
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 

INDIVIDUALS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

II-798 

Individuals 1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND1-1 Section 4.3.4.2 describes the general mitigation criteria that 

Transwestern’s permit application would need to meet when applying for 
a permit under the COE section 404 program.  Because Transwestern 
has not yet received its section 404 authorization from the COE, it is 
unknown whether any specific conditions will be required.  The COE has 
determined, however, that the Phoenix Expansion Project qualifies for an 
Authorization under the COE’s section 404 Nationwide Permit program.  
A Nationwide Authorization is a general permit authorization issued by 
the COE for certain activities having minimal impacts and does not 
regulate aspects of the project design such as specific crossing methods.  
It is the FERC staff’s expectation that Transwestern will work to address 
the commentor’s concerns during the easement acquisition process.  The 
easement acquisition process, which is between the pipeline company 
and the affected landowner, is discussed in section 4.7.2.  

IND1-1 



 

II-799 

Individuals 1 
 

IND1-1 
(cont’d) 



 

II-800 

 Individuals 1 
 
 

Public 



 

II-801 

Individuals 1 
 
 

Public



 

II-802 

Individuals 1 
 
 

Public



 

II-803 

Individuals 1 
 
 

Public



 

II-804 

Individuals 1 
 
 

Public



 

II-805 

Individuals 1 
 
 

Public



 

II-806 

Individuals 1 
 
 

Public



 

II-807 

Individuals 1 
 
 

Public



 

II-808 

Individuals 1 
 
 

Public



 

II-809 

Individuals 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
IND2-1 All of the telephone numbers for the FERC that were listed on page 4 of 

the cover letter of the draft EIS have been verified and are working 
numbers.  

IND2-2 Section 2.5 discusses the environmental inspection and mitigation 
monitoring program that would be implemented to ensure that 
Transwestern complies with the mitigation measures in its applications, 
the FERC Certificate, the BLM/FS/BOR POD, and other permits.  
Transwestern would be required to adhere to all commitments and 
agency requirements regardless of the ultimate ownership of the 
company.   

IND2-1 

IND2-2 



 

II-810 

Individuals 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
IND2-3 See the response to comment PM3-2.  This general comment is followed 

by more specific comments that are addressed in the responses to 
comments IND2-4 through IND2-11. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

IND2-4 The source of the data presented in table 4.1.2-1 did not identify any 
wells within 1,000 feet of MPs 0.0 to 1.4.  Transwestern would avoid 
physical damage to wells that may exist in the construction work area but 
were not identified in table 4.1.2-1.  In addition, construction and 
operation of the proposed project would not affect access to oil and gas 
reserves. 

IND2-5 Table 4.7.3-1 has been revised based on the site-specific construction 
plans filed by Transwestern.  

IND2-5 

IND2-4 

IND2-3 

IND2-2 
(cont’d) 



 

II-811 

Individuals 2 
 
 
IND2-6 Section 4.7.3.1 has been revised to include additional details regarding 

Transwestern’s Landowner Complaint Resolution Procedure, including 
how to contact the Commission’s toll-free Enforcement Hotline, if an 
affected landowner has contacted Transwestern and feels that an 
appropriate response has not been provided.  Section 2.3.2 has been 
revised to include a cross reference to the Landowner Complaint 
Resolution Procedure that is outlined in section 4.7.3.1.   

 

IND2-7 The referenced statement was intended to show that Transwestern is 
attempting to reduce new land use impacts by using existing easements 
to construct its pipeline as well as place its facilities adjacent to areas 
already dedicated to utilities.  The statement was not intended to imply 
that Transwestern could arbitrarily place new facilities within the existing 
easement without renegotiating these easement agreements.  
Transwestern’s ability to install a new pipeline within its, or another 
pipeline company’s, existing easement is dependent upon the 
agreements previously established between the landowner and 
Transwestern and/or the other pipeline company upon installing the 
original, existing pipeline.   

The commentor’s statements regarding property values and limiting 
future use of the property through which the pipeline passes are noted. 

Section 4.7.3.1 has been revised to include additional details regarding 
Transwestern’s Landowner Complaint Resolution Procedure. 

IND2-6 

IND2-7 



 

II-812 

Individuals 2 
 
 IND2-7 

(cont’d) 



 

II-813 

Individuals 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
IND2-8 Transwestern has prepared certified plats for every tract of land that 

would be crossed.  Transwestern’s plats show the area that would be 
affected by the permanent pipeline easement as well as temporary 
workspace that would be affected during construction.  These plats have 
been used by Transwestern during the easement negotiation process 
with landowners.  Further, Transwestern’s site-specific residential and 
structural implementation plans have been filed with the FERC and are 
available for viewing on the FERC Internet website (http://www.ferc.gov) 
under Docket Number CP06-459.  

IND2-7 
(cont’d) 

IND2-8 



 

II-814 

Individuals 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
IND2-9 In analyzing the potential impacts of a proposed project on future 

development, the FERC only considers development projects that are 
actually planned because development in earlier stages of consideration 
are conceptual or speculative and thus are subject to cancellation, 
significant delay, or substantial change.  No planned developments were 
identified in proximity to the San Juan Lateral Loops A and B. 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

IND2-10 Rock removal would generally be considered acceptable if the amount of 
rock remaining in the soil is consistent with preconstruction conditions or 
with areas adjacent to the construction right-of-way.  The adequacy of 
rock removal efforts from cropland, hayfields, pastures, residential areas, 
and other areas at the landowner’s request would be verified by the EI.  

 

 
  

IND2-11 Generally, soil and erosion control materials that are certified as weed 
free are available.  If, however, Transwestern is unable to obtain such 
material, Transwestern would be required to submit a variance request 
and propose an alternative measure that would provide an equal or better 
level of protection to the resource.  Transwestern would not be allowed to 
implement the alternative measure unless approved by the FERC staff in 
consultation with the appropriate regulatory agencies.  See also the 
response to comment LA2-56. 

IND2-8 
(cont’d) 

IND2-9 

IND2-10 

IND2-11 



 

II-815 

Individuals 3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IND3-1 The referenced parcel of land was apparently owned by the TransNation 

Title Insurance Company Trust 7400 (TransNation Trust) when the FERC 
began its environmental review of the project.  TransNation Trust was 
included on the mailing list of affected landowners that Transwestern 
provided to the FERC in support of its application and, consequently, was 
included on the FERC’s environmental mailing list as an affected 
landowner and was sent the NOI.  A description of the NOI and the public 
participation process is presented in section 1.3.  Because TransNation 
Trust did not return the Mailing List Retention Form to remain on the 
mailing list to receive additional project information, the FERC did not 
send TransNation Trust the draft EIS.  If the commentor has purchased 
the property from TransNation Trust and is now the current landowner, 
Transwestern’s land department will be working with the commentor 
regarding the easement agreement and will be able to explain the 
evolution of the pipeline route.  The easement acquisition process, which 
is between the pipeline company and the affected landowner, is 
discussed in section 4.7.2.  The commentor has been added to the 
FERC’s mailing list for the project and will receive any future project 
mailings, including the final EIS.   

IND3-1 



 

II-816 

 Individuals 3 
 
 

IND3-1 
(cont’d) 



 

II-817 

 Individuals 4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
IND4-1 Where possible, pipelines should be installed near the center of their 

rights-of-way to provide the greatest separation from areas that the 
pipeline operator does not control, such as in adjacent easements.  For 
safety and operational purposes, it is also preferred to install pipelines in 
straight segments, rather than wavering in response to property lines.  
For these reasons, the Phoenix Lateral has been proposed to be installed 
in the center of a 50-foot-wide permanent right-of-way that extends 
straight across the commentor’s property and neighboring properties.  
Also for safety and operational purposes, permanent third-party 
structures are not allowed within the 50-foot-wide permanent right-of-way.  

The effect that the right-of-way may have on private property is a 
damage-related issue that is the subject of negotiation between the 
landowner and pipeline company.  See sections 4.7.2 and 4.8.5 for 
additional information regarding land ownership and easement 
requirements. 

IND4-1 



 

II-818 

 Individuals 4 
 

IND4-1 
(cont’d) 



 

II-819 

Individuals 4 
 
 



 

II-820 

Individuals 4 
 
 



 

II-821 

Individuals 5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
IND5-1 See the response to comment PM3-14 regarding the purpose and need 

for the project, the potential EPNG gas storage project in Arizona, the 
volume of natural gas that the proposed project would deliver in 
comparison with historical Arizona consumption, and the effect that the 
project would have on natural gas prices in the area. 

IND5-1 



 

II-822 

Individuals 5 
 
 
 

 
 
IND5-2 The evaluation of the Buckeye Alternatives has not devolved to a “cost to 

construct” standard.  See the response to comment PM3-28 for additional 
discussion of this issue. 

See the response to comment PM3-7 regarding existing and future utility 
crossings in the Buckeye area. 

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.   

The FERC is not obligated to specifically analyze remote probability 
events having potentially catastrophic consequences.  Rather, as 
presented in section 4.11, the FERC considers historical pipeline safety 
data (which includes significant incidents) and federal safety regulations 
in its assessment of the safety and reliability of proposed projects. 

See the responses to comments PM3-29, CO3-6, PM3-2, and LA2-8 
regarding collocation of the proposed project in existing powerline 
easements, and SRP’s comments on the draft EIS (comment letter 
CO11) in which SRP concludes that collocation of the Phoenix Lateral in 
the existing SRP powerline easement would not represent a safety 
hazard. 

 

 
 

IND5-3 A discussion of the natural gas volumes that would be transported 
through the pipeline is provided in section 1.1, and internal and external 
forces that could affect the pipeline are discussed in sections 4.11.1 and 
4.11.2.  Section 4.11 discusses the potential for outside forces incidents 
to affect the pipe and does not imply that thicker-walled pipe would not be 
susceptible to outside forces.  It is the FERC staff’s position that the 
historical data indicate more recent and stringent safety requirements and 
advancements in corrosion control have resulted in fewer pipeline 
incidents and fatalities.  Section 4.11.1 describes the various mitigation 
measures that would be implemented to reduce potential impacts in 
areas of higher population densities or within HCAs.  

IND5-2 

IND5-3 



 

II-823 

Individuals 5 
 
 IND5-3 

(cont’d) 



 

II-824 

Individuals 5 
 
 
 
IND5-4 See the responses to comments LA2-223 and PM3-30. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

IND5-5 See the responses to comments PM3-2 and PM3-3. 

IND5-4 

IND5-5 



 

II-825 

Individuals 5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
IND5-6 See the response to comment PM3-2.  The potential for a terrorist attack 

is addressed in section 4.11.4.  See also the response to comment PM3-
37.   

IND5-5 
(cont’d) 

IND5-6 



 

II-826 

Individuals 6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
IND6-1 The effect that the right-of-way may have on private property is a 

damage-related issue that is the subject of negotiation between the 
landowner and the pipeline company.  See sections 4.7.2 and 4.8.5 for 
additional information regarding land ownership and easement 
requirements and section 4.7.3 regarding construction in existing and 
planned residential areas.  Section 4.7.3 also describes Transwestern’s 
Landowner Complaint Resolution Procedure. 

 

IND6-1 
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