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LA18-1 We concur with the report’s assessment that the proposed project would 

meet the requirements of Title 49 CFR Part 192 (the Code).  The report 
notes that many of the design elements of the proposed project exceed 
Code requirements and are “state-of-the-art.”  We also concur with other 
report findings, including: 

• It is common for transmission pipelines to be installed in existing 
electric powerline rights-of-way;  

• There is physical room to install the pipeline between the existing 
powerline towers.  However, there would be worker safety 
concerns, tower foundation concerns, increased potential to 
damage the towers, and long-term operational concerns including 
stray currents associated with installing the pipeline between the 
towers;  

• The Code does not require that future development be integrated 
into pipeline design.  However, Transwestern would be required 
by the Code to monitor the population density along the route and 
to meet all Code provisions to conform to new class locations; 
and 

• The Code does not specify exclusion zones around transmission 
lines. 

EN Engineering’s assessment that the proposed mainline valve spacing 
in proximity to MPs 151.0 and 151.5 does not comply with the current 
class location requirements is incorrect.  As indicated in table 2.1.2-2 and 
on sheet 49 of 92 in Appendix B of the draft EIS, Transwestern would 
install a mainline valve at MP 151.8.  This valve would satisfy the Class 3 
valve spacing requirements between MPs 147.8 and 155.8, but was 
omitted from the EN Engineering assessment. 

The report includes street, utility, and drainage plans from the proposed 
developments that would be crossed in the Buckeye area.  Based on 
these drawings, some of which were labeled “preliminary” or 
“conceptual,” EN Engineering estimates that the proposed pipeline would 
cross 30 streets and that other utilities including water and sewer mains 
would generally be installed in the road rights-of-way.  The proposed 
route would also cross dry washes and future stormwater detention 
basins.  Transwestern has committed to working with the Town of 
Buckeye and area developers to reduce the impact of the proposed 
project on existing and planned developments in the Buckeye area and  
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LA18-1 
(cont’d) 

would incorporate existing and planned street and utility crossings into its 
final pipeline design at its expense.  See also the discussion of future 
utility crossings in section 3.4.2.5 and in the responses to comments 
PM3-7 and CO3-5. 

In comparing the proposed alignment to the Buckeye Alternatives, EN 
Engineering misunderstood that the Buckeye Alternatives would 
terminate at a point “outside the Town of Buckeye” when, in fact, the 
alternatives would cross approximately 10 miles of the Buckeye planning 
area, including several planned and approved developments (see table 
3.4.2-1).  Depending on the final alignment of the Buckeye Alternative, 
the alternative could also cross Belmont, a large approved development 
in the Tonopah Valley planning area, and other developments in earlier 
stages of planning in Tonopah Valley.  The report concludes that the 
alternatives would be safer because future developments could 
incorporate setbacks from the alternatives.  As discussed in section 
3.4.2.5, and in the responses to comments PM3-45, CO16-20, and CO7-
3, there is no regulatory requirement or need to impose setbacks nor is it 
common practice for developers to voluntarily impose setbacks from 
pipelines as demonstrated in Maricopa and Pinal Counties where 
numerous existing and planned developments abut the existing EPNG 
natural gas transmission right-of-way. 

In the event that the proposed route is approved, EN Engineering 
recommends measures that could be negotiated with Transwestern.  The 
most significant of these include designing the entire length through 
Buckeye as Class 3, designating the entire length through Buckeye as an 
HCA, and installing the pipeline at least 2 feet below the planned depth of 
the deepest facility at each known crossing location.  See the responses 
to comments PM3-8, PM3-56, and CO16-20 pertaining to pipeline class 
design, and comment PM3-7 regarding future utility crossings.  As 
previously stated, Transwestern has committed to working with the Town 
of Buckeye and area developers to reduce the impact of the proposed 
project on the area. 
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LA19-1 Section 3.4.2.5 has been revised to include additional discussion of the 

relative degree and stages of development in the Buckeye and Tonopah 
Valley planning areas.  

The TVA’s concerns (see comment letter CO15) that the Buckeye 
Alternatives could impact planned and approved developments in the 
Tonopah Valley planning area are not unfounded.  For example, the map 
included in the Town of Buckeye’s response to the TVA’s comments 
indicates that the South Buckeye Alternative would cross Belmont, an 
approved development in Tonopah Valley consisting of 78,423 residential 
units, for approximately 5 miles.  In various filings, the TVA and 
Transwestern identified other planned developments in Tonopah Valley 
that would be crossed by the Buckeye Alternatives (see table 3.4.2-1).  
These other developments are at an earlier stage of planning than those 
identified in the Town of Buckeye’s response to the TVA’s comments but 
could come to completion within the time frame of the several decades 
estimated for completion of the Buckeye area developments.  Market 
conditions and other factors will determine which developments are 
actually constructed and when.  
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