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Local Agencies 3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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.  

LA3-1 
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(cont’d) 
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 Local Agencies 3 
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(cont’d) 
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Local Agencies 3 
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(cont’d) 
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Local Agencies 3 
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(cont’d) 
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Local Agencies 3 
 
 LA3-1 

(cont’d) 
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Local Agencies 4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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. 

LA4-1 
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Local Agencies 4 
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(cont’d) 
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Local Agencies 5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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. 

LA5-1 
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(cont’d) 
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Local Agencies 5 
 
 LA5-1 

(cont’d) 
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Local Agencies 6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA6-1 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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Local Agencies 6 
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Local Agencies 7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA7-1 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. 

LA7-1 
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 Local Agencies 8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA8-1 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.  
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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(cont’d) 
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Local Agencies 9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA9-1 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. 

LA9-1 
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Local Agencies 9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA9-2 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. 

LA9-1 
(cont’d) 
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(cont’d) 
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LA10-1 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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(cont’d) 
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Local Agencies 11 
 
 
 
 
 
LA11-1 The Town of Buckeye and other Buckeye area stakeholders made their 

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

LA11-2 Refer to section 1.1 of the EIS that discusses the project purpose and 
need, and section 4.8.7 that discusses environmental justice. 

LA11-3 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. 

LA11-1 

LA11-2 

LA11-3 
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Local Agencies 11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA11-4 Development plans for the Buckeye area have not been overlooked and 

are addressed in sections 3.4.2.5 and 4.7.3.2. 

LA11-5 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. 
 

LA11-6 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. 

LA11-3 
(cont’d) 

LA11-4 

LA11-5 

LA11-6 



 

II-420 

Local Agencies 12 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA12-1 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. 

LA12-1 
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LA13-1 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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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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LA15-1 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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LA16-1 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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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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