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CO20-1 See the responses to comments PM3-2 and PM3-3.  CO20-1 
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CO20-2 See the responses to comments PM3-2, PM3-7, PM3-8, PM3-16, 

PM3-45, and LA2-8. 
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CO20-3 See the responses to comments PM3-2 and PM3-3. 

CO20-4 See the response to comment PM3-12 regarding the adequacy of the 
alternatives analysis contained in the draft EIS.  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.  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. 

Section 3.4.2.5 has been revised to include additional discussion 
regarding the utility crossings in the Buckeye area. 

The statistics of “number of miles of existing developments crossed or 
abutted” and the “number of residential lots within 50 feet of the 
construction right-of-way” provide a meaningful quantification of the 
relative degree of development in proximity to the proposed project or 
alternative routes.  Also, utilizing the proximity of existing residential lots 
to the proposed pipeline or alternatives is a reasonable means of 
estimating the number of lots that may be actually located near the 
pipeline in areas of future development. 

The proposed project would be designed, constructed, and maintained in 
accordance with DOT regulations that are protective of public safety.  
Transwestern would be required to monitor development activity near the 
pipeline and implement measures to remain in compliance with DOT 
regulations in response to class changes along the route. 

The suggestion that future developments would not encroach on the APS 
Palos Verde Hub to TS-5 500 kV transmission line, thus providing greater 
room between future developments and the Buckeye Alternatives, is 
contradicted by development plans along the proposed route that 
demonstrate that electric transmission lines do not necessarily 
discourage encroachment by development. 

The crossings of the CAP canal that would be necessary if the North 
Buckeye Alternative were adopted would be substantial undertakings 
when compared to conventional crossings of existing roadways. 

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  

CO20-2 
(cont’d) 
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CO20-4 
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CO20-4 
(cont’d) 

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.  In comment letter A1, 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.   

Existing and future utility crossings in the Buckeye area are addressed in 
section 3.4.2.5.  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).   

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.  It is also 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.  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.   

See the responses to comment CO16-20 pertaining to pipeline class 
comparative costs and comment LA11-3 regarding comparative 
operations and maintenance costs. 
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CO20-5 See the responses to comments PM3-2 and PM3-3. CO20-5 
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CO21-1 Section 3.5.2.4 has been revised to incorporate additional information 

provided by WMA regarding the Waste Management Arizona Variation. 
CO21-1 
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CO22-1 Section 3.5.2.5 has been revised to address the Verona master planned 

community. 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO22-2 Miller Holdings, Inc.’s description of the background and list of interested 
parties are noted.  See the response to comment CO22-1.  
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CO22-3 See the response to comment CO22-1. 
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CO22-4 See the response to comment CO22-1. 
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CO22-5 See the response to comment CO22-1. 
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CO23-1 Section 1.1 has been revised to incorporate UNS Gas, Inc.’s comments 

in support of the project including the purpose and need of the proposed 
project. 

CO23-1 
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CO24-1 The correction to page 3 of the comments filed in a letter dated June 13, 

2007 (see comment letter CO7) is noted.  See the response to comment 
CO7-3.   

CO24-1 



 

II-764 

Companies and Organizations 24 
 
 

CO24-1 
(cont’d) 



 

II-765 

Companies and Organizations 25 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
CO25-1 The correction to page 14 of the comments filed in a letter dated June 18, 

2007 (see comment letter CO16) is noted.  See the response to comment 
CO7-3.  
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CO26-1 Section 3.5.2.4 has been revised to incorporate additional information 

provided by WMA regarding the Waste Management Arizona Variation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CO26-2 See the response to comment CO26-1. 
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CO26-3 See the response to comment CO26-1. 
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CO26-4 See the response to comment CO26-1. 
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CO26-5 See the response to comment CO26-1. 
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CO27-1 El Dorado Holdings, Inc.’s withdrawal of its 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 (see 
comment letter CO8) is noted. 
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CO28-1 As discussed in section 3.4.2.3, the Agency Staffs support the proposed 

alignment of the Phoenix Lateral that would entirely avoid the AFNM.   

Section 4.9 describes the results of cultural resources surveys completed 
and the mitigation that would be implemented to avoid or reduce impacts 
on cultural resources near the monument.  The BLM, which manages the 
monument, has been closely consulted regarding the identification and 
preservation of cultural resources in proximity to the monument and other 
federal lands crossed by the project. 
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CO28-2 The Friends of the Agua Fria National Monument’s request that 

Transwestern work with this group and others is noted.  Section 4.7.5 has 
been revised to include a discussion of the proposed Black Canyon 
Heritage Park.   

 
 
 
 

CO28-3 Section 1.5.1 has been revised to incorporate the BLM’s determination 
that a land use plan amendment is not required for the Phoenix 
Expansion Project to be in conformance with the Phoenix RMP and the 
reasons for this determination.  Therefore, any revisions to the Agua Fria 
National Monument and Bradshaw-Harquahala Draft RMP would not 
affect the Commission’s recommendations regarding the proposed 
project or the BLM’s decision that the project is in conformance with the 
applicable RMP. 

CO28-4 The comments of the Friends of the Agua Fria National Monument 
regarding the Commission’s consideration of its comments and future 
cooperation in protecting the AFNM for archeological study of its ancient 
sites, for its sustaining environment, and for the appreciation of future 
generations are noted.  
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CO29-1 The EPA agrees with the FERC and Agency Staffs’ conclusion that the 

proposed alignment in the Buckeye area would result in fewer adverse 
environmental impacts than either of the Buckeye Alternatives (see 
comment letter FA4), a conclusion that the EPA would not have reached 
had it deemed the analysis of the Buckeye Alternatives to be deficient.  
Rather, as indicated in its detailed comments, the EPA’s recommendation 
to fully analyze pipeline alternatives is in reference to two variations:  the 
Waste Management Arizona Variation and the Pinal County EPNG 
Collocation Variations, where the draft EIS sought additional information 
to finalize the alignment of the Phoenix Lateral through those areas 
before commencement of construction.     

In its withdrawal of opposition to the Buckeye Alternatives, El Dorado 
Holdings, Inc., does not assert that the Buckeye Alternatives would not 
impact its planned Douglas Ranch project.  Section 3.4.2.5 has been 
revised to include additional information regarding planned development 
in the Buckeye area. 
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II-785 

Companies and Organizations 29 
 
 CO29-1 

(cont’d) 



 

II-786 

Companies and Organizations 30 
 
 



 

II-787 

Companies and Organizations 30 
 
 



 

II-788 

Companies and Organizations 30 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
CO30-1 Based on the information before it in preparing the draft EIS, the FERC 

concluded that the placement of permanent right-of-way on platted lots 
within four planned developments in Pinal County could apparently be 
avoided by implementing slight variations to Transwestern’s proposed 
alignment.   

Transwestern complied with mitigation measure number 11 of the draft 
EIS by working with EPNG and conducting detailed field surveys to 
determine the actual dimensions of EPNG’s right-of-way across the 
planned developments and the location of EPNG’s existing pipelines 
within the right-of-way.  The distance between the nearest EPNG pipeline 
and lot lines within the planned developments was found to range from 
22.5 to 45 feet, not 45 to more than 50 feet as previously understood.  
Based on this new information, Transwestern developed variations that 
would substantially reduce, but not entirely eliminate, the direct impact of 
the project on the developments.  These variations are a reasonable 
balance between the desire of the developers and local planning 
agencies to avoid direct impact on the developments and significant 
replanning, and the necessity to provide Transwestern and EPNG 
sufficient room in which to safely operate their facilities.  Section 3.5.2.5 
has been revised to address these variations. 

Approval of the variations would include the placement of temporary 
easements on the planned developments.  These easements would 
expire upon completion of construction activities. 

EPNG’s future plans pertaining to expansion or maintenance of its 
facilities are beyond the scope of this EIS. 

CO30-1 



 

II-789 

Companies and Organizations 30 
 
 CO30-1 

(cont’d) 



 

II-790 

Companies and Organizations 30 
 
 CO30-1 

(cont’d) 



 

II-791 

Companies and Organizations 30 
 
 CO30-1 

(cont’d) 



 

II-792 

Companies and Organizations 30 
 
 CO30-1 

(cont’d) 



 

II-793 

Companies and Organizations 30 
 
 CO30-1 

(cont’d) 



 

II-794 

Companies and Organizations 30 
 
 CO30-1 

(cont’d) 



 

II-795 

Companies and Organizations 30 
 
 CO30-1 

(cont’d) 



 

II-796 

Companies and Organizations 30 
 
 CO30-1 

(cont’d) 



 

II-797 

Companies and Organizations 30 
 
 
 


