations and maintenance point of view;
i.  The alternative route has no planned high population density developments
along it route
ii. The alternative route provides the safest feasible route for the transmission
pipeline

7. Transwestern's proposed route is based upon their time and cost consideration and not
upon the safest feasible route; and

8. The draft EIS has not demonstraled sufficient purpose of and need for action and has not
demonstrated an infeasibility of the east-west alternative.

21 West Wigwan Bounlevard * Lawhlichl Park, Anzona 85340
Pl (G20 RRS000 ° P 620} 127 T Number |-RO0-367-HU40
www Jiehleld-park.org
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LAG-1 |Based upon the fore mentioned information, [ ask the FERC Commissioners to carefully consider
(cont'd) [the east-west alternative route as the preferred route for the Phoenix Expansion Pipeline Project
Buckeye alignment.

Sincerely,

Thomas
Mayor

SOPUS iy Comnel Jatenge, mnswesson Ppeline by of suppun b

211 West W
Phone 023 935503

Boulevard * Liehlield Park. Arteoma 83310
Fax (6230 9355127 DI Number [-80-367-8800
s Jite hbicld-park.org

Local Agencies
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(GILBERT

ARITEN
June 18, 2007

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

Re: Docket No. CP06-439-000
Dear Secretary Bose,

Please accept this cormespondence as formal comments from the Town of Gilbert regarding the Phoenix
Expansion Project { Docket No. CP06-459-000).

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement notes the purpose of this project is to enable Transwestern to serve the
increasing demand for energy in the Phoenix Metropolitan area, either directly to homes and businesses or
indirectly through local wtility companies. The project invelves laying over 250 miles of pipeline through
northwestern New Mexico and Arizona beginning in fall 2007, with the line becoming operational by fall 2008, In
addition, Transwestern “would acquire an undivided interest in the existing 36.7 mile-long, 24 inch-diameter Fast
Valley Lateral. which extends between Pinal and Maricopa Counties, Arizona™

The Town of Gilbert has been monitoring this project because the end of the proposed pipeline conneets to the
existing Fast Valley Lateral line, which is located within the municipality’s general plan boundaries. While
construction for the Phoenix Expansion Project does not warrant permits from Gilbert. we believe we should be
notified when the existing line is modified in any way, since the lateral is located within the Town and services
members our community.

Several modifications are proposed for the existing East Valley Lateral through the Phoenix Fxpansion Project
First and foremost, the end of the project line will be linked with 36 inch-diameter piping compared to the present
24 inch~diameter piping. Gilbert has concerns with the stability of incquitable piping (i.c. age and sizc) over the
long-term. Secondly, the existing line will be tapped into at the Southwest Gas New Florence Meter Station and
the Southwest Gas Germann Meter Station. While this does not have a direct construction impact on Gilbert soil.
it does raise concerns for the safety of the line after it is manufactured. Lastly, it appears as though other utility
companies have an interest in purchasing energy from this infrastructure if Transwestern secures an undivided
interest in the lateral. The Town of Gilbert is not certain what this means for the future of the pipeline and/or
service to its constituents,

Thank you for the opportunity voice the Town of Gilbert’s concerns on record: the community will continue to
track this project accordingly. Gilbert also stands ready to discuss these issues further with Transwestern and
initiate a working relationship that sustains this process, My contact information should you require additional
information from me is 480-503-6765 or tamir@ci. gilbert.az.us,

Sincerely.
Tami Ryall
Assistant Town Manager

Town of Gilbert | A Cotmnity of T
Center

AZ B5296  Phone 480-503-6000 Fax: 480 497-4943  www.ci gl
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The Town of Gilbert is included on the mailing list for the Phoenix
Expansion Project and, thus, will receive a copy of the final EIS for the
project. The town can also stay informed about the project through the
use of the eLibrary function available on the FERC Internet website
(www.ferc.gov) under Docket Number CP06-459.

Regarding the Town’s safety concerns, Transwestern would be required
to continue to operate the East Valley Lateral in compliance with all
applicable safety protocols. The SWG Germann and New Florence
Meter Stations would be designed, constructed, and operated in
accordance with applicable standards and protocols. The DOT would be
primarily responsible for monitoring Transwestern’s operation, including
safety-related protocols, after construction. The proposed meter stations
would provide SWG’s customers access to new and competitive sources
of natural gas other than currently available only from EPNG.
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Avondale

Local Agencies

I, the undersigned, Linda M. Farris, being the duly appointed and qualified
City Clerk of the City of Avondale, certify the attached is a true and correct
copy of Resolution 2656-607, adopted by the Mayor and Council on June
11, 2007.

City Clerks Office
11465 W. Civic Center Drive « Avondale, Arizona, 85323
Phone: (633) 333-1200 « Fax: [623) 333-0120 » TDD: (623) 3330100
www.avondale.org
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RESOLUTION NO. 2656-607

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF AVONDALE,
ARIZONA, SUPPORTING THE EAST-WEST ALTERNATIVE ROUTING
FOR THE PROPOSED TRANSWESTERN PIPELINE PHOENIX EXPANSION
PROJECT THROUGH THE BUCKEYE MUNICIPAL PLANNING AREA
AND REQUESTING A FAVORABLE FINDING FOR THE EAST-WEST
ALTERNATIVE ROUTE BY THE COMMISSIONERS OF THE FEDERAL
ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION.

WHEREAS, on September 15, 2006, Transwestern Pipeline Company, LLC
(“Transwestern”) filed an application with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (the
“Commission” or the “FERC”) seeking a Centificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (the
“Centificate™) to construct, own and operate an expansion of its exisling inlerstale natural gas
transmission pipeline system; and

WHEREAS, the portion of the pipeline expansion project known as the Phoenix
Expansion Project consists of 259.3 miles of new 42" and 36" diameter pipeline traversing
Yavapai, Maricopa and Pinal counties in Arizona, of which 27.8 miles is proposed to be routed
through the Town of Buckeye; and

WHEREAS, Transwestern has proposed to construct 259.3 miles of 42" and 36"
diameter pipeline to supply natral gas tw the Phoenix area with approximately 28 miles of 36"
diameter pipe with a maximum operating pressure of 1,000 psig passing through the Town of
Buckeye; and

WHEREAS, 49 C.F.R. § 192, Subpart O, identifies the calculation method to define the
Potential Impact Radius {“PIR”) as a result of a pipe failure based on the operating pressure of
the line and diameier of pipe, in which the PIR for the proposed line is 790 feet from the
centerline of the pipe; and

WHEREAS, Transwestern’s proposed route will place the pipeline 15 feet from the edge
of the Arizona Public Service transmission line right-of-way that parallels the Sun Valley
Parkway, a major transportation backbone and anchor for significant residential and commercial
development in the Town of Buckeye; and

WHEREAS, significant development has been planned and permitied along the Sun
Valley Parkway, including several high density, master-planned communities; and

T19956.1
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The Commission responded separately to this letter on July 12, 2007.
The Commission’s response is part of the public record for the Phoenix
Expansion Project and is available for available for viewing on the FERC
Internet website (http://www.ferc.gov) under Docket Number CP06-459.
The Resolution adopted by the Council of the City of Avondale to support
an alternative to the proposed route through the Buckeye area is noted.
See also the response to comment PM3-12.
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WHEREAS, Transwestern's design calls for construction of the pipeline within a
distance of 660 feet from the center line of the pipe, not the PIR of 790 feet; and

WHEREAS, Transwestern's design based on existing dwelling density in early 2006
does nol account for current and on-going development and additional permitted development
within the PIR including an elementary school, a fire station, an APS substation, two water
wells, a worship site, numerous parks and open space recreation areas, and a planned Maricopa
County Flood Control District structure; and

WHEREAS, a viable alternale east-west route alignment that would avoid the Town of
Buckeye exists along the Palo Verde-Devers Utility Corridor, an established Arizona Public
Service utility corridor, and in open unpopulated desert (the “East-West Alternative™).

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
AVONDALE as follows:

SECTION 1. That, for the health, safety and welfare of the West Valley community, the
Council of the City of Avondale supports the East-West Alternative routing for the proposed
Transwestern Pipeline Phoenix Expansion Project through the Buckeye Municipal Planning Area
and requests a favorable finding for the East-West Allernative route by the Commissioners of the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.

SECTION 2. That the Mayor, the City Manager, the City Clerk and the City Auomey
are hereby authorized and directed to take all steps necessary to carry out the purpose and intent
of this Resolution.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Council of the City of Avondale, June 11, 2007.

ATTEST:

) Jan,

~ _l4nda M. Faris, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

(M

Andrew J. McGuire, City Attorney

1350561

Local Agencies
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Transwestern Pipeline Company ) Docket No. CP06-459-000

COMMENTS BY THE CITY OF CASA GRANDE, ARIZONA ON
THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Pursuant to the April 27, 2007 Notice in this docket, the City of Casa Grande

submits its written comments on the draft Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS™).
I. Background Information

The City of Casa Grande, Arizona is a municipality located near the intersections
of Interstates 8 and 10 in central Arizona. With a population of just 25.224 during the
2000 census, but estimated at near 40,000 today, the City has seen a growth boom over
the past several years, and the City has been working diligently to both react to this
explosive growth, and plan for the future development of the City to ensure that
traditional municipal services are available to its citizens. Transwestern’s proposed
routing through the City, however, has the potential to impede the growth the City is
currently experiencing, as well as preclude the City’s ability to provide services 1o new
development that 1s already planned and approved. and others that have approached the
City about annexation and future development.

The City has been actively invelved in this process and has expressed its concems
through a number of meetings with Transwester and stakeholders. and through the
proceedings in this Docket. Accordingly. pursuant to the City’s prior comments and
filings and supported by the comments contained herein, the City asks that the

Commission consider and approve the CGEPNG alternative as the alignment that best

Local Agencies
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The City of Casa Grande’s comments expressing its concerns regarding
the proposed alignment of the Phoenix Lateral along the North Santa
Cruz Wash (The Wash) are noted.

As detailed in section 3.4.2.6, the FERC staff considered the City’s
preferred alignment for the Phoenix Lateral in the route referred to as the
CGEPNG Alternative. Section 3.4.2.6 has been revised to include
additional information regarding the City’s plans for sanitary sewer
infrastructure in The Wash as well as additional information filed by
Transwestern indicating that the Phoenix Lateral and the City's future
sanitary sewer project can be collocated in The Wash alignment. Section
3.4.2.6 includes the recommendation that Transwestern work closely with
the City and provide the FERC with engineering drawings to support
collocation of the Phoenix Lateral and the future sanitary sewer project in
The Wash (see also mitigation measure number 10 in section 5.3).

While the CGEPNG Alternative offers some advantages over the
corresponding segment of the proposed route, the FERC staff reaffirms
its conclusion that the CGEPNG Alternative is not preferable to the
proposed alignment in The Wash.
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serves the citizens of Casa Grande and preserves the City’s ability to meaningfully plan
for future growth.

IL Transwestern's Proposed Alignment Interferes with the City's Plans and
Ability to Provide Municipal Services

The siting of the Transwestern pipeline. though providing no actual service to the
City of Casa Grande, is of paramount importance to the City’s continued, planned,
growth, Transwestern's preferred location of this pipeline, as proposed in the draft EIS,
could serve to undermine planned development of the City, interfere with the City’s
planned trail system, and prove potentially fatal to the City’s primary and preferred
option of providing sewer service to a substantial portion of the City as it exists today,
and as it 15 planned and likely will exist in the future. As such, utilization of the
CGEPNG altemnative is eritical to the City’s ability to provide meaningful and necessary
services o its citizens and those who do and will call it home.

Location of the Transwestern pipeline through the proposed Santa Cruz Wash
within the City of Casa Grande poses several unique and unfortunate consequences to the
City. As proposed, the pipeline would cross the City’s municipal golf course, would
traverse six miles of property planned for use as a regional trail system, would conflict
with several proposed communities within the City, and potentially interfere with the
installation of one or more interceptor lines contemplated in the City’s proposed
Wastewater Master Plan, While each of these elements reduces the quality of life for the
majority of Casa Grande residents, the interference or potential interference with the
City’s proposed sewer interceptor lines poses the greatest hurdles and risk to continued

regional wastewater planning and growth in the area.

Local Agencies
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Section 3.4.2.6 has been revised to include additional information

regarding the City’s plans to construct sanitary sewer infrastructure in

The Wash.
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Currently, the City of Casa Grande has one wastewater treatment plant, located

roughly at the northwest comer of Thornton and Kortsen Roads. This plant was

strategically located in this area as it is in a location near the Santa Cruz wash, which is
among the lowest points of elevation in the City. Location at a low point of elevation is
important in the provision of wastewater services, as it allows the lines that enter the
plant to use gravity flow to reach the facility, decreasing the costs of providing that
service (by reducing the need for lift stations or force mains), as well as the reliability
thereof through utilization of gravity, rather than forced. flow. This plant is currently
being configured to serve up to 6 MGD (million gallons/day) of flow, but has the
capability as configured to serve up to 12 MGD on site.

Ower the past few vears, the City has analyzed a number of options to providing
sewer service to its current boundaries, as well as looking to the future to secure options
of providing service to the numerous areas that will require sewer in the future. Early
planning of sewer options is essential as the use of gravity flow options are limited, and
failure to acquire or preserve meaningful routes to reach a treatment facility can greatly
increase the costs of these projects — sometimes fatally so. Although the City has looked
at a number of service oplions over the vears, and continues to do so today, it has become
apparent that expansion of the current facility on, or near, the site 15 preferable to other
oplions available to the City. Use of one facility at a natural low point near the west end
of town i both and economical and wise way to provide sewer service to the City proper
and its high growth areas. As a result, the City has been evaluating and participating in

discussions with landowner representatives in the area to acquire additional property and

Local Agencies
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(cont'd)

expand the capacity of the facility to at least 62 MGD. This expansion is necessary to
serve just a portion of the anticipated growth within the City in its planning horizon.
Ome of the primary inflows to the expanded treatment facility will come from a
proposed sewer interceptor or interceptors from the east side of the City. Although
ultimate design of these lines is not complete, the City has been working on a contract
with a company to design and site the lines, The initial analysis of the project proposes
that it is possible that these interceptors could be as large as fifty-four inches, or that

multiple lines of slightly reduced size will be required. But to maintain adequate gravity

flow for lines of this size, the Santa Cruz Wash is by far the most preferred, and currently

the only, adequate option.

The use of the sewer line in the wash has been contemplated for a number of
years, and a number of developers and property owners have annexed into the City with
the anticipation that the development of this line will help solve their sewer needs.  The
City has spent hundreds of thousands of dollars to develop these plans, spent countless
hours of staff time to work on the planning aspects related to its development, and has a
number of its current property owners counting on its installation to provide sewer to

their property. The City has agr ts being contemplated with developers that are all

¥

contingent upon the development of the wash interceptor line. These developments will
bring additional residents to the community, but alse serve meaningful roles in bringing
regional commercial centers, office parks. and industrial development to the City: all of
which are important to the City"s ability to sustain itself and the growth in the area.

The City of Casa Grande has grave concerns over the compatibility of

Transwestern's proposed facility being located within the same area that the City has

Local Agencies
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targeted and acquired property in order to provide regional park amenities and sewer
collection facilities of substantial size. [ the addition of the Transwestern facility
precludes the City's construction of its lines (lines that will require heavy equipment to
install and will be buried within the wash in near proximity or on top of Transwestern's
lines), or substantially interferes with the same, the City will be unable to provide
reasonable sewer solutions to its residents and property owners. Having spent many
years planning for these facilities, and substantial efforts to acquire the right-of-way
necessary o support the uses, the City’s efforts should not simply be converted for the
benefit of Transwestern. While the City facilities may not exist today, planning for their
construction is long underway, and the need for them is already here.

There has been substantial comment and considerable energy spent during this
process on the potential effect that the siting of Transwestern’s facilities would have on
developers of property in and around the City of Casa Grande.  These concerns cannot
be minimized, as meaningful planned development is essential to building a strong,

lasting community, and the myriad efforts that have gone into that process in the City,

Pinal County, and its surrounding communities should not go for naught. Similarly, the
planning and construction of large sewer infrastructure needs is essential to facilitate this
development and meet the needs of the existing citizens of the City. The CGEPNG
alternative would best serve the needs of the City of Casa Grande by preserving its
primary and preferred option Lo provide wastewater services within the City, while
allowing Transwestern to install its own infrastructure in an identified utility corridor.
Accordingly, the City requests that the Commission consider the

CGEPNG alternative within the City of Casa Grande or compel Transwestern to undergo

Local Agencies
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LA9-2 mitigation that would ensure that the City of Casa Grande will have the continuing ability

(cont'd)

to utilize the wash cormidor for the installation of its sewer improvements and that can
minimize the impact on development within the corridor

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 18" day of June, 2007,

City of Casa Grande, Arizona

s/ Electronically Filed
Brett D. Wallace
Casa Grande City Attorney
510 E. Florence Boulevard
Casa Grande, Arizona 85222
(520) 421-8600

Local Agencies
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ELAINE M. SCRUGGS
Mayor

June 15, 2007

Joseph T. Kelliher, Chairman

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE

Washington, DC 20426

Re. Docket #CP06-459-000

Dear Chairman Kelliher:

The 36 inch-diameter high pressure natural gas transmission pipeline which Transwestern
Pipeline, LLC is proposing to route through the Town of Buckeye is of great concern,
Based on my personal study of information available, T am wriling to support the Town
of Buckeye's reasonable request that the east-west allernative route be selected instead of
the proposed route. The reasons for my support of the alternative route are as follows,

e The alternative alignment would avoid the Town of Buckeye, would lie along the
Palo Verde-Devers Utility Corridor, an established APS utility corridor, and is in
open unpopulated desert.

« The alternative route provides the safest feasible route for the transmission
pipeline.

= There is no requirement for an EIS along the alternative route.
The route proposed by Transwestern Pipeline presents serious public safety risks and

concems, not only for the Town of Buckeye but for neighboring communitics in the west
valley. The altemative route, on the other hand, protects the community at large.

5850 W, Glendale Ave. * Glendale, AZ 85301 » Phone (623) 930-2260 » Fax (623) 937-2764
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The Commission responded separately to this letter on July 16, 2007.
The Commission’s response is part of the public record for the Phoenix
Expansion Project and is available for available for viewing on the FERC
Internet website (http://www.ferc.gov) under Docket Number CP06-459.
See also the response to comment PM3-12.
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Joseph T. Kelliher, Chairman
June 15, 2007
Page 2

For the health, safety and welfare of the community, [ respectfully request the FERC
Commissioners to carefully consider the east-west alternative route as the preferred route
for the Phoenix Expansion Pipeline Project Buckeye alignment.

Sincerely,

“Cdai. Mo/

Elaine M. Scruggs
Mayor

Ce:  The Honorable Bobby Bryant
Mayor, Town of Buckeye

Local Agencies
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Maricopa County
Bosrd of Supeivion

June 18:2007

Toseph T. Kelliher, Chaitman

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE

Washington, DC 20426

RE; Docker # CPO6-459-000
Dear Chirman Kelliher:

11 has come fo my attention thet Transwestem Fipeline, LLC, has proposed o route 23.7 miles
of 36 inchdiameter high pressure netural gas Wensmission pipeline through the Toun of
Bucksye as & part of the Phoenix Expansion Pipeline Project, Docke: # CP06-455-000. The

ity of Buckeye hae expressed their concen about the alignment of the pipeline
through the town and has identified o feasible aliemative rouse for censideration.

The purpose of the Phoenix Expansion Project (prajest) as stated in the application to Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) s 1o increase natura) gas supplwfs based wpon atross-
al) seclors demend in Arizona. It has been noted however that & majority nfﬂlie nsmrflf g5
from Iis projest will be wsed for naturel gas powered electric generating ﬁenlnm.
Tistorically (2000-2005), 30% of the electricity generated in Arizata is exponied om.ds m:
state - primarily to Sowbem Califomin. It has also been noted thet Southem California
Bdison has filed an application wita the Arizona Corporation Commission, Dacket No. L-
0000DA-06-0295-00130 for & 500KV eltemacing ourront twnsmisslon line and related
facilities in Maricopy end La Paz Counties oripinating &t the I-Iarquuh_ﬂa G?nlmtlnj Siation
Switchyard (serving the Redbawk and Sundance nanral ges gemerating sations near Palo
Verde Muclear Plant) and terminating in Riverside County, CA. Altheugh the Arizona
Carparation Commission (ACC) recently voted to deny the application, Southm pahfhmua
Bdison has stated that it will either re-apply 1o the ACC or u_'ill filean Inm:_lhcnnon with FERC.
Tt i highly likely, (aat the totnl export of electrioity will increase n_gmﬂcanlly based upon
fhese twe complementary projects. Altbough Southem California will greatly benefit from
this project, the disproportionate impacts of the trensmiagion pipeline will be horne by the
residents gpd community of Buckeye. This brings o the fore the possibility of #n
Environmenie) Justice issue (EQ 12698 - 1994).

The argument p d by T for their propased route through the Town of
Buckeyc aver the east-west oltemative route is that of conat cost,  The tal
construction cost of the east-west altemative would be approximetely $40 million (based upen
an avernge per mile cost of $2.3 million using Trmswlem's total canstruetion m}
Although Transwestern hos a eencern of the increase of cost fo the individual
cansumer, Trenswestern hes built 847 million in its construstion budget for contiagency #nd
1o calculations on the marginal impact on rates hes boen provided, particularly in light of the
capacity of the pipeline being 500,000 decerms per dey. Also ignored by Transwestom in the
cost caloulations is thet of opecetions snd maintengnca (O & M), Tt is known in the pipeline
induatry thut the oost of O & M i greater for pipelines in urban sreas (such as the location of
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The Town of Buckeye and other Buckeye area stakeholders made their
concerns known through participation in the NEPA process, which
included a technical conference held in Buckeye on December 14, 2006.
In response to these concerns, the Agency Staffs examined two route
alternatives that would potentially reduce impacts on the Buckeye
planning area. As discussed in detail in section 3.4.2.5, the Agency
Staffs concluded that neither alternative represented an environmentally
preferable or economically viable alternative to the proposed route
through the Buckeye area. The Agency Staffs also responded to all
comments on the draft EIS filed by the Buckeye area stakeholders (see
most notably the response to comment letter LA2).

Refer to section 1.1 of the EIS that discusses the project purpose and
need, and section 4.8.7 that discusses environmental justice.

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 estimates that
construction of the Buckeye Alternatives would cost approximately $74
million more than the proposed project and has stated that the additional
costs would render the project uneconomic. The majority of the cost
increase would be due to the 19 additional miles of pipeline and
additional compression that would be associated with the Buckeye
Alternatives. Suggestions that the $43 million contingency Transwestern
has built into its project costs could partially offset the additional cost of
the Buckeye Alternatives would leave no contingency for the remaining
260 miles of pipeline proposed to be constructed outside of the Buckeye
area.

Regarding operation and maintenance costs, the Buckeye area is
expected to develop over the next several decades. Therefore, any
additional operation and maintenance costs that Transwestern may incur
due to increased development along the proposed alignment would be
incurred over time and would be at least partially offset by the additional
operation and maintenance costs associated with maintaining 19 more
miles of pipeline associated with the Buckeye Alternatives. Therefore,
the difference in operation and maintenance costs over time would not be
significant in comparison with the construction cost difference of $74
million between the proposed and alternative routes. Section 3.4.2.5 has
been revised to include additional discussion regarding future
development along the proposed route and the Buckeye Alternatives.
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Tranewestern's proposed alignment) than in rural unpopylated reas (such as the location of
the Town's proposed alierative cast-west alignment).

Additional issuss of concem regarding Transwesiern's proposed pipeline alignment throygh
the Town of Buckeye include:

-

working closely with the developraent community through the proceis of master-
planned communities, conserved its enviroomentsl and cultural resources and hes
provided 4 high quality-of-life community for {16 currant and future residents;

2. The pipeline alig d by T n cuis through the Town without
regard to the careful planning by the Town and withour regard for the funure urban
nature of the ares o quality of Life; )

3. The pipeline dosign by Transwester is [osufficlent for the planned and permitied

idential and cor ial development along the proposed route, causing safery

conoems;
4. The patential impact radius (PIR) of the pipeline rouse propased by Transwestern
cayers rasidantial and commercio] develop including en el y school, a

fire stasion, on Arizona Public Service substation, two weter wells, 2 worship site,
numeraus parks and open epace recreations aress, and o planned Mericops County
Flood Control Distriet flood-retardant structure;
S, For tha henlih, safety and welfare of the community, an altemative pipeline route has
been identified (east-west aliemative route). The altemative alignment would avoid
the Town of Buckeye, weuld lie along the Palo Verds-Devers Utility Corridor, an
eatablished ARS utility comridor, and is in open unpopulated desert;
Through technical analysie:
a. The altermtive route hes been found to be & viable option from 8
coremyctabiliy, operations and meintenance point of view;
i, The siiemative route has no planned high population density
developmenta along it route
i, The altenstive route provides the safest feasible route for the
tranemiesion pipeline
7. Transwestem's proposed toute is based upon their time and cost copsideration and not
vipon the safest fensible route; and
8, The draft ETS has not demonstrated sufficisnt purposs of and nced for action and has
not demenstrated en infeasibility of the east-west altemative.

[

Braed upon the fore mentloned information, T ask the FERC Cammissioms_ 10 mfullly
cansider the enst-west aliemative route os the prefered routo for the Phoenix Expansion
Pipeline Projest Buckeye slignment.

Sincerely,

bl

Mary Rote Wiletx
Supervisor, Distriet 5

The Town-of Buckeye-has-engaged-in-urban plaaning-fo-manage- grawthy including —

Local Agencies 11
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LA11-5

LA11-6

Development plans for the Buckeye area have not been overlooked and
are addressed in sections 3.4.2.5 and 4.7.3.2.

Section 4.11.1 describes how pipeline class designations and HCAs are
determined and identifies the class designations and HCAs along the
proposed pipeline route. See also the responses to comments PM3-8
and PM3-56 regarding pipeline class designations in the Buckeye area.

Serious consideration was given to the Buckeye Alternatives as
discussed in section 3.4.2.5. The analysis in the 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. The EPA agreed with this conclusion in its comments on
the draft EIS (see comment letter FA-4).

The analysis of the Buckeye Alternatives was not based solely on costs
and time. See the response to comment LA11-3.

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. While some commentors
have suggested that the natural gas transported by the proposed project
would benefit other markets outside of Arizona, all of Transwestern’s
shippers have stated that the proposed project would benefit their
Arizona customers directly by meeting the growing demand for natural
gas in Arizona, by providing pipeline-on-pipeline competition to areas
historically served by only one provider (EPNG), and by increasing
natural gas supply reliability.

The purpose of an alternatives analysis is not to demonstrate the
infeasibility of an alternative under consideration, but to determine
whether the alternative is preferable to the proposed project. Alternatives
can be feasible and yet not preferred.
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RESOLUTION NO. 07-1156
A RESOLUTION OF THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
GOODYEAR, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA, SUPPORTING THE TOWN OF
BUCKEYE’S EAST-WEST ALTERNATIVE ROUTING FOR THE PROPOSED
TRANSWESTERN PIPELINE PHOENIX EXPANSION PROJECT THORUGH THE
BUCKEYE MUNICIPAL PLANNING AREA; REQUESTING A FAVORABLE
FINDING FOR THE EAST-WEST ALTERNATIVE ROUTE BY THE
COMMISSIONERS OF THE FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
(FERC); AND SUPPORTING BUCKEYE IN ITS EFFORTS TO CONTACT LOCAL
UTILITY COMPANIES AND ASK FOR THEIR SUPPORT OF THE EAST-WEST
ALTERNATIVE.

WHEREAS: on September 15, 2006, Transwestern Pipeline Company, LLC (Transwestern)
filed an application with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission or FERC)
seeking a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (Centificate) to construct, own and
operale an expansion of its existing interstate natural gas transmission pipeline system;

WHEREAS: the portion of the project known as the Phoenix Expansion Project consists of
259.3 miles of new 42 and 36 inch-diameter pipeline traversing Yavapai, Maricopa and Pinal
counties in Arizona, of which 27.8 miles is proposed to be routed through the Town of
Buckeye;

WHEREAS: Transwestern’s proposed route will place the pipeline 15 feet from the edge of
the APS transmission line right of way that parallels the Sun Valley Parkway, a major
transportation backbone and anchor for significant residential and commercial development
in the Buckeye area;

WHEREAS: a viable alternate east-west route alignment that would avoid the Town of
Buckeye, would lie along the Palo Verde-Devers Utility Corridor, an established Arizona
Public Service utility corridor, and in open unpopulated desert exists;

WHEREAS: the draft EIS was released on April 27, 2007, with the standard 45 day
comment period for the public to respond to the findings;

WHEREAS: the Transwestemn draft EIS appears to be incomplete in its development of
essential information in multiple subject areas and does not disclose many of the project
impact details needed to make a fully informed, reasoned decision concerning this project
and its route;

WHEREAS: Transwestem's proposed route is based upon their time and cost considerations
and not upon the safest feasible route;

WHEREAS: the draft EIS has not demonstrated sufficient purpose of and need for action and
has not demonstrated an infeasibility of the cast-west altemative route;

WHEREAS: the Town of Buckeye has engaged in urban planning to manage growth,
including working closely with the development community through the process of master-

Local Agencies 12
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The Resolution adopted by the Council of the City of Goodyear to support
an alternative to the proposed route through the Buckeye area and
support Buckeye in its efforts to contact local utility comments and ask for
their support is noted. See also the response to comment PM3-12.
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LA12-1
(cont'd)

planned communities, conserved its environmental and cultural resources and has provided a
high quality-of-life community for our current and fisture residents;

WHEREAS: there is a prudent and reasonable altemative route alignment;

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL
OF THE CITY OF GOODYEAR, ARIZONA support the Town of Buckeye's east-west
alternative routing for the proposed Transwestem Pipeline Phoenix Expansion Project
through the Buckeye Municipal Planning Area; requests a favorable finding for the cast-west
alternative route by the Commissioners of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERCY); and supports the Town of Buckeye's efforts in contacting local utility companies
and asking for their support of the alternative alignment,

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Mayor and Council of the City of Goodyear, Arizona this
day of June 2007.

ATTEST:

City Clﬁ ; J

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

e Z

City AmeV

Local Agencies

12
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Honorable Bob Barrett

Mayor
June 11, 2007

Joseph T. Kelliher, Chairman

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE

Washington, DC 20426

RE: Docket # CP06-459-000
Dear Chairman Kelliher:

LA13-1 It has come to my attention that Transwestem Pipeling, LLC, has proposed to route 25.7 miles of
36 inch-diameter high pressure natural gas transmission pipeline through the Town of Buckeye as
a part of the Phoenix Expansion Pipeline Project, Docket # CP06-459-000. The community of
Buckeye has expressed their concern about the alignment of the pipeline through the town and
has identified a feasible alternative route for consideration,

The purpose of the Phoenix Expansion Project (project) as stated in the application to Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) is to i natural gas supplies based upon Il
sectors demand in Arizona. It has been noted however that a majority of the natural gas from this
project will be used for natural gas powered electric generating facilities.  Historically (2000-
2005), 30% of the electricity generated in Arizona is exported outside the state ~ primarily to
Southern California. It has also been noted that Southern California Edison has filed an
application with the Arizona Corporation Commission, Docket No. L-00000A-06-0295-00130 for
a 300KV alternating current transmission line and related facilities in Maricopa and La Paz
Counties originating at the Harquahala Generating Station Switchyard (serving the Redhawk and
Sundance natural gas generating stations near Palo Verde Nuclear Plant) and terminating in
Riverside County, CA. Although the Arizona Corporation Commission (ACC) recently voled to
deny the application, Southern California Edison has stated that it will either re-apply to the ACC
or will file an application with FERC. It is highly likely, that the total export of electricity will
increase significantly based upon these two complementary projects. Although Southemn
California will greatly benefit from this project, the disproportionate impacts of the transmission
pipeline will be bome by the residents and community of Buckeye. This brings to the fore the
possibility of an Environmental Justice issue (EO 12898 - 1994),

The argument presented by Transwestem for their proposed route through the Town of Buckeye
over the east-west alternative route is that of construction cost,  The meremental construction
cost of the cast-west alternative would be approximately 340 million (based upon an average per
mile cost of $2.3 million using Transwestern's total construction costs). Although Transwestern
has expressed a concemn of the inerease of cost o the individual consumer, Transwestern has built
$43 million in its construction budget for contingency and no calculations on the marginal impact
on rates has been provided, particularly in light of the capacity of the pipeline being 500,000
decerms per day. Also ignored by Transwestem in the cost caloulations is that of operations and
maintenance (O & M), It is known in the pipeline industry that the cost of O & M is greater for

8401 W. Monroe Street * Peoria, Arizona 85345 * 623-773-7306 + Fax 623-773-7301

Local Agencies 13
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The Commission responded separately to this letter on July 26, 2007.
The Commission’s response is part of the public record for the Phoenix
Expansion Project and is available for available for viewing on the FERC
Internet website (http://www.ferc.gov) under Docket Number CP06-459.
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pipelines in urban areas (such as the location of Transweslern’s proposed alignment) than in rural
unpepulated arcas (such 25 the location of the Town's proposed alternative east-west alignment).

Additional issues of concern regarding Transwestern’s proposed pipeline alignment through the
Town of Buckeye include:

I. The Town of Buckeye has engaged in urban planning to manage growth, including
working closely with the development community through the process of master-planned
communities, conserved its environmental and cultural resources and has provided a high
quality-of-life community for its current and future residents;

2. The pipeline alignment proposed by Transwestern cuts through the Town without regard
1o the careful planning by the Town and without regard for the future urban nature of the
area or quality of life;

3. The pipeline design by Transwestern is insufficient for the planned and permitted
residential and commercial development along the proposed route, causing safety
concerns;

4. The potential impact radius (PIR) of the pip route proposed by Tr T covers
residential and commercial development, including an elementary school, a fire station,
an Arizona Public Service substation, two water wells, a worship site, numerous parks
and open space recreations areas, and a planned Maricopa County Flood Control District
flood-retardant structure;

5. For the health, safety and welfare of the community, an alternative pipeline route has
been identified (east-west alternative route). The alternative alignment would avoid the
Town of Buckeye, would lie along the Palo Verde-Devers Utility Corridor, an established
APS utility corridor, and is in open unpopulated desert;

6. Through technical analysis:

a, The alternative route has been found to be a viable option from a constructability,
operations and maintenance point of view;
i. The alternative route has no planned high population density
developments along it route
ii. The alternative route provides the safest feasible route for the
transmission pipeling

7. Transwestern's proposed route is based upon their time and cost consideration and not
upon the safest feasible route; and

8. The draft EIS has not demonstrated sufficient purpose of and need for action and has not
demonstrated an infeasibility of the east-west alternative

Based upon the fore mentioned information, 1 ask the FERC Commissioners to carefully consider
the east-west alternative route as the preferred route for the Phoemix Expansion Pipeline Project
Buckeye alignment.

Sincerely,

Bof Boel?™

Bob Barrett
Mayer

Local Agencies

13
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Mayor’s Office
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June 22, 2007

Joseph T. Kelliher, Chairman

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE

Washington, DC 20426

RE: Docket # CP06-459-000

Dear Chairman Kelliher:

It has come to my attention that Transwestern Pipelin¢, LLC, has proposed to route 25.7 miles of
36 inch-diameter high pressure natural gas transmission pipeline through the Town of Buckeye as
a part of the Phoenix Expansion Pipeline Project, Docket # CP06-459-000. The community of
Buckeye has expressed their concern about the alignment of the pipeline through the town and
has identified a feasible alternative route for consideration.

The purpose of the Phoenix Expansion Project (project) as stated in the application to Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) is to increase natural gas supplies based upon across-all
sectors demand in Arizona. It has been noted however that a majority of the natural gas from this
project will be used for natural gas powered electric generating facilities. Historically (2000-
2005), 30% of the electricity generated in Arizona is exported outside the state — primarily to
Southern California.

Although Southern California will greatly benefit from this project, the disproportionale impacts
of the transmission pipeline will be bome by the residents and community of Buckeye. The
Town of Buckeye has engaged in urban planning to manage growth, including working closely
with the development community through the process of master-planned communities, conserved
its environmental and cultural resources and has provided a high quality-of-life community for its
current and future residents. The pipeline alignment proposed by Transwester cuts through the
Town without regard to the careful planning by the Town and without regard for the future urban
nature of the area or quality of life.

| ask the FERC Commissioners fo carefully consider the east-west alternative route as the
preferred route for the Phoenix Expansion Pipeline Project Buckeye alignment.

Sincerely,
. / —_— ZE
B ST 2
Mayor Fred Waterman
City of EI Mirage, RQ. Box 26, EI Mirage, Arizona 85335

(623) 980-9901, TDD (623) 933-3258
www.cityofelmirage.org

Local Agencies 14

LA14-1 The Commission responded separately to this letter on July 26, 2007.
The Commission’s response is part of the public record for the Phoenix
Expansion Project and is available for available for viewing on the FERC
Internet website (http://www.ferc.gov) under Docket Number CP06-459.
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- OFFICE CF
Town of Youngtown EXTTL
12030 Clubhouss Square

Youngtown, Artzona 85363 701 JiL 18 A 823

i i

LAL15-1] it has come to my attention that Transwestem Pipefine, LLC, has proposed o route 25.7 miles of 36 inch-diameter
high pressure natural gas transmission pipaine through the Town of Buckeye as a part of the Phoenix Expansion
Pipeine Project, Docket # CP06-459-000. The community of Buckeye has expressed their concem about the
alignment of the pipeline through the iown and has kdentified a feasible aftemative route for considaration.

The purpose of the Phoenix Expansion Project (project) as stated in the application to Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) is to increase natural gas supplies based upon across-all sectors demand in Arizona. It has
been noted however thal a majority of the natural gas from this project wil be used for natural gas powered electric
generating faciities. Historically (2000-2005), 30% of the electricity generated in Arizona is exported outside the
stale — primanily to Southem Califomia. It has also been noted that Southem Califomia Edison has fled an
appfication with the Arizona Corporation Commission, Docket No. L-00000A-06-0295-00130 for a 500KV altemating
cument transmission line and related facilites in Mancopa and La Paz Counties originating at the Hamuahala
Generating Station Switchyad {serving the Redhawk and Sundance natural gas generating stations near Palo Verde
Nuclear Plant) and terminating in Riverside County, CA. H is highly Bkely, that the total export of electricity wil
increase significantly based upon these two complementary projects. Although Southem California will greatly
benefit from this project, the disproportionate impacts of the transmission pipeie will be bome by the residents and
community of Buckeye. This brings to the fore the possibllity of an Environmental Justice issue (EO 12898 - 1994).

The argument presented by Transwesiem for thelr proposed route through the Town of Buckaye over the aast-west
altemnative route is that of construction cost.  The incremental construction cost of the east-west alflemative would be
approximately $40 milion (based upon an average per mie cost of $2.3 milion using Transwestem's total
construction costs). Alhough Transwestem has expressed a concem of the increase of cost to the individual
consumer, Transweslern has buiit $43 milion in its construction budget for contingency and no calculations on the
marginal impact on rales has been provided, particularty in light of the capacity of the pipaiine being 500,000
decathems por day. Also ignored by Transwestom in te cost calculations is that of operations and maimenance (O
& M). Itis known in the pipeline industry that the cost of O & M is greader for pipaiines in wrban areas (such as the
location of Transwestam's proposed ahgnment) than in rural unpopulated ansas (such as the location of the Town's
proposed atiemative east-west alignment).

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL 2007 o177
Town Helt: 6235504200 Pollcs: 623574-3665 Court 6200728226 Fex: 62383348061 TDD: 62974-3665
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The Commission responded separately to this letter on July 26, 2007.
The Commission’s response is part of the public record for the Phoenix
Expansion Project and is available for available for viewing on the FERC
Internet website (http://www.ferc.gov) under Docket Number CP06-459.
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" Mr. Keliher
July 11,2007
Page Two

LA15-1) Additional issues of concem reganding Transwesiem's proposed pipsiine alignment through the Town of Buckeye
(cont'd)|include:

1. The Town of Buckeye has engaged in urban planning to manage growth, including working closety with the
development community through the process of master-planned communities, conserved its environmental
and cultural resources and has provided a high quality-of-ife community for its cument and future residents;

2. The pipsiine alignment proposed by Transwesiem cuis through the Town without regard o the careful
planning by the Town and without regard for the future urban nature of the area or quality of ife;

3. The pipefine design by Transwestem is insufficient for the planned and permitied residential and commercial
development along the proposed route, causing safety concems;

4. The polential impact radius (PIR) of the pipefine route proposed by Transwesiem covers residential and
commercial development, including an elementary school, a fire station, an Arizona Public Service
substation, two waler weils, a worship sile, mmmmwmm ad a
planned Maricopa County Flood Control District flood-retardant structure

5. For the health, safety and welfare of the community, mmmmmmm[m
west allemative roule). The akemative alignment would avoid the Town of Buckeye, would lie along the Palo
Verde-Devers Utiity Corridor, an estabéshed APS utiity comidor, and i in open unpopulatad desext;

6. Through technical analysis:

2. The altemative route has been found o be a viable option from a constructabilty, operations and
maintenance point of view;
I The allemalive route has no pianned high population density developments along its route
i. The allemative route provides the salest feasible route for the transmission pipetine

7. Transwestom's proposed routs ks based upon their ime and cost consideration and not upon the safest
feasile roule; and

8. The draft EIS has not demonstraied sufficient purpose of and need for action and has not demonstrated an
infeasibility of the east-west allernative.

Based upon the fore mentioned information, | ask the FERC Commissianers o carefully consider the east-west
route s the prefemed route for the Phoenix Expansion Pipeline Project Buckeye alignment.

B~

Cc.  Bobby Bryant, Mayor of Buckeye

Local Agencies

15
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Aq80 CITY OF SURPRISE
SURPRISE Main Agenda
June 28, 2007 @ 6:00:00 PM
B + Back & Print

#

LA16-1

Council Meeting Date:  June 28, 2007 Contact = Michelle Lehman,
Person: | Intergovernmental Relations
Submitting District:  Citywide
Department:
Staff Approve
Recommendations:
Consent Regular x Public Hearing Report/Discussion
Agenda Wording:

Consideration and action on Resolution #07-83 supporting the east-west alternative alignment for
the proposed Transwestern Pipeline Phoenix Expansion Project through the Buckeye Municipal
Planning area.

Motion:

I move to approve Resolution #07-83 in support of the east-west alternative route for the
proposed Transwestern Pipeline Phoenix Expansion Project.

Background: )

Transwestern Pipeline Co. wants to build a major natural-gas pipeline ($711 million project)
through the town of Buckeye's planned development of the Sun Valley Parkway. Buckeye
officials are in opposition of Transwestern's proposed alignment due to planned development
along Sun Valley Parkway and public safety issues.

The town of Buckeye respectfully requests the City of Surprise’s support by way of a
resolution in support of an alternative east-west pipeline route.

Financial Impact Statement;
None

ATTACHMENTS:
Click to download
[ Resciution

Local Agencies 16
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The Resolution adopted by the Mayor and Council of the City of Surprise,
Arizona to support an alternative to the proposed route through the
Buckeye area is noted. See also the response to comment PM3-12.
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) Memo
] Comparative Pipgline Routes

a7/27/2007 (
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[ Fallow Up Meme Re: Questions From 08/14/07 Gouncll meeting

Meeting Requirements:
Powerpoint x  Video

White Board Other  x

Presentation Speaker Names (spelling and tities for TV captions):

Michelle R, Lehman

If necessary:

Ruth Garcia, Buckeye Intergovernmental Relati ong Director

EE Clerk’s Office Onli:l

Council Action:
Motion/Second

Shafer
Elking
Bails S
Sullivan
Arismendez
Johnson
Foro

|

=

|

Results:

For
Against
Passed
Failed
Continue
Tabled
Absent
Vacancy

1___(Arismendez)
1 (District 1)

Local Agencies

16
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LA16-1
(cont'd)

RESOLUTION 07-83

A RESOLUTION OF THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF
THE CITY OF SURPRISE, ARIZONA, SUPPORTING
THE TOWN OF BUCKEYE AND THEIR EFFORTS TO
ESTABLISH AN ALTERNATIVE EAST-WEST
ROUTING FOR THE PROPOSED TRANSWESTERN
PIPELINE = PHOENIX EXPANSION = PROJECT
THORUGH THE BUCKEYE MUNICIPAL PLANNING
AREA.

WHEREAS: on September 15, 2006, Transwestem Pipeline Company, LLC
(Transwestern) filed an application with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
{Commission or FERC) seeking a Centificate of Public Convenience and Necessity
(Certificate) to construct, own and operate an expansion of its existing interstate natural
gas transmission pipeline system;

WHEREAS: the portion of the project known as the Phoenix Expansion Project consists
of 259.3 miles of new 42 and 36 inch-diameter pipeline traversing Yavapai, Maricopa
and Pinal counties in Arizona, of which 27.8 miles is proposed to be routed through the
Town of Buckeye;

WHEREAS: Transwestern has proposed to construct 259.3 miles of 42 and 36 inch-
diameter pipeline to supply natural gas to the Phoenix area with approximately 28 miles
of 36 inch-diameter pipe with a maximum operating pressure of 1000 psig passing
through the Town of Buckeye;

WHEREAS: a significant amount of the natural gas to be supplied by Transwestern will
be a peaking service commodity for use by natural gas generating facilities, with some of
the resultant production for use by customers outside of the state;

WHEREAS: On average from 2000 to 2005, Arizona exported (out of state) 30 percent
of the electricity generated in the state;

WHEREAS: 49 C.F.R. § 192, Subpart O, identifies the calculation method to define the
Potential Impact Radius (PIR) as a result of a pipe failure based on the operating pressure
of the line and diameter of pipe, in which the PIR for the proposed line is 790 feet from -
the centerline of the pipe;

WHEREAS: Transwestern’s proposed route will place the pipeline 15 fect from the edge
of the APS transmission line right of way that parellels the Sun Valley Parkway, a major
transportation backbone and anchor for significant residential and commercial
development in the Buckeye area;

WHEREAS: plans submitted by Transwestern to the Town of Buckeye Community
Development Department for review of their proposed pipeline alignment through the

Local Agencies

16
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(cont'd)

Town were of such limited information, prohibiting the completion of an adequate
Teview;

WHEREAS: on November 27, 2006 the Town of Buckeye has requested essential
information for technical analysis of Transwestern’s proposed pipeline through the
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) and on March 26, 2007 Critical Energy
Infrastructure Information (CEII) in order to complete the technical analysis of
Transwestern’s proposed pipeline and its alignment through the Town of Buckeye and
has not yet received the requested information;

WHEREAS: Transwestern’s design calls for construction standards based upon 49 C.F.R.
§ 192, in which design class identification was based on the existing dwelling density in
early 2006 within a distance of 660 feet from the center line of the pipe, not the potential
impact radius (PIR) of 790 feet; i

WHEREAS: the Transwestern draft EIS recognizes that the transportation of natural gas
“involves some risk to the public in the event of an accident and subsequent release of
gas”, yet invokes the existence of regulatory safety standards as the means to “ensure that
people and the environment are protected from the risk of pipeline accidents (p. 4-191);"

WHEREAS: Transwestern’s design based on existing dwelling density in early 2006
does not account for current and on-going development and additional permitted
development within the PIR including an elementary school, a fire station, an APS
substation, two water wells, a worship site, numerous parks and open space recreation
areas, and a planned Maricopa County Flood Control District flood-retardant structure;

WHEREAS: a viable alternate east-west route alignment that would avoid the Town of
Buckeye, would lic along the Palo Verde-Devers Utility Corridor, an established Arizona
Public Service utility corridor, and in open unpopulated desert exists;

WHEREAS: the Transwestern draft EIS appears to be incomplete in its development of
essential information in multiple subject areas and does not disclose many of the project
impact details needed to make a fully informed, reasoned decision concerning this project
and its route;

WHEREAS: Transwestern's proposed route is based upon their time and cost
considerations and not upon the safest feasible route;

WHEREAS: the draft EIS has not demonstrated sufficient purpose of and need for action

and has not demonstrated an infeasibility of the east-west alternative route; -

WHEREAS: the Town of Buckeye has engaged in urban planning to manage growth,
including working closely with the development community through the process of
master-planned communities, conserved its environmental and cultural resources and has
provided a high quality-of-life community for our current and future residents;

Local Agencies

16



TEV-II

20070727-5072 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 07/27/2007 05:33:41 BM

(I_AlG;j]). WHEREAS: there is a prudent and reasonable alternative route alignment;
cont’
WHEREAS, the City understands that the Town of Buckeye is diligently working on the
Project; and,

WHEREAS, the City acknowledges that the Town of Buckeye needs the City's support;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Mayor and Council of the City of
Surprise, Arizona, that the City of Surprise supports the Town of Buckeye in their efforts
to establish an altemative east-west routing for the proposed Transwestern Pipeline
Phoenix Expansion Project through the Buckeye Municipal Planning Area.

APPROVED AND ADOPTED this_28 _ day of June , 2007,

Shafer, Mayor

ATTEST: APPROVED AS TO FORM:

ey, (3 (B 2 Q~7‘<
Sherr{/A. Aguilar, City/Clerk chael D. wumey

Yeas: Mayor Shifer, Vice-Mayor Sullivam, Council Members: Bails,
Foro and Johnson. Absent: Afismendez (1 vacanmcy - District 1)

Nays:
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LA17-1

A partial draft copy of this report was filed by the Town of Buckeye with
its comments on the draft EIS (see comment letter LA2). One of the
stated purposes of the report is to assess the likelihood of a catastrophic
pipeline accident occurring in the Buckeye area. The report states that “It
is crucial to understand that natural gas transmission pipeline facilities
are safe modes of transporting essential energy to our nation’s cities and
communities” and that the potential for rupture of the proposed Phoenix
Expansion Project is “very low.” These assessments are consistent with
the pipeline safety data presented in section 4.11 of the EIS, which
document that serious pipeline accidents are rare and that natural gas
transmission pipelines do not represent a significant risk to public safety,
especially in comparison with other human activities and natural
disasters.

Despite this assessment of low risk, the report concludes that “Without a
complete prohibition on construction within, near, or under the easement,
it is unreasonable to expect that some impact to the pipeline will not
occur [in the Buckeye area], whether intentionally or accidentally, through
direct or indirect human activity” and recommends that no habitable
structures be planned within 1,100 to 1,200 feet of the proposed project.
We disagree with these conclusions. See the responses to comments
PM3-7 and CO3-5 that discuss future utility crossings of the proposed
pipeline and comment PM3-45 that addresses a 2004 TRB report and the
concept of setbacks from natural gas transmission pipelines. The TRB
report does not recommend setbacks from pipelines and recognizes that
there are many practical and cost implications of introducing significant
setbacks from existing or proposed pipelines.

Local communities such as the Town of Buckeye are not expected to
possess the expertise necessary to evaluate the proposed Phoenix
Expansion Project. Rather, that responsibility resides with the FERC and
other federal cooperating agencies including the BLM, FS, BIA, Navajo
Nation, and DOT. These agencies possess the expertise and experience
to evaluate all aspects of proposed pipeline projects including safety and
reliability. The DOT is specifically charged with developing pipeline
design, construction, maintenance, and operational specifications and
procedures that are protective of public safety. Numerous state and local
governments, organizations, and individuals contributed to the
assessment of the proposed project through the public participation
process described in section 1.3.

The potential for a terrorist attack is addressed in section 4.11.4. See
also the response to comment PM3-19.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Brown and Galdwell conducted a Risk Informed Assessment of the Phoenix Expansion Narural Gas
Transmission Pipeline Project proposed by Transwestern Pipeline G pany (Trans ). This

was limited 1 the proposed routing within the Town of Buckeye limits and was prepared to assist the Town
il

in g and icating 1o their citizens, the risks posed to residential land uses bythe
installation, operation and maimenance of a natural gas pipeline.

In evaluating the safety risks associated with a pipeline project, there are typically a minimum of rwentytwo
key pipeline integrity risks of concem tha require detailed assessment by the pipeline risk managers
(operators) and keholders. This type of was not included in the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) provided by Transwestern and was therefore not available to the public to review and
provide comment. The findings and opinions summarized below and discussed in more detal] in subsequent
sections of this report highlight some of the concerns with the limied methodology used 1o evaluate risk in
the Draft EIS and provide insight on the potemial risks associated with routing a pipeline within close
proximityto residential developments,

Findings and opinions from the Risk Informed Assessment performed for the Proposed Phoenix Expansion
Project in the Town of Buckeye, Arizona includes the following:

1. Berween 1986-2004, an annual average of 60 accidents occurred on natural gas transmission
pipelines. These accidents are associated with a higher number of faralities than other types of
pipeline accidents,

2. Between 1999-2001 an annual average of 73 natural gas pipelines accidents occurred causing 6
fatalities, 10 injuries, and over $20 million in property damage with the risk of injury and damage
increasing with pipeline proximity to human activicy.

3. Standard probabilistic measures of (safety) risk which multiply probabilities and consequences are not
adequate in assessing the safety risk of natural gas ission pipelines especially when routed
adjacent 10 inhabited structures. Risk numbers alone do not disti guish between high
low probability events and low consequence, high probability events.

4. Pipeline safery is not a function of adherence to minimum federal safety standards regulating the
pipeline industry. Safetyis a complex idea and involves not only adherence to regulatory standards,
bur also involves operating company safety leadership, cffective implementation of operation and

4

maintenance programs, local cc ication, and prudent pipeline rowting
decisions based upon risk informed assessment.
5. Current US. regulation of natural gas ¢ is s lines focuses primarily on ensuring the safecy

of the physical facilities themselves, and do not focus upon or require setbacks for pipeline

by local c
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6. Local communities do not have the expertise or resources 1o properly evaluate risks associated with
pipeline routing and therefore are disadvartaged by proposals which discount the safety risks
imposed by such rowing decisions.

7. Emergency Response planning proposed by pipeline operators as safety mitigation is not useful as a
credit against the risks associated with pipeline ruprure events. No maner how effective such
planning may be, response to such emergencies eannot be fast enough to save those most at risk in
the extreme heat flux zones associated with the most likely early ignition gas release scenarios,

8. The hazard radius associated with a 36 inch natural gas transmission pipeline operating at 1100 psig is
between 1100 feet and 1200 feet. No habitable structures should be planned within the hazard arcas.

9. Narural gas ission pipelines may potentially caus bl 50 that cven if

.

€ T e
the probabiliry of rupture is very low, prudent routing decisions will locate these at a distance from
populated areas similar to standards in ather countries.
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1. PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES

The purpose of this risk-informed assessment is to provide The Town of Buckeye, Arizona with pertinent
information necessary to inform their citizens regarding the risks posed to a vanety of land uses by the
installation, operation, and mai e of a proposed natural gas transmission pipeline (NGTP). The need
for this assessmen arises from two issues. First, the routing of NGTP near urban and residential land uses is
relatively new. Few local govenments across the country are prepared technically to evaluate the risk such
facilities pose to public safety and welfare and as a resul, zoning and set-back provisions in local ordinances
are relatively limited.

The second need for the assessment arises from The Town of Buckeye's recogaition that adequate land use
guidance and risk assessment has not been provided by the project applicant (Transwestern Pipeli

Company) nor by the federal commission (Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, FERQ) through the Draft
Envir | Impact § (EIS) prepared to meet National Envi | Policy Act requi

At the time of preparation of this nisk-informed ot, public hearings on the Draft EIS had been held,
and some citizens of The Town of Buckeye thar attended at least one heanng were “surprised” 1o Jean that
INGTP facilities actually do impose public safety and reliabiliry risks. ‘This response from members of the
public underscores the need to provide meaningful information concerning what can go wrong with such
facilities; what the consequences can be if a pipeline incident was to occur, and how likely it is thar such an
incident can occur given current technology and regulation. Such information, grounded in science and
within the rule of reason is essential for public stakeholders as pipeline routing decisions arc made.

Research demonstrates that the concept of *risk” can be assessed from 2 variety of perspectives: probabiliry
(of occurrence), and deterministic approaches to risk assessment are among the most well known, Bath of
these approaches attempt to deal with the range of uncenainties that affect any judgment concerning whether
specific decisions o actions should or would be required. While more on the topic of “risk” will be discussed
later in this assessment, it is crucial to understand that NGTP facilities are safe modes of transponting
essential energy 1o our nation’s cities and communities, However, the mere assertion that NGTPs are safe or
even statistical evaluation of the safe record of gas wansport is only one part of multiple considerarions
concerning rsk. Those who assume risk or who have unknown risks impesed upon them want a more
complete understanding of the factors thar affect the overall risk of atechnology whether it be well known
technologies such as auromobile operations or lesser known technologies such as nuclear power. Part of the
purpose of this risk-informed assessment is to idemtify what can happen to NGTP facilities, to evaluate the
likelihood of these occurrences, 1o identify risk miigation options, and 1o recommend mitigation options that
minimize risk commensurate with practicability and economics.

11
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2. SCOPE AND APPLICABILITY

The Town of Buckeye, Arizona has engaged Brown and Caldwell to prepar a risk assessment of a proposed
NGTP 1o be routed through the Town. Muhiple master-planned communities ako have been propesed
adjacent 1o the proposed NGTP route with several residential subdivisions already in the process of
completing housing development. Homes, schools, and other sensitive land users may be located from
within fifty to five hundred feet from the centerline of the proposed NGTP faciliy.

EN Engincering was earlier contracted by the Town of Buckeye to provide technical assistance in
understanding the design, construction, and operation of NGTP. The EN Engincening report (Evaluation of
the Constructability, Safery Measures, and Potential Conflicts of the Transwestern Pipeline Phoenix
Expansion Project within the Town of Buckeye, Arizona, May 11, 2007) indicaes the following selected
conclusions s findings concerning the Transwestern proposed NGTP through the Town of Buckeye,
Arizona.

L “The class locations (those arcas along an NGTP where the potential consequences of agas
pipeline incident may be significant) indicated on the *Issued for FERC application” alignment
sheets are not with proposed and permitted development within the Town of
Bucheye. It is recommended that the entire length of pipeline within the Town of Buckeye
(some 24 miles) be designated as a class 3 location.”

2. “The proposed main line value spacing does not appear to comply with the requirements of the
code. Designarion of the entire length as class 3 location will require wo additional main line
value settings.”

3 “The pipeline alignment places it on the far outside edge of the power line comidor which will be
only 15 feet from many development property lines along its route, Even (if constructed) at the
center of the power line comidor, the pipeline would still be subjected to roadway and utility
crossings which are the higher risk activiies.”

4, “The numerous planned and permitted developments within the Town of Buckeye anticipate
several new road and wility crossings of the pipeline right-of-way." *It is recommended tha
Transwestem install the pipeline innially at a depth that will place it at least 2 feet below the
planned depth of the decpest facility at each of the known crossing locations. By doing so,
future excavation damage will be less likely* (EN Engineering, Executive Summary).

Based upon the findings in the EN Engineering report, it s clear that their analysis and conclusions are

irectly applicable to stakeholder considerations of the potential risk NGTP pose to sensitive land uses.
Furthermore, it is evident that the nisks have not been adequately addressed within the Draft EIS and
communicated to the public. Therefore, it is appropriate and necessary1o assess the potential likelihood for
and consequences of a NGTP pipeline incident along the route planned within the Town of Buckeye,
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3. ASSESSMENT OF THE RELIABILITY AND SAFETY ANALYSIS
OF THE PHOENIX EXPANSION PROJECT DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS)

3.1 Assessing the Likelihood of a Pipeline Accident

According to the Transwestern Draft EIS; “Based upon approximatcly 301,000 miles in Service, the rate of
public fatalitics for the nationwide mix of transmission and gathering lines in service is 0.01 per year per 1000
milks of pipeline. Using this rat, the pipeline facltes associaced with the Phoenix Expansion Project might
result in one public fatality about every 311 years. This would represent a slight increase in risk to the nearby
public and would not result in a substantial p ial for incidents that would cause serious injury or death 1o
members of the public.” (P. 4-202).

The controlling pipeline safety case or paradigm is a pipeline rupture. Even though the potential fora
rupture on the type of pipeline propesed is very low given the design and regul i i

L b
for design, op and the conseq of such a high pressure faciliry rupturing near
populated areas are extremely high. The small wilicy proposed for the high p pipeline is not

sufficient to protect nearby population and property. The Transportation Research Board has determined
that “In adclissi.ng likelihood, 2 fundamental issue is the metric to be used. For exampl, the probability of
failure per uni length of pipeline or volume transported is very low, and safery measured this way exceeds, by
far, that of all other modes. However, for the pipeline system as  whole, there are about 300 accidents per
year, (including liquid pipelines) which is not negligible, especially from the point of view of those who are
adversely affected” (Risk Informed Guidance in Land Use Planning, Special Report 281, TRB/NAS p. 59)

“... The common practice of obraining 2 measure of risk by multiplying probabilities and consequences is, in
general, not adequate. A risk number alone does not distinguish a high consequence, low probabiliy event
from a low consequence, high-probabiliry event.” (TRB, 281, P. 59)

3.2 Consequences of a Natural Gas Pipeline Rupture:
Specific Instances

“On August 19, 2000, five year old Kirsten Sumler was joying the great Ameri doors with her

mother, Amanda Smith. They were camping and fishing on the banks of the Pecos River with ten other

members of their extended family. Six hundred and seventy-five feet away, an El Paso pipeline (EPNG)
ruptured (30" EPNG operating at less than 675 psig). In an instant, six family members were burned alive.

" Also, using sheer volume as 2 metric would suggest that at 147 deaths/100 million miles traveled (VM) that the
nation's roadways were relatively safe if it were not for the fact we travel almost 1.7 billion mules annually with aver

46,000 fasaliies in average. This perspective on the concept of *relatively safe” suggest investments made in vehicle,

passenger, and facility safety are reasonable dﬂi the r_mcrmi Jow number of deaths versus VMT.
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The six survivors sought shelter in the river, as the 500-foot tall flame roared over their heads for almost an
hour. When rescuers arrive, one badly burned victim begged to be shot. As the rescuers tried 1o evacuate
Kirsten, she cried, not wanting to leaver her mother, Amanda told her to go. She promised that the fireman
would take good care of her. Unfortunately, Kirsten was burned well beyond the point where good care
would help; she died later in the bumn unit. Her mother, Amanda, and the four remaining family members
also died from their injuries.” (Carol Parker, Natural Resources Journal)

3.3 Chronology of the El Paso Natural Gas (EPNG) Carlsbad
Pipeline Rupture

“At approximately 5:26 a.m., the control reom operator (controller) monitoring the pipeline via SCADA at
the gas control center located in E Paso, Texas, received a rate of change alarm for one of the three gas
turbine compressors at the ded Pecos River Compl Station. Less than one mimute later, a
second compressor shut down and the station went into automatic emergency shut down, isolating the
compressor station from the gas transmission pipelines (such a design feature wsually includes auromaric
closure of valves isolating the station from the pipeline(s), opening the blowdown valves to an pheri
vent 1o depressurize gas lines, and other features designed to protect critical equipment).

Additional alarms were received at the control center including a rate-of-change alarm for falling inlet
pressure at the Pecos River Compressor Station. The controller at this station would not necessarily have
known which pipeline was causing the falling inlet pressure alarm. In response to the alarms, the controller

quested accelerated information from SCADA on the compressor station instead of the usual
automatic scan data that occurred automatically at 4-minute intervals.

At approximately 5:30 2.m. the controller telephoned the Pecos River district station lead operations specialist
at his home and asked him t0 send people to the Pecos River Compressor Station. “The specialist then called
out two personnel to report to the Pecos River Station. At about this time 2 local EPNG employee (pipeline
operations specialist) located at his home south of Carlsbad noticed a glow in the sowthem sky and suspected
an EPNG pipeline might be involved. He called the gas control center and asked if any pressure change had
been noticed and passed along his observations. He then called his operating supervisor (pipeline lead
operations specialist) and proceeded to report to the Pecos River Compressor Station,

At 5:31 am. the gas control center again experience an interruption of data to the SCADA system from the
Pecos River Comp Station that p | the ller from receiving any additional informaion from
this station. While the station was equipped with an uninterruptible power supply to maintain backup power
to critical equipment, the local computer and modem link to SCADA were not eonnected to this backup

power supply. SCADA communication with the Pecos River Compressor Station was not re-established until
9:04 am.

At5:31 am., the local 911 emergency telephone operator received numerous calls from residents reporting a
fire and the sound of an explosion. An off-duty EPNG emplayee who lived near the site also called 911 and
reported afire,

At 5:35 am., a controller again called the station lead operations specialist at home and indicated he suspected
a possible pipeline failure. At this time the controller did not know which pipeline was involved. The
specialist indicated he could now see indications of a fire in the carly moming sky in the direction of the
Pecos River Compressor Station and that he was on his way to the station,

At 5:44 am. 2 controller called the attended K eystone Compressor Station (57 miles upstream of the rupture)
fecding gas into lines 1103 and 1110 and asked for the compressor to be shut dewn. The controller then
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called the attended Eunice Compressor Station (53 Miles upstream of the rupture) feeding line 1100 and
requested similar compressor shutdowns,

A1 5:50 am. the ller called the attended Carlsbad Comy Station (25 miles upstream of the
rupture) feeding line 3191 to confim compressor shutdown. It should be noted that even with the
compressors shur down, the compressed gas inventoried in the miles of pipeline from the various compressor
starions would continue to de-pressure out of the ruptured pipeline for some time.

At 5:45 am. the pipeline lead operations specialist was the first to arrive a1 the Pecos River Compressor
Station near the accident site. This employee began closing t ission pipeline bloc valves downstream of
the rupture, near the Pecos River Compressor Station, approximately one mile west of the fire, A block valve
on line 1100 was closed first. A second pipeline operations specialist arrived and proceeded 1o assist in
closing block valves on lines 1103 and 1110,

The downstream pig launcher valves that could permit gas to flow back up the pipeline toward the rupture
were then closed.

At approximately 6:10 a.m. the station lead operations specialist arrived at the Pecos River Compressor
Station and met the two pipeline operations specialists in the process of closing valves. The station specialist
verified that the station had been properly shutdown and he assisted the pipeline specialists in closing the
block valve from the north line 3191, This line not only fed into the station but also fed lines 1103 and 1110
via vanious cross connections,

After closing the block valves downstream of the rupture, the two pipeline operations specialists proceeded
to drive to the west side of the Pecos River service bridge to view the fire across the river, but could not
determine which pipeline had ruptured because of the size and intensity of the flame. The fire was estimated
to be approximately 500 feet in height based on nearby suspension bridge tower support structures. "The two
men then drove across a low-water crossing in the river north of the rupture as heat radiation prevented them
using the pipeline service bridge across the river near the rupture side. Because of the heat intensity, as well
a limited nght of way road access, emergency responders were instructed by EPNG to remain west of the
Pecos River Compressor Station until EPNG personnel could bring the release situation under control.

At about 605 am, the two operators, carefully checking that they could tolerate the heat, left their vehicles
and proceeded to close block valves on the east side of the river, approximately one quarter mile upstream of
the rupture site. A block valve was first closed on line 1100 with 1o noticeable change in the fire’s imensity,
Next, block valves on lines 1103 and 1110 were closed with a noticeable reduction in fire ntensiry. The
bypass valve on the line 1103 pig receiver was then closed and the fire subsided.

At approximately 621 am., 55 minutes after the initial rupture, operation personnel at the valves notified the
gas control center that all appropriate valves were closed and thar the fire was our.

As reported earlier, all twelve members of an extended family were either dead or dying from the ensuing fire.
Six members of the family were found approximately 675 feet from the rupture. The remaining six family
members were found further west of the campsite away from the fire as they had apparently jumped into the
river in an atempt to escape the heat,

3.4 Federal Investigation of the EPNG Carisbad Rupture

‘The National Transportation Safety Board's investigation into the fire indi d the force of the rupture and
the violent ignition of the escaping gas ereated a 51-foot-wide crater about 113 fect along the pipe. A 49-foot
section of the pipe was ejected from the crater in three pieces measuring approximately 3 feet, 20 feet, and 26
feet in lengrh. The largest piece was found abows 287 feer northwest of the erater in the direction of the
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suspension bridges. Visual examination of the pipeline in the crater and the ejected pisces showed significant
corrosion on the inside pipe surfaces and the pipe wall exhibited significant thinning. No significant
corrosion was found on the ouside pipe wall.

Pipeline 1103, the pipeline that ruptured, was constructed in 1950 with pipe purchased from Republic Steel
that had been manufactured in accordance with American Petroleum Instinuze Standard 5LX, higher-test line
pipe. The pipe was a 30" outside diameter, grade X52 (Specified minimum yield of 52,000 psi (This
is a measure of the pipe's strength value which is not equvalent to its internal pressure) The pipe had a
nominal wall thickness of 0.335 inch, with sections of heavier wall pipe at locations such as road erossing and
block valve assemblies. ‘The pipeline was operating at approximately 675 pounds per square inch, gauge
(psig), a the time of the accident. "The maximum allowable operating pressure from Keystone Compressor
Station to the Pecos River Compressor Station had been established by EPNG st 837 psig, which is
equivalent to a strength level 0 72% of the specified minimum yield strength in the 0.335-inch-wall thickness
pipe. (P. 16 PAR NTSB/PAR-03/01)

Cleaning pigs were run through line 1103 twice a year. But the specific section of line that ruptured had not
been pigged because it contained a type of valve which prevents a pig from passing through it. It is important
to note that on those portions of the line 1103 that were regularly pigged, solids and liquids were weighed and
analyzed before disposal, with test results, inchiding water concentrations and chermicals, provided to the
EPNG chemistry laboratory in El Paso, Texas.

An earlier rupture, three years prior on line 1300, was caused by intemnal corrosion and generated a series of
“spout pit” inspections on several segments of line 1100 and 1103 and other lines.

Line 1103, the ruptured line, had been inspected by aerial patrol nine days before the rupture, which occurred
on August 19, 2000. Ground patrol inspected the lines the day before the rupture (august 18)( and looked for
field indicators of leaks such as dead or dying vegetation, discolored soil, erosion, or excavation near the
pipeline.

EPNG officials stated they believed line 1103 was ot transporting corrosive gas because the line was
receiving “pipeline quality” gas and that unusual conditions, such as water in the pipeline, were not being
observed at the pig receiver or the drip on line 1103, Gas quality standards were contained on EPNG's
contracts with it gas suppliers but were not referenced in the company’s corrosion control procedures.
Corrosion coupons (picces of metal with a specially prepared surface for measuring corrosion rates) or
corrosion monitoring devices were not used in the ruptured section of 1103 because it was believed that the
gas transporied was not corrosive. EPNG, therefore, did not inject corrosion inhibitors into this line and
since the monitoring program did not require uhrasonic testing be performed on the low points of the non-
piggable portions of line 1103, none were performed before the rupture. Visual inspections of line 1103 that
were exposed above grade did not identify internal corrosion in those sections.

EPNG acquired Tenneco energy in December of 1996 and formed El Paso Energy Corporation. In January
2000 El Paso Energy acquired Sonat, Ine, another national gas pipeline company. ElPaso Energy
Corporation then assembled teams of representatives from each pipeline company and tasked them with
establishing best practices and producing a eommon operating and mai manual. The new manual
was issued three months before the accident with a new Corrosion Control Manual issued one month before
the Carlsbad accident. These documents are a model for how empirical procedures must be applied to detect
internal corrosion including how flow velocity of gas affects liquids accumulation in a pipeline. However,
prior 10 the issuance of the Corrosion Control Manual, EPNG’s corrosion procedures were governed by its
Operating and Maintenance Procedires manual (Section 201.2, “Corrosion Control,” dated September 20, 1999),
which referenced 49 GFR 192.451 through 192.491, Although these standards were specified by reference the
manual was not & effective as the recently adopted Corrosion Corttrol Manual, as i did not address the
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factors that should be considered in determining whether transported gas could cause corrosion. While the
types of contaminants (water, 002, H25 and O3) were in their contracts for gas, none of these contaminants
or their limits were mentioned in the corrosion control proceduses. In addition, no guidance was provided
concerning how these contaminants were to be detected other than visual inspection of a pipe after 7t had
been removed.

From July 1999 1o Seprember 2000, the Federal OPS conducted eight safety inspections of EPNG under the
system inspection pilot program. For each of thesc inspections compliance with internal corrosion control
regulations were deemed by the federal regulators as “satisfactory,” and noted that EPNG’s internal audit
program was working as designed.

For the 26 safety inspections of EPNG (conducted by OPS from June 1990 1o September 2000, inchusive of
the cight inspections just discussed), compliance with 49 CFR 192.602(b)(3) was noted as *satisfactory,” *not
applicable,” “not checked” Before August 2000, there were no enforcement actions against EPNG for their
program for not making construction records, maps, and operating history available to operating personnel.

Subsequent to the RSPA eorrective action order, El Paso identified 60 pipeline segments on its system where
the risk of internal corrosion was judged to be greatest and eight pipelines from this group were found to
have corrosion. In six of these segments, the corrosion was deemed significant. An EPNG executive level
oversight committee was formed to impl integri 5 for all 46,000 plus miles of pipelines
operated by El Paso Energy Corporation.

3.5 NTSB Findings from the EPNG Carlsbad Incident

In essence, EPNG was found to have not trained its personnel responsible for detecting corrosion or to
implement corrosion control procedures. EPNG also was found ta have failed in following its own
procedures, failed to investigate ¢ ion, failed to consider and act upen several unusual operating and

i conditions affecting finc 1103, failed 1o follow its own leak and failure reporting procedures, and
failed to maintain an accurate design profile of line 1103 which would have helped EPNG identify low points
where liquids could accumulate in the pipeline.

3.6 Transwestern’s Phoenix Expansion Project Proposed
Safety Program with Assessment of Pipeline Rupture
Impact on the EIS

The following statements are offered as specific elements of Transwestern's safety propram which underscore

its commitment to implement (pipeline) integrity quired by federal regultion:

“....each pipeline operator must... establish an emergency plan that inchudes procedures to minimize
the hazards in  natural pipeline emergency.”

These procedures include:

*  “Receiving, idemifying, and clarifying emergency events such as gas leakage, fires, explosions, and
natural disasters.

*  Establishing and maintaining communication with local fire, police, and public officials, and

*  Emergency shutdown of system and safe restoration of service,
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+  Making p | equip tools, and ials available at the scene of an emergency.
*  Protecting people first and then property and making them safe from actual and potential hazards.”
(TW UIS P. 4-198)
Orher safety commitments incluce the promise to operate the pipeline according 1o DO'-approved
standards and procedures, training all operating p | in these standards and procedures, conducting
periodic training seminars and reviewing operating and emergency procedures, implementing public liaison
PrOgrams, e1c..

Another feature of their operating routine put forward as a safety and reliability fearure is the 24-hour, 365
day/year fully staffed gas control center located some 1160 miles away in Houston, Texas. While staffed area
and sub-area offices are maintained along the pipeline right-of-way, it is the Houston center which monitors
the system-wide changes to pressures, flows, and customer deliveries. Tt is the area and sub-area offices

which are the initial responders to a pipeline emergeney by dis g p Ti tern
freely admits the response time 10 a leak (or other emergency) could be up to 2 hours depending upan the
time of day and Jocation of personnel.

Another safety or “mitigating” fearure offered i the “remotely controlled valve® which, when a sudden
pressure drop is detected would isolate a section of pipeline from the rest of the system.

Still another feature of safery and reliability are the air and ground patrols which seek to identify leaks,
evidence of pipeline damage, evidence of encroachment (on rights- of-way) or damage to erosion controls
(measures) resubting from erosion or washouts. “The pipeline would be designed to be piggable, allowing for
the use of smart pigs for internal integniy inspection.”

Finally, Transwestern states the following conceming pipeline rupture:

“If a pipeline rupture were to occur after pipeline operation has begun, natural gas would percolare
through the soil and rapidly dissipate into the atmosphere, The potential outcome would depend on
the volume of narural gas released and whether an ignition source is availible, A pipeline break could
resultin soil and debris being thrown from the area of the break, destruction of nearby vegetation,
and in the case of ignition, explosion or fire causing injury o property damage.”

3.7 Natural Gas Transmission Pipeline Rupture

So as to not underestimate the consequences of a pipeline rupture, some reasonable deseription is in order,
Many people, including many engineers understand this o be as a clean break of a pipeline where two pipe
ends may jein suggesting  simple failure of welds or joint fathure. Pipe does not typically fail in this way.
Highp , large di gas ission pipelines are all capable of rupture failure in which 2 small
anomaly (imperfection in the pipe or welds) which grows to a defect causing the pipe to Inerally break or
shrapnel fracture within microseconds along the length of a pipeline segment. This phenomenon is
characteristic of gas wransmission lines versus liquid pipeline ruptures. Rupture fractures along a gas
transmission line can propagae many feet along the length of a gas pipeline before the fracture energy
dissipates. The highly compressed gas within these pipelines is the driver for this type of fracture. Such
rupture failure leaves 2 major opening in the pipeline with highly com  natural gas releasing at sonic
speed from both ends of the remaining pipe.

“Regardless of the length of the rupture fallure along the pipeline, all high pressure (ie. high strength)
large diameter gas transmission pipeline ruptures release gas as double bore failures. The fracture
mechanics for cenain types of anomalies (ie. corrosion) have been well understood for many
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decades, especially for gas 1 ission pipelines. Mo high stress steel pipeline is invincible to

pipeline rupture, if 2 wrong anomaly or conditions become present.” (Commentary and Risk
Analysis for the Proposed Emeron Brunswick Pipeline Through Saint John, NB, Richard
Kupriewicz, October 2006).

When rupture oceurs in a gas transmission pipeline, gas i released in the order of 1,100 plus feet/second as
the pipeline stans to de-inventory. ‘The mass rate of gas release decreases with time, bur is driven by the
density of gas upstream of the bore. The mass rate of decay for the Transwestern Phoenix project is not
known as the operator has not disclosed what the maximum future capacity of this pipeline is projected to be
or could be, given various gas demand scenarios. The peak mass rate of release does decay over time with the
slope of the decay dependent upon a variety of system factors. It is d that at the operating p
proposed, the Transwestern Phoenix line could be on the order of 30-40 tons of gas for every mile of
pipeline. For a *pipeline at an operating pressure [MAOP] of 1100 to 1200 psig, it will take a significant
period of time 10 de-inventory the pipeline during a rupture failure. Most ruptures of the kind deseribed
ignite. The only effective emergency procedure s to extinguish the flame by fuel cut-off via pipeline valve
closure and allowing the flame to bum itself our from lack of fuel. The placement of remote operated valves
can reduce total blowdown or de-i y time, and additional valves can reduce this time even more, Even
50, “Valve placement” does not reduce the potential impact zone associated with the high heat fluxes (the
amount of heat transferred across a surface unit of arca in a unit of time) related to these ruptures. Multiple
valves could reduce blowdowns such that first responders could reach affected areas within ten or fifteen
minutes, yer “such valving does not reduce the potential impact zone so important to consider at the time of
early planning of pipeline rouing. The “two-hour delay” response to a leak cited in the draft EIS may be the
result of a cautions approach to response, but even in a remate area, this delay time may allow for a fairdy

plete de-i y of a pipe segment with maximum possible damage to people and propenty.

3.8 Heat Flux Phases of Pipeline Rupture

As described in the Carlshad/EPNG case, the high mass rate of release and sonic velocity of escaping gas,
the momenrum forces for a rupture release can cause large eraters formed by the gas jerting out the pipe
bones (51 feet deep with 113 feet in length as measured by the NTSB site investigators). Hori

momentur of the jetting gas is then transformed due to the buoyancy of the gas mass, into a vertical
dissipaing gas cloud. When this mass is ignited, two hea: phenomenon occur: a high heat fhux “fireball”
bursts with initial ignition followed within a minute by less rapid combustion vertical “Jet fire™ associated with
decaying heat fhux radiation.

“A classic example demonstrating how a rupture can engulf unsuspecting victims that are too close
to a pipeline rupture is the July 30, 2004 gas transmission pipeline rupture failure in Ghislenghien,
Belgium (40 inch owsside diameter with 0.5 inch wall thickness gas transmission pipeline operating at
1160 psig). Five of 16 twenty-four deaths (150 additional casualties) associated with this pipeline
rupture failure, were fire department personncl who had responded to an initially reported gas leak
emergency and were setting up safety barricades some distances from the leak.”

The pipeline failed during an operating pressure increase on a pipeline that had been damaged by a third party

several weeks earlier.

One example of a heat fhux versus distance plot for a large diamerer high pressure gas pipeline can be dravm

as follows:
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For the size pipeline considered by Transwestern Phoenix project, the potential impact area for a rupture
assuming early ignition is well over 1100 fect, extending as far as 1800 fect. It should be the responsibility of
Transwestern to develop and defend a hear flux distance plot capturing early ignition. This information is
critical to pipeline routing decisions.

3.9 The Consequences of Pipeline Rupture and Pipeline
Routing Decisions

Key points that can be adduced from the preceding discussion include the following:

s Emergency response planning (EPP) is not useful as a credit against the risks associated with pipeline
rupture events, No matter how effective the EPP, response cannot be fast enough to save thase
most at risk in the extreme heat flux zones associated with the mest likely early ignition gas release
scenarios.

*  Deails from Transwestern are warranted to support a thorough understanding of the rupture mass
selease over time curve forthe pipeline segments within the Town of Buckeye. The specific pipeline
capaciy throughput that defines this curve should be clearly stated. In the meantime, the following
is one approach to identifying the proposed impact and arca radius as determined by various pipeline
diameters and pressurcs (NAS, TRB Report 281, P. 112, Cting Stephens, 2000)

EIGURE D-1
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This graphic was developed by GFER Technologics which developed a model tha examines isometric
thermal radiation distances 10 determine a burn radius and a 1% farality radius from a natural gas pipeline
break. It is important to note that the Office of Pipeline Safety and FERC have also wtilized G-FER
models for regulatory purposes.

An assumption of the model is that risk can be expensed as the product of failures probability and failure
consequences, and reliabiliry is the compl of failure probability. The model incorporates three
factors: a fire model that relates the gas release to the intensity of the heat, a mode! that provides an
estimate of the amount of gas being released as 2 function of time, and a heat intensity threshold. The
model can be used to determine a zone of impact for pipeline fire, The equation used in the model
relates the diameter and ope ing pressure of a pipeline to the size of the affected ares, assuming what I
am calling the controlling safety case which is a full-bore pipeline rupture,

While thermal radiation isopleths are typically irregular in shape because of obstructions, nature of the gas
discharge,anddcla)sinignition,th:(}FERmuddcalculnmﬁwdchuofhamwpwpkfmmdm'mal
radiation based upon the thermal load received.

The model makes other assumptions inchuding the belief that people will (in the open) remain in a fixed
position from 1.5 seconds then move at approximately 5 miles per hour toward sheker (am assumpri
challenged by other analysts), and that the shetter will be availble within approximately 200 feet of the
person’s initial position. Hear flux is assumed to cause burn injury between 1,000 and 2,000 Bru/h/F2
(3.2 and 6.3 KW/M2) depending upon the time required to cause blisters. The heat fhux for faal injury
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(where 1 Person in 100 would net survive the thermal fhux) is calculated to be 500 Bry/h/fr2 or (15.8
kw/m32), Other caleulations are made for varying thresholds of injury.

As is demonstrate by Figure D-1 367 to 42" pipeline operating at 1100 to 1200 psig would require a
noninal hazard area radius of between 980 fect to 1140 feet. However, even this distance may be too
conservative for reality: On July 30, 2004 2 natural gas pipeline explosion in Ghilsenghien, Belgium
ruptured/ignited and killed 24 people and left 132 injured. This explosion meked or bumed everything
within a radius of 1,312 feet.
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4. THE MULTIPLE VARIABLES INVOLVED IN NATURAL GAS
PIPELINE INCIDENTS

It is worth adding more description of principal pipeline accidents to drive home the muhiple variables
involved in the underlying causes of such accidents as well as their consequences. ‘The Narional
Transportation Safety Board has looked into well over 100 pipeline explosions which required special
investigative reports between 1969 and 2003. Over 65 of these reports concerned natural gas transmission
pipeline accidents and almest 20% (some 12-15) of these accidents were investigated berween 1990 and 2003,
athirteen year period during which regulatory focus on the US. natural gas pipeline industry was arguably
higher than the previous twenty yeass,

4.1 Edison New Jersey Incident

The Texas Eastern Transmission Corporation owned 36" natural gas transmission pipeline located near
Edison, New Jersey ruptured catastrophically within the Quality Materials, Inc. asphak plant property on
March 23, 1994, ‘The operating pressure of the pipeline was approximately 570 psig and at rupture, the
releasing gas excavated soil from around the pipe propelling shrapncled pipe, rock, and other debris some 800
feet. The gas ignited within two minutes of rupture with Thermal Fhux impact to building roofs a1 an
apartment complex some 300 feet from the rupture. Alerted to the debris and rock falls on the aparument
roof, over 1500 occupams fled the burning building. ‘The ensuing firc destroyed eight buildings with no faral
injuries but over 100 injured people were treated ar local hospitals and property damage was estimated at over
$25 million.

‘The original NTSB report (PB95-915.501) which is unavailable online, stated the probable cause of the
rupture was mechanical damage to the owtside surface of the pipe which reduced its wall thickness and
created a crack that grew 1o entical size over time. Comnbuting to the accident was the inability of the
pipeline operator o promptly stop the flow of natural gas 1o the rupture. Post-accident investiparion revealed
“teeth marks” on the pipe, possibly caused by ion equip Further ion of the site exposed
agreat amount of debris around the pipe including a crushed Ford Ranger pickup truck that had been
reported stolen in 1990,

4.2 Post-NTSB Appeal by Texas Eastern Corp.

A post-NTSB analysis petition to reconsider one of the eriginal findings i useful to anyone involved in

ing transmission pipeline routing decisions, The nature of the appeal (re-consideration of findings) deals
with whether the gauges or demts on the pipeline surface at or near the point of rupture were themselves
causes of the rupture. While the probable cause of the rupture - mechanical damage 1o the exterior surface
of the pipe that reduced pipe wall thickness that uhimately grew to critical size - was not disputed by Qualiry
Materials, Inc., the petitioner. The app urpose of the petition by the landowner and easement gramor
to Texas Eastern Transmission Corporation FI’FTC}, who ewned the pipeline, was to establish thas dents,
gauges or other mechanical marks on the pipeli were known to TETOO inspectors before the rupture

e
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occurred. TETOO admirted that their consuhtant’s inspection logs showed a “dent at or near the rupture
site” in 1986, some seven years before the line failed, but thar the dented pipe surface did not represem a
significant loss of pipe wall strength. Even so, TETCO had scheduled this line (line 20) to be pigged in 1994
because of the importance of the line to service, its class location (class 3), and the fact multiple minor dents
and gauges were recorded on the pipe during the 1986 inspection. However, the March 1994 rupture pre-
empted this effort. The NTSB found tha TETCO employee performance was not a factor in the pipe
damage and that all inspection and operating | | were properly experienced and trained. In addition,
even though the pipe had been damaged in the years previous to the March 194 failure, TETCO often
operated line 20 at MAOP without incident. It was the finding of NBB that line 2C did not fail 2  result of
human error, or a5 a resuk of exceeding MAOP, but that line 20 failure was caused by *excavation equipment
at some undetermined time.” 1f there was a weakness in TETCD's safety/ operating procedures, it was the
absence of awareness that excavation activity on Quality Material's property could endanger the pipeline. At
the same time, Quality Management “did not avise its (own) employees about the presence of or potential
hazard posed by the pipeline within its property (nor did Qualiry Materials implement pre-cautionary
measures to protect line 20 from ion darmage by employees.” (NTSB Report: PAR-95-01, May 18,
2001,

Muliple contractors working in the vicinity of this pipeline over a period of years withow significant
response from either the pipeline owner/operator or the easement grantor helped create the condition for
catastrophe despite a growing regulatory environment between 1980-1994 which inchided a focus on third-
party damage potential

4.3 An Historical Natural Gas Transmission Pipeline Incident:
Houston, Texas, 1969

On September 9, 1969, at 4:40 p.m., a 14-inch natural gas pipeline operating at 739 psi ruptured in a
residential area of Houston, Texas. ‘The sonic boom caused by releasing gas alered adjacent residems whose
backyards were adjacent to the pipeline easement approximatcly and within 50 feet of the ruptured line.
While people evacuated, the escaping gas ignited some 8 to 10 minures after the rupture. The explosion
destroyed 13 homes, injured 9 residents, two seriously. "The jetting fire bumed for aver an hour and a half
until all valves were closed and the pipe de-invemtoried. Some 105 homes were damaged. ‘This section of
pipe was pant of a 194 mile transmission pipeline constructed in 1941, ‘The fajled pipe wall was seam welded
and was 0.25 inches thick. The operating pressure was 714 psi, with a design pressure of 2142 psi. When the
falled section of pipe was constructed, the subdivision had ot been buik and the pipeline rout was in open
country. Homes were buik as close as 24 feet from the buried pipeline with very few residents aware of the
proximity of the pipeline to their homes. In this failure, the pipeline operstor was in the process of tying in a
new line with gas compressed into the d sections of pipe while the tie-in was completed. Pressure
regulaors failed to react 1o the building pressure dowmstream such thar MAOP was exceeded (Universiry of
New Castle, UK, Pipeline Safety Incidents Overview, undated).

4.4 Other Incidents and Annual Incident Totals

Addional pipeline incidents are included in the attachment Section of this assessment, Many of these
incidents include pipelines which carry other types of petroleum and gas products. This report has
concentrated upon gas transmission pipelines. Even so, these incidents dramatize the almoet evolutionary
steps toward safety that both the industry and government have taken toward higher safety standards.
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§. NATURAL GAS TRANSMISSION PIPELINE VULNERABILITIES
TO RISK

“Nearly half a million miles of oil and gas transmission pipeline crisscross the United States.” (Congress
Research Service Repont RL 31990) Integral to the US. energy supply, these pipelines are linked to other
critical infrastructure including power plants, airports, military facilivies, and cities. While considered safe
from the perspective of aceident frequency, volatile and flammable ks t itted have the potential to
cause injury 10 the public and to the environment. Pipeline nerworks are widespread, running through urban
and rural land uses. It is important to realize the pipelines are vulnerable to accidents as well 25 to intentional
impact by human agency.

5.1 The Pipeline Industry

Seting the important category of liquid pipelines aside for purposes of this assessment, it is estimated that
over 200,000 miles of interstate natural gas transmission pipelines operate in the US. Some 85,000 miles of
intrastate pipelines are in operation, and some 40,000 miles of gahering lines connect gas wells 10 processing
facilities. Some 100 systems make up the interstate network with 90 systems compaosing networks within the
individual states. Thesc larger systems fee over one million miles of regional pipelines across over 1,300
distribution nerworks.

Between 2000 to 2004 gas pipelines reported an annual average of 17 faralities through a variety of causes
including third party excavation, corrosion, mechanical failure, control system failure, and operator error.
Natural causes such as floods and earthquakes can also cause pipeline failures.

5.2 Pipeline Security Risks

Pipelines have proven to be vulnerable to vandalism and amach with firearms, explosives or by other physical
means. Some pipelines may be vulnerable to “cyber” artack on computer control systems or attacks on
clectricity grids or telecommunications nerworks (Skolnik, Seartle Post Intelligencer, September 2, 2002).

Pipelines, whether liquid or gas, have been artacked outside the US. Rebels have bombed Colombia’s Cano
Limon oil pipeline over 600 times since 1995, In 1996, the Irish Republican Army was stopped by London
police ina plan to bomb gas pipelines and other wilities throughout the city. A plan bythe Ku Khux Klan in
1997 to bomb gas stomge tanks in Tesss as a diversion from other criminal activity was stopped by Texas
police. Since September 11, 2001, federal wamnings abouz Al Queda have mentioned pipelines specifically as
potential targets in the United States. In January 2006, federal authorities acknowledged the discovery of a
detailed posting on a website allegedly linked to Al Qaeda that encouraged antacks on US. pipelines using
weapons or hidden explosives, The Trans Alaska Pipeline has been the focus of several actusl and planned

i A rifle.

attacks since 1999 including one atack involving 2 high p
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5.3 Pipeline Integrity Risks

As recently as 2005 some twenty-two threats to pipeline integrity were identified as having the potential 1o
compromise pipeline safery. These threats include the following:

Tweny Too Pipeline Imesriy Risks of

External corrosion

[ntemal corrosion

Strength corrosion cracking

Defective pipe seam

Defective pipe

. Defective pipe girth weld

. Defective fabrication weld

. Previously damaged pipe

Vandalism

10. Incomect operating procedures
Cold weather

12. Lightning

13. Heavy rainfall events or flood damage
14. Earth movement

15. Miscellanecus

16. Unknown

17. Wrinkle, bend or buckle

18. Suipped threads/ broken pipe

19. Gasket O-ring failure

20. Control/reliability of equipment malfunction
21. Seal pump padding failure

22. Damage inflicted by 1%, 2%, or 3¢ parties

How pipeline companies manage these risks varies bur all operators must comply with federal design,
CONStrUCTion, operation, maintenance, and spill/release response regulations through the Natural Gas Pipeline
Safety Act of 1968 (P.L. 90-481) and other public laws enacted through 2005. The federal office of pipeline
safety (OPS) deploys some 400 inspectors (as of 2006) and other personnel to enforce the regulatory
standards. ‘The OPS inspects, investigates, and maintai angoing ication with narural gas facilives
operators within a annual budget of approximately $76 million,

Between 1994 and 2004 the OPS took 1,430 enforcement actions against pipeline operators (Governmental
Accountability Office, GAO-04-80, 2004). Civil penalties against operators in 2005 exceeded $4 million.

Impontanty, the Pipeline Safety Improvement Act of 2002 (P.L. 107-355) is an effort to support OPS
initiatives and to provide a foundation of safe pipeline operations in a variety of areas inchuding high
consequences areas. Among its among provisions, this law requires operators of regulated gas pipelines in
high consequence areas to conduct risk analysis and impl integnty g programs similar to
those required for ol pipelines. The Act also awchorizes over $100 million for research and development in
pipeline integrity, safety, and reliability, and security, whistlebl I ions, public education and
employee training/ qualification programs.

Currently, responsibilities for pipeline safety and security have been divided between the Transportation
Security Administration, and the OPS, a division which has been questioned by Congress.

e N s
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For these aempting 1o d ine how regulatory frameworks and free market operators combine to
generate safe pipelines, the best that can be said is that the pipeline safety and integrity are evolving features
of an existing and rapidly growing system,
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RISK INFORMED ASSESSMENT
PROPOSED EXPANSION NATURAL GAS TRANSMISSION
PIPELINE PROJECT

6. THE PROBLEM OF LOCATING A NATURAL GAS
TRANSMISSION PIPELINE IN A DEVELOPING AREA

“The Town of Buckeye consists of multiple existing, developing and planned communities which have
procecded with implementation without considering the consaquences of 2 natural gas transmission pipeline
located essentially through the center of communiry development.

One over-arching lesson conceming transmission pipelines is that their safe operation depends upon a variety
of technological, corporate, and regulatory frameworks that are stil in the process of understanding the safety
implications of the technology these frameworks manage. More precisely, a safe pipeline is still an end to be
achieved by these mutually cooperating framewarks.

Various industries differ in their concept of what “safety” is. There is the example of the Federal Aviation
Administrator who, when interviewed about the Park, France DG 10 accident mvolving the infamous rear
baggage door, and the two precursor incidents, said; “Of course i (the door) is safe, we certified it* This was
a no-facetious response. The essence of the concept of aircraft safety is fault hazard analysis in which each
aircraft component is assigned a relizbilicy target. Onee these targets are achieved, an aircraft as a whole
meets the agency failure rate requirements and can be deemed “safe.

The chemical process industry views safety somewhar differently, as illustrated by a former president of
Dupont who once said, “My company bas had a safety program for 150 years. The program was instituted
as a result of a French law requiring an explosives manufacturer to live on the premises with his family,”

In the evolution of the concept of “safety” it is generally regarded as non-controversial that the safetyof a
system or facility includes the spectrum of risk management. Safety includes the hardware and associated
technologies, and it includes attirudes and motivation of designers, and production personnel,

employes/ management rapport, the relation of industrial iations among themselves and with the
government who regulates them, human factors in supervision and Quality eertrol, documentation on the
imerfaces of industnial and public safety with design and operations, the interest and artirudes of senjor

management, the effects of the legal system on ions and exchange of information, the
centification of eritical workers, political considerati , public sentis and many other (some
non-technical) viral infh on the artai of an acceptable level of risk control. Many of these

elements involve their own levels of certitude and uncertainty,

There is dual problem then associated with the Transwestern pipeline proposal. First, it is propased to be
locared without determining whether the local population s prepared to accept or understand the associated
risks and concept of safety specific 1o pipeline technology and operation. Second, in its proposal it assumes
without question or proof that the pipeline’s presence is or will be essentially risk free.

As was indicated in section 2.0 of this assessment, the Transwestern facility, once buik, will be subjected not
only to the range of uncertainties associated with technical failures mentioned herein, but it will also be
subject to the ongoing construction commen to subdivision and new town development across the easement
into which the pipeline will be placed. Such construction includes buried water and wastewater infrastructure
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which will exceed in size and scope of impact that of the pipeline’s construction. Many of these facilities will
be deeper than the pipeline’s proposed elevation, and will require ongoing maintenance and repair and will be
subject to operational failure common 1o water and wastewater transmission ines. Such activiry vall be

[ iplace in the develog corridor for many years. Without 2 complete prohibition on construction
within, near or under the easement, it is unreasonsble to expect that some impact to the pipeline will not
occur whether intentionally or accidenally, through direct or indirect effect of human activiry:
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The attachments to this letter are too voluminous to include in this EIS. They are
available for public inspection from the FERC’s Office of External Affairs at
1-866-208-FERC or on the FERC Internet website (www. ferc.gov) using the
eLibrary link. Click on the eLibrary link, click on “General Search,” and enter the
docket number excluding the last three digits in the Docket Number field (i.e.,
CP06-439). Be sure you have selected an appropriate date range. For assistance,
please contact FERC Online Support at FERCOnlineSupport/@ferc.gov or toll free
at 1-866-208-3676, or for TTY, contact (202) 502-8659. The Categorv/Accession
number for this submittal is 20070727-5021.
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