
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
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Companies and Organizations 1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO1-1 WVSV Holdings, L.L.C.’s (WVSV) supplemental statement of interests 

regarding the range of property interests that it and its affiliated entities 
hold on and along the proposed route is noted.  See also the responses 
to comment letters CO6, CO7, CO24, CO25, and CO29. 

CO1-1 



 

II-510 
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CO1-1 
(cont’d) 
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 Companies and Organizations 1 
 
 CO1-1 

(cont’d) 
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Companies and Organizations 1 
 
 CO1-1 

(cont’d) 
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Companies and Organizations 1 
 
 CO1-1 

(cont’d) 
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Companies and Organizations 1 
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Companies and Organizations 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO2-1 See the responses to comments CO3-1 through CO3-9. CO2-1 
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Companies and Organizations 3 
 
 



 

II-517 

Companies and Organizations 3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO3-1 See the responses to comments PM3-2 and PM3-3. 

CO3-2 Stardust-Tartesso’s description of the background and data requests 
issued for the project is noted.  See also the response to comment PM3-
12. 

CO3-2 

CO3-1 
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CO3-2 
(cont’d) 
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Companies and Organizations 3 
 
 

CO3-2 
(cont’d) 
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CO3-3 See the responses to comments PM3-2, PM3-12, and CO3-2. 

CO3-4 See the responses to comments PM3-2, PM3-12, and CO3-2. 

CO3-3 

CO3-4 
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CO3-4 
(cont’d) 
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Companies and Organizations 3 
 
 
CO3-5 EPNG’s comments are in reference to alternatives considered in Pinal 

County and the City of Casa Grande where the Phoenix Lateral would be 
collocated to varying degrees in EPNG’s existing easement that contains 
between two and four high pressure natural gas distribution pipelines.  
EPNG is concerned about constructing natural gas pipelines that would 
be owned and operated by different entities in too close proximity to each 
other.  Construction of the proposed alignment in Buckeye would occur 
under significantly more safe working conditions because Transwestern 
would utilize an industry standard 100-foot-wide construction work area 
within an existing easement that does not contain any high pressure 
natural gas transmission pipelines. 

Consideration was given in the draft EIS to existing and future utility and 
street crossings of the proposed Phoenix Lateral in Buckeye.  As stated 
in section 3.4.2.5, the proposed project would be installed below existing 
utilities that are within approximately 7 feet of the ground surface and 
Transwestern has committed to working with the Town of Buckeye and 
area developers to incorporate planned, but not yet constructed, utility 
and street crossings into the final design of the pipeline at Transwestern’s 
expense.  SRP, which operates the powerline easement in which the 
Phoenix Lateral would be located in the Buckeye area, states that any 
future crossings of its utility corridor will require the consent of SRP and 
that the vast majority of future utility installations across the SRP 
easement will be located along planned roadways of which there will be a 
limited number (see comment letter CO11).  As discussed in section 
3.4.2.5, Transwestern would participate in the construction of future 
crossings of the Phoenix Lateral by accurately locating the pipeline, 
discussing appropriate safety measures to be implemented by the utility 
installation contractors, and observing the construction activities to 
ensure compliance with required safety measures. 

It is not reasonable to require Transwestern to bury its pipeline at a depth 
of 20 feet for the entire length through the Buckeye area as some 
commentors have suggested to accommodate future utility crossings that 
have not been located or designed and which are projected to take 
decades to develop.   

The orientation and timing between the construction of future roadways, 
utility crossings, and other features could dictate that some future utilities 
be installed by conventional bore regardless of whether or not the 
Phoenix Lateral is installed in the SRP easement.  Furthermore, new 
underground utilities are constructed below existing utilities numerous 
times each day in the United States and it is not common business 
practice to pass the cost of those crossings onto the previously existing 
utilities.   

CO3-4 
(cont’d) 

CO3-5 
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CO3-6 As stated in comment letter CO11, the location of the Phoenix Lateral 

within the SRP easement would comply with guidelines approved by the 
Western Electricity Coordinating Council and by the Arizona Power Plant 
and Transmission Line Siting Committee.  SRP also states that the type 
of maintenance required to maintain the powerlines, which includes the 
use of extremely large and heavy equipment, would not compare to the 
maintenance activities associated with other utility crossings.  Locating 
the Phoenix Lateral in close proximity to the powerline towers would not 
improve overall public safety and energy reliability when compared to the 
proposed alignment. 

CO3-5 
(cont’d) 

CO3-6 
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CO3-7 See the responses to comments PM3-8, PM3-30, and LA2-8. 

CO3-6 
(cont’d) 

CO3-7 
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CO3-8 The draft EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, 

and other applicable requirements.  The draft EIS is comprehensive and 
thorough in its identification and evaluation of the environmental impacts 
of the proposed project and feasible mitigation measures to reduce those 
effects wherever possible.  The draft EIS includes sufficient detail to 
enable the reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the 
proposed project and addresses a reasonable range of alternatives.  
Furthermore, the analysis in the draft EIS contains sufficient information 
to allow the Agency Staffs to conclude that neither the North nor South 
Buckeye Alternative represents an environmentally preferable or 
economically viable alternative to the proposed route through the 
Buckeye area.  In its comments on the draft EIS (see comment letter 
FA4,) the EPA supported the Agency Staffs’ conclusion that the proposed 
route through the Buckeye area would result in fewer adverse 
environmental impacts than the North and South Buckeye Alternatives.  
Nevertheless, in response to other comments on the draft EIS, section 
3.4.2.5 has been revised to include additional analysis of the Buckeye 
Alternatives in comparison with the corresponding segment of the 
proposed route.  The Agency Staffs’ conclusion remains unchanged in 
the final EIS. 

CO3-7 
(cont’d) 

CO3-8 
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CO3-8 
(cont’d) 
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CO3-8 
(cont’d) 
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CO3-8 
(cont’d) 
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CO3-8 
(cont’d) 
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CO3-8 
(cont’d) 
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CO3-8 
(cont’d) 
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CO3-8 
(cont’d) 
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CO3-8 
(cont’d) 
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CO3-9 See the response to comment PM3-3. 

CO3-8 
(cont’d) 

CO3-9 
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CO3-9 
(cont’d) 
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CO4-1 10,000 West, LLC’s comments in support of the proposed alignment in 

the Buckeye, Arizona area are noted. 
CO4-1 
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CO5-1 Waste Management Arizona Landfills, Inc.’s (WMA) request for additional 

time to respond to the supplemental filing the Commission ordered 
Transwestern to make in response to the draft EIS is noted.  The FERC 
did not formally extend the draft EIS comment period.  However, all 
comments related to environmental issues received on the draft EIS 
within a time frame that allowed for their review before the issuance of 
the final EIS were considered, including those submitted outside of the 
comment period.  WMA filed additional comments on June 18, 2007 (see 
comment letter CO21) and on June 27, 2007 (see comment letter CO26).  
Those comments are addressed in the responses to comments CO21-1 
and CO26-1 through CO26-5. 

CO5-1 
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 CO5-1 

(cont’d) 
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Companies and Organizations 6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO6-1 The comments of H. Pike Oliver are addressed in the responses to 

comments CO6-2 through CO6-10.  The comments of Jerry Witt are 
addressed in the responses to comments CO7-1 through CO7-4. 

CO6-1 
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CO6-2 The draft EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, 

and other applicable requirements.  The draft EIS is comprehensive and 
thorough in its identification and evaluation of the environmental impacts 
of the proposed project and feasible mitigation measures to reduce those 
effects wherever possible.  The draft EIS includes sufficient detail to 
enable the reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the 
proposed project and addresses a reasonable range of alternatives.  
Furthermore, the analysis in the draft EIS contains sufficient information 
to allow the Agency Staffs to conclude that neither the North nor South 
Buckeye Alternative represents an environmentally preferable or 
economically viable alternative to the proposed route through the 
Buckeye area.  In its comments on the draft EIS (see comment letter 
FA4,) the EPA supported the Agency Staffs’ conclusion that the proposed 
route through the Buckeye area would result in fewer adverse 
environmental impacts than the North and South Buckeye Alternatives.  
Nevertheless, in response to other comments on the draft EIS, section 
3.4.2.5 has been revised to include additional analysis of the Buckeye 
Alternatives.  The Agency Staffs’ conclusion remains unchanged in the 
final EIS. 

CO6-2 
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CO6-3 See the responses to comment PM3-45 that addresses the referenced 

TRB report and comment CO6-2 that addresses the adequacy of the EIS 
and Buckeye Alternatives analysis.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO6-4 See the response to comment CO6-2 that addresses the adequacy of the 
EIS and Buckeye Alternatives analysis. 

Concerns regarding the cost to construct and operate the proposed 
alignment and Buckeye Alternatives are addressed in section 3.4.2.5 and 
in the responses to comments PM3-15, PM3-28, LA2-80, LA2-83, LA11-
3, and IND5-2. 

CO6-2 
(cont’d) 

CO6-3 

CO6-4 
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CO6-4 
(cont’d) 
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CO6-5 The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and 

other applicable requirements.  The EIS is comprehensive and thorough 
in its identification and evaluation of the environmental impacts of the 
proposed project, including socioeconomic impacts, and feasible 
mitigation measures to reduce those effects wherever possible.  The EIS 
includes sufficient detail to enable the reader to understand and consider 
the issues raised by the proposed project and addresses a reasonable 
range of alternatives.  See also the responses to comments PM3-32, 
LA2-215, and LA2-216 regarding socioeconomic impacts of the proposed 
project. 

The referenced column in table 4.7.3-2 indicates the estimated number of 
lots that would be crossed by temporary construction right-of-way and 
permanent right-of-way.  As stated in section 4.8.5, the potential impact 
that the proposed project could have on property values is a damage-
related issue that would be negotiated between the landowner and 
Transwestern.  See also the response to comment CO16-14 that explains 
the project’s right-of-way requirements in the Buckeye area. 

The proposed project would be designed, constructed, and operated in 
accordance with DOT requirements that are protective of public safety 
and, therefore, would not result in substantial, unmitigated safety risks to 
the referenced development projects. 

See the response to comment CO16-25 that discusses construction 
costs, land values, pipeline burial depth, and the potential for future 
pipelines to be installed along the proposed right-of-way.  

CO6-4 
(cont’d) 

CO6-5 
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CO6-6 See the responses to comments PM3-2 and FA4-7 regarding the 

adequacy of the analysis presented in the draft EIS and additional 
information regarding projected growth rates in the areas affected by the 
project, respectively.   

CO6-5 
(cont’d) 

CO6-6 
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CO6-7 See the responses to comments PM3-7, PM3-8, and PM3-30, LA2-8.   

CO6-6 
(cont’d) 

CO6-7 
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CO6-8 Development plans for the Buckeye area have not been overlooked and 

are addressed in sections 3.4.2.5 and 4.7.3.2.  Buckeye is expected to 
develop over the next several decades and eventually house more than 
one million people within an area of approximately 600 square miles.  
Additional description of the Buckeye development plans has been 
incorporated into section 3.4.2.5. 

Table 4.7.3-2 indicates that the proposed alignment would cross Sun 
Valley and Valley Village III for a distance of 7.7 miles.  These are the 
names of the developments as indicated on the Comparative Pipeline 
Route map provided to the FERC staff by Buckeye stakeholders during 
the December 14, 2006 technical conference held in Buckeye.  These are 
also the names of the WVSV developments given on the Town of 
Buckeye website. 

See the responses to comments PM3-15 and CO16-15 regarding 
comparative land acquisition costs, and comments PM3-45 and CO16-20 
that discuss the referenced TRB study and setbacks, and pipeline class 
costs, respectively. 

See the response to comment PM3-7 regarding future utility crossings of 
the SRP easement.  Additional discussion regarding the number and 
location of future utility crossings has been added to section 3.4.2.5.   

CO6-7 
(cont’d) 

CO6-8 
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CO6-9 Section 4.7.3.2 has been revised to include the proposed Enterprise 

Ranch project and section 3.6 has been revised to include a discussion of 
the project.  As discussed in section 3.6, the FERC staff has concluded 
that the proposed alignment of the Phoenix Lateral would have limited 
impact on the proposed Enterprise Ranch project. 

CO6-8 
(cont’d) 

CO6-9 
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CO6-10 See the responses to comments CO16-1 through CO16-87 in reply to 

WVSV’s written comments on the draft EIS. 

CO6-9 
(cont’d) 

CO6-10 
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CO7-1 The comments of Jerry Witt are addressed in the responses to comments 

CO7-2 through CO7-4.  It is noted that a correction to page 3 of these 
comments was filed in a letter dated June 22, 2007 (see comment letter 
CO24 and the response to comment CO24-1).  The comments of H. Pike 
Oliver are addressed in the responses to comments CO6-1 through 
CO6-10.   

CO7-1 
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CO7-2 See the response to comment PM3-2 that addresses the adequacy of the 

EIS. 

See the response to comment PM3-45 that addresses the referenced 
TRB report. 

CO7-2 
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CO7-3 As noted in section 4.7.3, the Midway is a proposed project that is in the 

relatively early stages of planning.  EPNG operates four high pressure 
natural gas pipelines in a single corridor through the northwestern 
quadrant of Midway.  This corridor bifurcates in central Midway, with two 
EPNG pipelines continuing toward the east and two continuing toward the 
south.  A conceptual land use plan filed by the developers of Midway 
indicates that Midway would be constructed on all sides of the various 
EPNG pipelines.  

The Phoenix Lateral would be constructed and operated through Midway 
in accordance with applicable federal safety regulations and thus would 
not increase safety risks substantially as suggested by the commentor.  
We do not agree that buyers that would purchase lots near the existing 
EPNG pipelines would find those lots unacceptable due to the addition of 
the Phoenix Lateral.  We also disagree with the commentor’s estimate of 
the impact that a hypothetical 600-foot-wide setback from the Phoenix 
Lateral would have on Midway.  The existing EPNG rights-of-way cross 
Midway for approximately 28,000 feet; therefore, a 600-foot-wide setback 
from the existing pipelines would encompass approximately 771 acres.  
The Phoenix Lateral would cross Midway for approximately 16,900 feet 
and would be constructed in the center of a 50-foot-wide permanent right-
of-way adjacent to one side of the existing EPNG right-of-way.  Because 
the hypothetical 600-foot-wide setback would be measured from the 
centerline of the Phoenix Lateral, the resulting impact from such a 
setback due to the addition of the Phoenix Lateral would be 
approximately 10 acres, not 742 acres as estimated by the commentor 
(see comment letter CO24).   

Regarding class location, Transwestern would be required to monitor 
development progress in proximity to the pipeline and implement 
measures in response to any class changes to maintain compliance with 
DOT requirements.  In addition, new HCAs may be identified over time, 
such as when population distributions change or new sites that are 
occupied by 20 or more persons are identified.  Transwestern must 
consider such changes to determine whether new HCAs have been 
created.  A newly identified HCA must be incorporated into the integrity 
management program within 1 year of its identification.      

CO7-2 
(cont’d) 

CO7-3 
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CO7-4 As indicated by the commentor, the Phoenix Lateral would be located no 

closer than 400 feet from Elaine Farms, a development that is going 
through the local approval process.  Based on this distance, the proposed 
project would not impact Elaine Farms. 

WVSV’s comments regarding the potential impact of the project on 
nearby land values are noted.  The potential effect of the proposed 
project on property values is discussed in section 4.8.5.  See also the 
response to comment PM3-45 that addresses the referenced TRB report. 

CO7-3 
(cont’d) 

CO7-4 
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CO8-1 El Dorado Holdings, Inc.’s opposition to the alternative route for the high 

pressure natural gas pipeline in Buckeye that traverses the southeast 
portion of Douglas Ranch along the CAP canal is noted.  It is noted that 
this opposition was withdrawn in a letter dated June 16, 2007 (see 
comment letter CO27 and the response to comment CO27-1). 

 

CO8-1 
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