
 

II-612 

Companies and Organizations 15 
 
 
CO15-1 The TVA comments pertaining to proposed development in Tonopah 

Valley are noted.  Additional discussion of development plans in Tonopah 
Valley has been included in section 3.4.2.5. 

 

CO15-1 



 

II-613 

Companies and Organizations 15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO15-2 The TVA’s comments expressing disappointment with the Town of 

Buckeye are noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO15-3 The TVA’s comments expressing concern that adoption of either Buckeye 
Alternative would result in trading impacts from one area (Buckeye) to 
another (TVA) are noted. 

CO15-1 
(cont’d) 

CO15-2 

CO15-3 
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 Companies and Organizations 15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO15-4 The TVA’s comments regarding the Town of Buckeye’s apparent late 

objection to the proposed alignment are noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO15-5 Additional information based on the maps provided by the TVA has been 
included in section 3.4.2.5.  
 

 
 

CO15-6 The TVA’s comments expressing disappointment with the Town of 
Buckeye are noted. 

CO15-3 
(cont’d) 

CO15-4 

CO15-5 

CO15-6 



 

II-615 

Companies and Organizations 15 
 
 



 

II-616 

Companies and Organizations 15 
 
 



 

II-617 

Companies and Organizations 15 
 
 



 

II-618 

Companies and Organizations 15 
 
 



 

II-619 

Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-1 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.  

The draft EIS identifies planned developments along the proposed 
pipeline route in section 4.7.3.2 and addresses the impacts that the 
project could have on these development plans.  The draft EIS 
considered alternatives in the Buckeye area but found none preferable to 
the proposed route. 

The proposed route filed by Transwestern on September 15, 2006 was 
the result of the FERC’s Pre-Filing Process that involved input from the 
federal cooperating agencies, state agencies, local governments, and 
significant public participation through various notifications, open houses, 
and scoping meetings.  The FERC’s Pre-Filing Process is intended to 
resolve significant routing issues prior to an applicant submitting a formal 
application. 

CO16-1 
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Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-2 See the responses to comments PM3-2, PM3-3, and PM3-12. 

CO16-1 
(cont’d) 

CO16-2 
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Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 CO16-2 

(cont’d) 
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Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-3 Section 3.4.2.5 has been revised to include additional information 

regarding planned development in the Buckeye area. 

CO16-2 
(cont’d) 

CO16-3 



 

II-623 

Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-4 See the response to comment CO7-3 regarding the Midway project. 

CO16-3 
(cont’d) 

CO16-4 



 

II-624 

Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-5 Table 4.7.3-2 has been revised to include the Enterprise Ranch project 

and a discussion of the Enterprise Ranch project has been included in 
section 3.6.  
 
 
 
 
 

CO16-6 See the response to comment CO7-4 regarding the Elaine Farms project.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO16-7 Section 3.4.2.5 recognizes that numerous developments and master 
planned communities have been approved for construction along the 
proposed route of the Phoenix Lateral through the Buckeye area and 
analyzes the potential impacts that the proposed project would have on 
planned developments in the area.  

CO16-4 
(cont’d) 

CO16-5 

CO16-6 

CO16-7 
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Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 CO16-7 

(cont’d) 



 

II-626 

Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
CO16-8 See the response to comment PM3-1.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO16-9 See the responses to comment PM3-1 regarding the public notice 
process and comment PM3-3 regarding the Town of Buckeye’s request 
to withdraw the draft EIS or extend the 45-day public comment period on 
the draft EIS.   

The FERC encourages the public and other stakeholders to participate in 
the EIS process by providing comments throughout the process and 
clarifying inaccuracies or discrepancies they may perceive in the EIS. 

CO16-8 

CO16-9 



 

II-627 

Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-10 See the response to comment PM3-8. 

CO16-11 See the responses to comments PM3-2 and PM3-12. 

CO16-9 
(cont’d) 

CO16-10 

CO16-11 



 

II-628 

Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-12 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.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO16-13 The number of planned residential lots that would be located within 50 
feet of the permanent right-of-way of the proposed route and the 
Buckeye Alternatives has been revised to incorporate the reported 
density of planned lots in proximity to the Sun Valley developments (the 
Sun Valley development referred to by WVSV is identified as Sun 
Valley and Valley Village III in section 4.7.3.2). 

CO16-12 

CO16-13 



 

II-629 

Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-14 The 50-foot-wide permanent right-of-way of the Phoenix Lateral would 

not extend 25 feet on either side of the pipeline in the Buckeye area.  
Rather, as stated in section 3.4.2.5, the pipeline would be installed 15 
feet from the edge of Transwestern’s 50-foot-wide permanent right-of-
way, and the right-of-way would be located entirely within the existing 
SRP easement for the entire length across the Valley Village 
development.  Therefore, the pipeline would not require 10 feet of new 
permanent right-of-way outside and adjacent to the SRP right-of-way 
and, thus, would not result in direct impact on lots (i.e. the placement of 
permanent right-of-way). 

CO16-15 As noted in the response to comment CO16-14, WVSV incorrectly 
concluded that the proposed alignment would require 10 feet of new 
permanent right-of-way outside and adjacent to the SRP right-of-way in 
which the Phoenix Lateral would be located and would thus directly 
impact land that has been or would be developed.  As proposed, the 
construction work area and the 50-foot-wide permanent right-of-way for 
the Phoenix Lateral would be entirely within the existing SRP powerline 
easement for the entire length across Valley Village and nearly the 
entire length of the route through the Buckeye area.  The existing 
powerline easement is not available for residential development and, 
thus, the cost of right-of-way for the Phoenix Lateral should not 
compare to the cost of residential land.  Also, in estimating the impact 
of the project on land costs, WVSV and other developers have asserted 
that the value of all lands within a 600-foot-wide setback should be 
included in the cost comparison.  We disagree that a 600-foot-wide 
setback from the pipeline is necessary as discussed in the response to 
comment CO7-3.  In conclusion, while the cost of right-of-way 
acquisition is a matter of negotiation between Transwestern and the 
landowner that is outside the scope of this EIS, the cost to acquire 
right-of-way within the existing SRP powerline easement should be 
generally comparable to the cost to acquire right-of-way within the 
approved APS Palo Verde Hub to TS-5 500 kV transmission line 
easement in which the Buckeye Alternatives would be sited.  
Furthermore, additional costs that may be incurred to acquire right-of-
way along the proposed alignment would be at least partially offset by 
the additional cost of acquiring 19 miles more of right-of-way along the 
Buckeye Alternatives. 

CO16-13 
(cont’d) 

CO16-14 

CO16-15 
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 Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-16 Transwestern reaffirmed that approximately 15,000 hp of additional 

compression at an approximate cost of $30 million would be required in 
order for Transwestern to make delivery point pressure obligations and 
to maintain line pack for contractual deliveries if either of the Buckeye 
Alternatives are adopted (see comment letter A1).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

CO16-17 See the response to comment PM3-8. 

CO16-15 
(cont’d) 

CO16-16 

CO16-17 



 

II-631 

 Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-18 The proposed alignment of the Phoenix Lateral within the existing SRP 

easement would be designed, constructed, and operated in accordance 
with DOT requirements that are protective of public safety.  Therefore, 
the draft EIS concluded that implementation of mitigation measures 
suggested by Buckeye area stakeholders, including burial of the 
pipeline at depths of 14 to 20 feet or construction of concrete-reinforced 
blast walls along both sides of the pipeline, would not significantly 
improve public safety.  See also the response to comment PM3-52 for 
additional discussion of pipeline safety in Buckeye. 

It is not reasonable to require Transwestern to bury its pipeline at a 
depth of 14 to 20 feet for the entire length through the Buckeye area to 
accommodate future utility crossings that have not been located or 
designed and could take decades to develop.  Commentors have 
stated that there could eventually be hundreds of utility crossings 
across the SRP easement in the Buckeye area, but that the 
communities along the proposed route have not been designed to avoid 
the need for utility crossings across the SRP easement (see comment 
CO3-8).  However, 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. 

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.   

CO16-17 
(cont’d) 

CO16-18 
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 Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-19 See the responses to comments PM3-7 and LA2-8. 

CO16-18 
(cont’d) 

CO16-19 



 

II-633 

Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-20 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.  Transwestern reaffirmed that approximately 15,000 hp of 
additional compression at an approximate cost of $30 million would be 
required in order for Transwestern to make delivery point pressure 
obligations and to maintain line pack for contractual deliveries if either 
of the Buckeye Alternatives are adopted (see comment letter A1).   

The specifications that determine class location for a natural gas 
transmission pipeline are established by the DOT and are based on the 
proximity and density of human populations present at the time of 
construction.   The proposed pipeline would be designed in accordance 
with Class 3 standards in those areas of Buckeye that have been 
developed at the time of construction, including Tartesso and Sun City 
Festival.  The remaining, undeveloped areas of Buckeye could 
technically be constructed to Class 1 standards; however, 
Transwestern proposes to construct the Phoenix Lateral to Class 2 
standards through all other areas of Buckeye, including areas not 
slated for development.  The build out of the Buckeye area is 
anticipated to take decades.  During that time, Transwestern would be 
required to monitor development progress and implement measures to 
comply with changes in class designations.  Similarly, Transwestern 
would be required to implement measures to comply with changes in 
class designations that could occur over time along the Buckeye 
Alternatives.   

See the response to comment CO16-18 regarding the contention that 
the proposed pipeline must be installed at greater depths than 
proposed in the Buckeye area. 

See the response to comment CO16-15 regarding the contention that 
right-of-way acquisition costs would be significantly higher along the 
proposed route than along the Buckeye Alternatives. 

See the responses to comments CO16-15 and PM3-45 regarding the 
applicability of the referenced TRB study to the Buckeye Alternatives 
analysis. 

CO16-20 
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Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 CO16-20 

(cont’d) 



 

II-635 

Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 CO16-20 

(cont’d) 



 

II-636 

Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-21 See the responses to comments PM3-2, PM3-3, and PM3-12.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO16-22 The socioeconomic analysis provides information on existing conditions 
along the proposed route.  Therefore, the number of schools presented 
in section 4.8 reflects current, existing conditions.  Section 3.4.2.5 
recognizes that the Buckeye development plans include schools in 
addition to residences, hospitals, commercial areas, and greenspaces.  

CO16-20 
(cont’d) 

CO16-21 

CO16-22 



 

II-637 

Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
CO16-23 See the response to comment PM3-20. 

 
 
 

CO16-24 See the responses to comments PM3-15, CO16-15, and FA4-4. 

CO16-23 

CO16-24 
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Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
CO16-25 See the response to comment CO16-20 regarding the comparative cost 

analysis for the Buckeye Alternatives.  The higher cost that would be 
associated with the construction and operation of the Buckeye 
Alternatives is important because Transwestern has stated that these 
costs would render the Phoenix Expansion Project uneconomic.  
However, the Buckeye Alternatives analysis was not based solely on 
costs, as such a conclusion would ignore the increased environmental 
impacts that would be associated with constructing an additional 19 
miles of 36-inch-diameter pipeline through a sensitive desert 
environment and the impact that construction and operation of a new 
compressor station would have, primarily on air quality.  In its 
comments on the draft EIS, the EPA supported the conclusion that the 
proposed route would result in fewer adverse environmental impacts 
than the Buckeye Alternatives, and specifically noted that the additional 
construction emissions associated with the longer Buckeye Alternatives 
would be a “significant adverse impact, especially in Maricopa County 
which is in nonattainment of national air quality standards for ozone and 
particulate matter” (see comment letter FA4).   

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. 

The FERC is not aware of any plans to locate additional pipelines along 
the proposed alignment of the Phoenix Lateral in the Buckeye area.  
The FERC does not consider speculative projects in its environmental 
analysis. 

CO16-24 
(cont’d) 

CO16-25 
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Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-26 See the response to comment PM3-45. 

CO16-25 
(cont’d) 

CO16-26 



 

II-640 

Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-27 See the responses to comments PM3-2 and PM3-3. 

CO16-26 
(cont’d) 

CO16-27 
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Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 CO16-27 

(cont’d) 



 

II-642 

Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 



 

II-643 

Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 



 

II-644 

Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-28 The draft EIS incorrectly reported that an open house meeting was held 

in Maricopa, Arizona.  The Executive Summary and section 1.3 have 
been revised to remove references to this meeting.   

 
 

CO16-29 The NOI was mailed to more than 5,800 individuals and organizations, 
including many representatives of the Town of Buckeye and developers 
in the Buckeye master planning corridor that later filed interventions.  
Other recipients of the NOI from the Buckeye area included the 
Buckeye Public Library, 37 miscellaneous individuals and 
organizations, 3 landowners, and 1 intervenor.  The map included in the 
NOI depicted the proposed route.   

CO16-30 See the responses to comments PM3-1 and PM3-2. 

CO16-28 

CO16-29 

CO16-30 



 

II-645 

Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-31 See the responses to comments PM3-1 and CO16-29. CO16-31 



 

II-646 

Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-32 See the responses to comments PM3-1 and CO16-29. 

CO16-31 
(cont’d) 

CO16-32 
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Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 

CO16-32 
(cont’d) 



 

II-648 

Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-33 See the response to comment PM3-45. 

CO16-32 
(cont’d) 

CO16-33 
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Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 

CO16-33 
(cont’d) 



 

II-650 

Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-34 See the responses to comments PM3-1 and CO16-29. 

CO16-33 
(cont’d) 

CO16-34 



 

II-651 

Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-35 WVSV’s comments regarding its communications with Transwestern 

are noted.  The public outreach efforts associated with this project are 
described in section 1.3 of the EIS, and specific notification efforts 
associated with the Buckeye area are summarized in the response to 
comment PM3-1. 

CO16-34 
(cont’d) 

CO16-35 
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Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 

CO16-35 
(cont’d) 



 

II-653 

Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 

CO16-35 
(cont’d) 



 

II-654 

Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-36 Table 1.6-1 lists the major federal, state, and local permits, approvals, 

and consultations identified for the construction and operation of the 
Phoenix Expansion Project.  Section 1.6-1 also states that 
Transwestern would be responsible for obtaining all permits and 
approvals required to implement the proposed project regardless of 
whether they appear in table 1.6-1.  See also the response to comment 
PM3-2. 

CO16-35 
(cont’d) 

CO16-36 



 

II-655 

Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-37 In table 2.1.1-1, a footnote is included for the East Valley Lateral that 

describes it as existing.  Although it is already constructed, it is listed in 
the description of proposed facilities because its acquisition would be a 
component of the Phoenix Expansion Project. 

 

CO16-38 As discussed in section 1.4.1, the nonjurisdictional facilities associated 
with the proposed project are those facilities that Transwestern 
anticipates would be constructed by the customer downstream of the 
interconnection between the Phoenix Lateral and the existing pipeline 
facilities of the customer.  We are not aware of any facilities that would 
be constructed downstream of the interconnection between the Phoenix 
Lateral and the EPNG customer lateral.  

CO16-39 Section 2.2.1 has been revised to state that a majority of the 1.4 miles 
of customer laterals would be constructed on newly created rights-of-
way. 

CO16-40 Section 2.2.1 has been revised to state that because the customer 
laterals would not be adjacent to existing rights-of-way, the only overlap 
possible is where the laterals extend into the proposed Phoenix Lateral 
construction and permanent rights-of-way. 

CO16-41 WVSV’s comments regarding fencing the right-of-way in 
residential/urban areas where structures are greater than 50 feet from 
the right-of-way are noted.  

Transwestern would coordinate with the property owners of each tract 
crossed.  If the landowner feels that an open trench is a safety issue, 
he/she may request through Transwestern’s land agents that the right-
of-way be fenced during construction.  

CO16-37 

CO16-38 

CO16-39 

CO16-40 

CO16-41 
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Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-42 Section 2.3.2 has been revised to note that equipment working in close 

proximity to high voltage powerlines would be equipped with grounding 
straps.   

 
 

CO16-43 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

CO16-42 

CO16-43 
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Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-44 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. 

CO16-44 



 

II-658 

Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-45 The referenced statement, when taken in its entirety, is true.  See the 

response to comment CO16-14. 

CO16-44 
(cont’d) 

CO16-45 
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Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-46 The number of planned residential lots that would be located within 50 

feet of the permanent right-of-way of the proposed route and the 
Buckeye Alternatives has been revised to incorporate the reported 
density of planned lots in proximity to the Sun Valley developments. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

CO16-47 See the response to comment CO16-20 regarding the comparative cost 
analysis for the Buckeye Alternatives. 

CO16-45 
(cont’d) 

CO16-46 

CO16-47 
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Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-48 Table 3.4.2-1 accurately reflects the information gathered in analyzing 

the Buckeye Alternatives.  WVSV’s comments regarding extensive 
setbacks, increased burial depths, and other factors are addressed in 
the response to comment CO16-20. 

CO16-47 
(cont’d) 

CO16-48 
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Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-49 Transwestern reaffirmed the need for compression if either of the 

Buckeye Alternatives is adopted (see comment letter A1). 

CO16-48 
(cont’d) 

CO16-49 
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Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-50 See the response to comment CO16-20 regarding the comparative cost 

analysis for the Buckeye Alternatives. 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

CO16-51 Transwestern reaffirmed the need for compression if either of the 
Buckeye Alternatives is adopted (see comment letter A1). 
 
 

CO16-52 See the response to comment PM3-45. 

CO16-49 
(cont’d) 

CO16-50 

CO16-51 

CO16-52 
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Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-53 See the response to comment PM3-45.  The construction and 

excavation requirements meet the current safety standards of the 
PHMSA/OPS.  As discussed in section 4.11.2, older pipelines have a 
higher frequency of outside forces incidents partly because their 
location may be less well known and less well marked than newer lines. 

CO16-52 
(cont’d) 

CO16-53 
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Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-54 See the response to comment CO16-44 regarding the adequacy of the 

EIS. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 

CO16-55 See the response to comment CO16-14 regarding the placement of 
permanent right-of-way on lots within Valley Village and other 
developments in the Buckeye area.  Other construction and operation 
related impacts of the proposed route are discussed in section 3.4.2.5. 

CO16-54 

CO16-55 
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Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-56 See the responses to comments PM3-2 and PM3-12. 

 

 

 
 
 
 

CO16-57 As discussed in section 3.4.2.5 the proposed project would be located 
within an existing powerline easement for nearly its entire length 
through master planned communities in the Buckeye area.  Thus, the 
project would have little direct impact (i.e., placement of permanent 
right-of-way on planned lots) on those developments.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would not necessitate the redesign of developments.  
Other impacts that the proposed project could have on planned 
developments are generally discussed in section 4.7.3.2 and 
specifically discussed relative to the Buckeye area in section 3.4.2.5. 

CO16-58 See the response to comment CO16-14 regarding the placement of 
permanent right-of-way on lots within Valley Village and other 
developments in the Buckeye area.    

CO16-55 
(cont’d) 

CO16-56 

CO16-57 

CO16-58 
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Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-59 See the responses to comment PM3-45 regarding the referenced TRB 

study and comment CO16-20 regarding the comparative cost analysis 
of the Buckeye Alternatives. 

CO16-58 
(cont’d) 

CO16-59 
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Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 

CO16-59 
(cont’d) 



 

II-668 

Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-60 Table 4.7.1-1 reflects information on existing land use conditions and, 

therefore, is not inaccurate.  Section 3.4.2.5 specifically addresses the 
planned developments in the Buckeye area and analyzes alternatives 
to the proposed route through the area. 

 

CO16-61 See the responses to comments PM3-15 and FA4-4. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

CO16-62 See the responses to comments PM3-15 and FA4-4. 

CO16-59 
(cont’d) 

CO16-60 

CO16-61 

CO16-62 
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Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-63 Since November 2005, Transwestern has been in communication with 

landowners, government and agency officials, and the general public.  
This communication has taken the form of public mailings, the FERC’s 
notices, public and agency meetings, and Transwestern’s easement 
negotiations conducted with each individual landowner.  These efforts 
have allowed landowners sufficient time to comment on the project as 
well as communicate to/with Transwestern regarding concerns and to 
develop mutually beneficial mitigation.  The Landowner Complaint 
Resolution Procedure discussed in section 4.7.3.1 would be 
implemented during construction to address construction-related issues 
as they arise. 

CO16-64 Section 4.7.3.1 has been revised to include additional details regarding 
Transwestern’s Landowner Complaint Resolution Procedure.  
Transwestern would be required to respond to any complaints or 
concerns within 24 hours of receiving a call from an affected party.  If 
an affected landowner has contacted Transwestern and still feels that 
an appropriate response has not been provided, the landowner would 
be encouraged to contact the FERC directly at the contact number 
included in the Landowner Complaint Resolution Procedure. 

CO16-65 It is not the intention of the FERC staff to underplay the impacts of a 
catastrophic occurrence but to clearly state the low probability for such 
an occurrence. 

CO16-62 
(cont’d) 

CO16-63 

CO16-64 

CO16-65 
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Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO16-66 Table 4.7.3-2 has been revised in response to comments received on 

the draft EIS. 
 

CO16-67 WVSV’s comments regarding the right-of-way negotiation process are 
noted. 
 
 
 
 
 

CO16-68 Table 4.7.3-2 has been revised to incorporate additional approved and 
proposed developments identified in comments on the draft EIS, 
including WVSV’s proposed Enterprise Ranch project. 

CO16-69 WVSV’s comments regarding the information gathering process are 
noted. 
 

CO16-70 The public outreach efforts associated with this project are described in 
section 1.3, and specific notification efforts associated with the Buckeye 
area are summarized in the response to comment PM3-1. 

 
 

CO16-71 See the response to comment CO16-44 regarding the adequacy of the 
EIS. 

CO16-66 

CO16-67 

CO16-68 

CO16-69 

CO16-70 

CO16-71 
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Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 

CO16-71 
(cont’d) 
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Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 

CO16-71 
(cont’d) 
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Companies and Organizations 16 
 
 

CO16-71 
(cont’d) 
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CO16-72 WVSV’s comments regarding the economic impacts on developers are 

noted.   
 
 
 

CO16-73 WVSV’s comments regarding the operational workforce associated with 
the preferred alternative and its indifferent benefit on the local economy 
are noted.   

 

CO16-74 WVSV’s comments regarding the economic impacts on the local 
economy are noted.   

CO16-71 
(cont’d) 

CO16-72 

CO16-73 

CO16-74 
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CO16-75 See the response to comment CO16-22. 

 
 
 

CO16-76 The socioeconomic analysis provides information on existing conditions 
along the proposed route.  Therefore, the number of hospitals 
presented in section 4.8.3 reflects current, existing conditions.  Section 
3.4.2.5 recognizes that the Buckeye development plans include 
hospitals in addition to residences, schools, commercial areas, and 
greenspaces. 

CO16-77 See the response to PM3-15. 

 

 
 
 
 

CO16-78 The study referenced in the comment addresses a pipeline rupture.  
The pipeline that ruptured contained petroleum and was nearly 50 
years old at the time of the incident in 1993 (http://lumlibrary.org/
webpac/pdf/TAJ/PipelineRuptures.pdf).  The pipeline proposed by 
Transwestern would be a new pipeline that has a very low potential for 
rupture (see section 4.11.3) and, therefore, there is no reason to 
assume property values would be affected.  

CO16-75 

CO16-76 

CO16-77 

CO16-78 
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CO16-79 WVSV’s comments regarding the appeal process and unfair legal costs 

to developers are noted.   
 

CO16-80 WVSV’s comments regarding the pipeline tax revenues versus housing 
and business tax revenues are noted.   
 
 

 

CO16-81 See the response to comment PM3-30. 

CO16-78 
(cont’d) 

CO16-79 

CO16-80 

CO16-81 
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CO16-82 Transwestern’s recommendations for avoiding impacts on cultural 

resources discussed in section 4.9.1 relate specifically to cultural 
resources that Transwestern has identified in its currently completed 
surveys.  However, Transwestern has not yet completed all of its 
cultural resources surveys for the proposed project.  Therefore, the 
FERC staff has recommended in section 4.9.4 that Transwestern shall 
complete its cultural resources surveys before construction (see the 
response to comment LA2-225). 

CO16-83 See the response to comment PM3-45. 

 

 
 

CO16-84 See the response to comment CO16-65. 

 

 

CO16-85 See the responses to comments PM3-2, PM3-36, and PM3-48.   

CO16-81 
(cont’d) 

CO16-82 

CO16-83 

CO16-84 

CO16-85 
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CO16-85 
(cont’d) 
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CO16-85 
(cont’d) 
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CO16-86 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

 

 

CO16-87 See the response to comment PM3-2. 

CO16-86 

CO16-87 
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CO17-1 Gila River Power, L.P.’s comments expressing support for the proposed 

project are noted. 
CO17-1 
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Companies and Organizations 17 
 
 CO17-1 
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Companies and Organizations 18 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO18-1 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.   

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. 

CO18-1 
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CO18-2 Desert Creek’s comment expressing skepticism that Transwestern will 

engage in good faith efforts with the developers to mitigate impacts on 
the Desert Creek project is noted. 

CO18-1 
(cont’d) 

CO18-2 
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CO18-3 The recommendation in section 3.6 has been revised to provide further 

direction to Transwestern and the developers of Desert Creek to develop 
a route variation that would reduce project impacts on the proposed 
development (see also mitigation measure number 13 in section 5.3).  
Transwestern would not be required to ensure that no portion of its 
easement would cross any lots within Desert Creek because such an 
alignment may not be reasonable or feasible.  Transwestern would also 
not be required to bury the pipeline at a substantial depth in order to 
reduce potential conflicts with future utilities.  See the response to 
comment PM3-7 regarding future utility crossings in the Buckeye area. 

CO18-2 
(cont’d) 

CO18-3 
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CO18-4 See the response to comment CO18-3 and the revised text in section 3.6. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CO18-5 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 has stated that 
the additional costs associated with the Buckeye Alternatives would 
render the project uneconomic.  The conclusion that the Buckeye 
Alternatives analysis was based solely on cost ignores the increased 
environmental impacts that would be associated with constructing an 
additional 19 miles of 36-inch-diameter pipeline through a sensitive 
desert environment and the impact that construction and operation of 
additional compression would have, primarily on air quality.  In its 
comments on the draft EIS, the EPA supported the conclusion that the 
proposed route would result in fewer adverse environmental impacts than 
the Buckeye Alternatives, and specifically noted that the additional 
construction emissions associated with the longer Buckeye Alternatives 
would be a “significant adverse impact, especially in Maricopa County 
which is in nonattainment of national air quality standards for ozone and 
particulate matter” (see comment letter FA4). 

CO18-4 

CO18-5 
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CO18-6 See the response to comment CO18-1. 

CO18-5 
(cont’d) 
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CO19-1 Sections 1.1 and 3.4.2.5 have been revised to incorporate SWG’s 

comments regarding the purpose and need of the proposed project. 
CO19-1 
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CO19-2 Section 3.4.2.5 has been revised to incorporate SWG’s comments 

regarding the benefits that the Phoenix Expansion Project would provide 
to its Arizona customers in general and specifically the developing area 
west of Phoenix. 

CO19-1 
(cont’d) 
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