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NOTICE OF FILING 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that Applicant, Salt River Project Agricultural 

Improvement and Power District is filing its Phase 111 Witness Summaries of the Witness 

Panel consisting of Dan Hawkins, Kenda Pollio, Cherie Walth, Pat Golden, and Rob 

Kondziolka. 

Dated this 3rd day of January, 2005. 

JENNINGS, STROUSS & SALMON, P.L.C. 
7- 

Kenneth C. Sundlof, Jr. 
The Collier Center, 1 1 th Floor 
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201 East Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-2385 
Attorneys for Salt River Project 
Agricultural Improvement and Power 
District 

ORIGINAL and 37 copies of the 
foregoing filed on this fi day of 

with 
;jiLb\b\LLiL] ea-( "., - 
Docket Control 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 W. Washington 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Copy of the foregoing mailedemailed on 
this 9th day of December, 2004, to: 

Lisa VandenBerg 

1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 

Diane Targovnik 

1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

ARIZONA COWORATION COMMISSION 

Ernest G. Johnson 

1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 

Walter W. Meek 

2 100 North Central, Suite 2 10 
Phoenix, AZ 85067 

ARIZONA UTILITY INVESTORS AS SOCIATION 

John R. Dacey 
Alicia M. Corbett 

Two North Central Avenue, 1 8th Floor 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

GAMMAGE & BUR"HAM 
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Attorneys for Miller Holdings, Inc. 

James E. Mannato 
Florence Town Attorney 
775 N. Main Street 
P. 0. Box 2670 
Florence, AZ 85253 

Karrin Kunasek Taylor 

11201 n. Tatum Blvd., Suite 330 
Phoenix, AZ 85028 

B I S K W  HUNT & TAYLOR 

Leonard M. Bell 
Martin & Bell, LLC 
365 E. Coronado, Suite 200 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

Roger K. Ferland 
Quarles & Brady Streich Lang LLP 
One Renaissance Square 
Two N. Central Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85004-2391 

Lawrence V. Robertson, Jr. 
Munger Chadwick, P.L.C. 
333 N. Wilmot, Suite 300 
Tucson, AZ 8571 1 

George J. Chasse 
5740 E. Via Los Ranchos 
Paradise Valley, AZ 85253 

James J. Heiler 
5800 Kiva Lane 
Scottsdale, AZ 85253 

Court S. Rich 
Jorden Bischoff McGuire Rose & Hiser 
7272 E. Indian School Road Suite 205 
Scottsdale, AZ 8525 1 

K. Scott McCoy 
City Attorney 
5 10 E. Florence Boulevard 
Casa Grande, AZ 85222 

Andrew Moore 
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Earl Curley & LaGarde 
3 101 N. Central Avenue, Suite 1000 
Phoenix, AZ 85012 

BY 
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Phase Three 
Testimony Summary 

Witness Panel 

The witness panel will consist of Dan Hawkins, Kenda Pollio, and Rob Kondziolka. The 
panel will begin with Dan Hawkins, Kenda Pollio and Rob Kondziolka discussing the 
details of the route selection for Area B. The panel will then continue with Dan Hawkins 
and Kenda Pollio providing a virtual route tour. 

Route Selection for Area B 

The witness panel will consist of Dan Hawkins, Kenda Pollio and Rob Kondziolka 

Introduction to Area B 

Area B is generally located east of the Santa Rosa substation and encompasses the 
various west-east alternatives from Santa Rosa to the Curry/Tweedy Road area. This area 
includes the City of Casa Grande, with the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) to the 
north and the Tohono O’Odham Indian Community to the south. 0 
The Development of Specific Routes in Area B 

As discussed in previous phases of testimony, Greystone was given a blank slate in 
Project study area. The first step for Greystone was overlaying the opportunities that 
existed within the Project study area. As discussed in Area A, Greystone used a list of 
opportunities that had been used on similar projects. These included all of the following 
that fell within Area B: 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5 .  
6. 
7. 
8 .  
9. 

Agency Designated Utility Corridors 
Transmission Lines 
Pipelines 
Large Canals and Developed Drainage Features 
Interstates 
Primary Roads 
Railroads 
Small Canals 
Section Lines 

The next step was overlaying the sensitivities that existed within the Project study area. 
Greystone initially used a list of sensitivities that had been used on similar projects. 
These included all of the following that fell within Area B: 0 



1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 

Jurisdictions and municipal boundaries 
Day Care Centers 
Schools 
Church 
Golf Courses 
Cemeteries 
Landing Strips 
Airports 
Sensitive Species Potential/Occupied Habitat 
T&E Species Potential Habitat 
Open Space/Parks 
Dairy Farms 
Center Pivot Irrigation 
Land fi 11 
Existing Residential AreadEstablished Rural Communities 
Planned Residential Developments 
State Lands/Federal Lands/Indian Lands 
Mine/Quames 
Cultural/Historic sites 

As discussed in the Phase I testimony, the opportunities were categorized into primary 
and secondary with a color difference of dark green representing the primary or stronger 
opportunities and the light green representing the lesser opportunities. The sensitivities 
were categorized into high, medium and low represented by orange, gold and light 
yellow. 

0 
Narrowing of Route Possibilities 

The general goal was to go west-east from Santa Rosa to the planned Southeast Valley 
Substation. Area B is very rich with opportunities that would facilitate this goal. There 
are many strong linear features that traverse the entire area that include high voltage 
transmission lines, pipelines, interstates, railroads and canals. 

With this wealth of possible routes within Area B, the Project teain recognized that the 
Project did not need to go too far out of the way. The boundaries of the GRIC to the 
North and Interstate 8 to the south formed the boundary. 

Greystone then removed opportunities in the following manner: 

1. 
2. 
3. Routes blocked by mountains 
4. 
5. 
6. Routes through mining areas 

Routes on or connecting within Indian lands 
Routes traversing a city core 

Routes traversing center pivot irrigation area 
Routes through FAA FAR Part 77 airport zones 

- 2 -  



7 .  Routes that do not provide an west-east route or a connector 

' Following this exercise Greystone moved into a more analytic mode. The first thing was 
to identify the obvious strong linear features traversing Area B from west-east. The most 
obvious, the Natural Gas Pipeline (pipeline), which forms almost a straight line east from 
Santa Rosa. Greystone also identified the GRIC boundary and Interstate 8 (1-8) as strong 
west-east features. Greystone also identified possible connectors to the west-east 
features. 

The Pipeline Route 

Greystone then began to analyze these features. In regards to the pipeline, it had few 
sensitivities with a larger existing ROW traversing large expanses of open land. This 
route also had strong connectors in the form of the railroad and transmission lines. 

As the participants wanted two alternatives on each major route, Greystone looked to 
McCartney Road to the north of the pipeline. This alignment provided a natural 
alternative to the pipeline. It is a paved road, but one with little current development. 

The GRIC Boundary Route 

The GRIC southern boundary offers a straight feature. There are some issues with 
construction because of the Sacaton Mountains. Also there were areas on this alignment 
where the homes backed up to the GRIC boundary. Nonetheless, as there was public 
support for using the GRTC or its boundary, Greystone continued to consider this 
a1 i gnmen t . 

The Interstate 8 Route 

Originally the thought was to minimize route miles and cost by taking a relatively straight 
line through the Project study area. Public comment and meetings with jurisdictions 
suggested an interest in considering an Interstate 8 alignment. Clearly this was a strong 
west-east linear feature, with few existing homes or businesses. Additionally, the 
Interstate provides a natural buffer between the lines and development. It does have the 
clear disadvantage of adding more route miles and cost. 

In order to get to the Interstate 8 area, Greystone looked at potential connectors. There 
were four obvious linear features that could provide this connection from Santa Rosa: 

ED3 Canal 

Existing Transmission Line South out of Santa Rosa 
Santa Rosa Wash/Flood Control Channel 

Transmission Line east and south to the Santa Cruz Wash 

Cornman Road was the natural alternative to Interstate 8. It also was a relatively 
undeveloped area and took advantage of the linear feature of the freeway. But, as it was 
approximately one half mile from the freeway, Greystone felt that the visual impact to 

@ 
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motorists on the freeway would be much less and the environmental impact fairly 
insignificant. 0 
Once across Interstate 10 there were multiple opportunities that were west-east. The 
canals and developed roads formed the linear features formed the alternatives. 

Possible Alignment South of Casa Grande Mountain 

During this time the Mayor of Casa Grande and others had asked if the participants 
would look at an option around the Casa Grande Mountain. Greystone completed an 
extensive analysis and presented it to the City. Specifically, Greystone looked at 
traveling down the existing transmission lines to the Santa Rosa canal and back to the 
north around the mountain. 

This alternative would be an additional approximately 5 to 6 miles in addition to the extra 
miles added by the Interstate 8 route, and would have impacted a significantly greater 
number of people. Specifically, it would take the line on the southern boundary of the 
mountain and northern boundary of Arizona City. There were large existing residential 
areas and this option would form a fence around the mountain, placing lines on three 
sides of the mountain instead of just along an existing major Interstate in front of the 
mountain. The conclusion was that this route added a greater distance and greater impact 
without a purpose, as there were strong alternatives with fewer impacts to the north. 

Possible Alignment on the GRIC 

During that time the Mayor of Casa Grande and others asked about going on the GRIC. 
The idea was certainly not a novel one. The participants had considered an alignment on 
tribal lands from the conception of the Project. However, from past experience the 
participants were predisposed to avoid the Indian reservations where possible. 

There are several reasons for this preference to avoid Indian lands: 

First, a GRIC alternative does not provide a good opportunity for future 
interconnections. 

Second, the participants have no power of eminent domain on the reservation. If 
the participants receive a permit that contemplates a reservation segment, then the 
participants have no assurance that the tribe will grant the right of way, and no 
assurance of the cost and terms. 

Third, the tribes seldom grant perpetual easements. As these facilities are 
expected to have a very long life, the need for a perpetual easement is important. 

0 Fourth, going on to the reservation would trigger an expensive federal NEPA 
process through BIA jurisdiction for the entire Project, a process which the 
participants wanted to avoid, if possible. 

4 -  



Fifth, the timing is often difficult as the process of locating on tribal lands is 
typically very time consuming. 

Nonetheless, the participants did revisit the GRIC alternative. The logical alignment or 
linear feature would have been to parallel the Western Area Power Administration’s 
(Western) Liberty-Coolidge 230 kV line through the GRIC. SRP met with Western 
representatives about issues of paralleling their existing line. In a subsequent meeting 
with the GRIC, the GRIC indicated that any consideration of a GRIC alternative would 
require using Western’s existing easement and a single set of structures. This meant the 
participants would have to build a double circuit 500/230 kV line in order to incorporate 
Western’s line into a single set of structures. Also, the existing Western easement was 
only 100 feet wide and restricted to a voltage of 230 or 345 kV. A 500 kV line or double 
circuit 500/230 kV line requires 160 feet wide easement. Western was concerned about 
opening the existing ROW agreement for renegotiation. Western had recently renewed 
their easement for the 230 kV line and had successful obtained a perpetual easement. If 
Western were to go back to the tribe, the tribe had indicated that something different than 
a perpetual easement would be negotiated. 

Also, Western had no need to change the relatively new line on the GRIC and was 
reluctant to commit to pay for any consolidation into a single set of structures. The 
participants would have to pay to remove and double circuit the Western line. Not only 
would this be costly, it would eliminate possible flexibility of the Project to locate a new 
230 kV line in the open position. This basically eliminated the idea of co-locating with 0 Western. 

The participants also considered the possibility of paralleling the Westem line on new 
ROW, and discussed this possibility with tribal representatives on several occasions 
during 2003 and 2004, but the tribe was not in favor of this option. Eventually the parties 
reached what appeared to be a stalemate. Because of all these obstacles the participants 
discontinued any pursuit of a GRIC alternative. 

Additionally, the participants did not favor the GRIC alignment for electrical reasons. At 
several of the participant meetings, it became clear that at least some of the participants 
were against this alignment, mainly because it limits the ability to locate a 230 kV/69 kV 
substation along the route. To locate a 230/69 kV station on GRIC lands would require 
future negotiations with the tribe and a NEPA process. Each future 230 kV line that may 
need to be interconnected at this station would require negotiations with the tribe and 
NEPA process. From a planning perspective the 230169 kV station would on the very 
northern edge of the load requiring 230 kV line to traverse the area to interconnect to 
station to the south. This means that the ability of the Electrical Districts and APS to 
serve local load in the area is limited. 

It was the participants’ decision given all of the considerations, that the northern 
alignment along the existing pipeline and McCartney Road was the far better choice for a 
northern alternative. 0 



4 

Additional Route Refinements 

Following the Phase 3 open houses additional routes were removed and refined. 
Greystone compared the Santa Rosa WasWFlood Control Channel, ED 3 Canal, Santa 
Cruz Wash and Western transmission line. The ED 3 Canal was rejected as it had more 
houses close to the ROW. It was also close to center pivot irrigation areas and had a 
number of sharp turns. 

Along the Santa Cruz Wash Greystone had two alternatives, the transmission line and 
Santa Cruz Wash itself. The Santa Cruz Wash in its northern portion was undefined, 
with a number of turns. The Western line was chosen as it was a straight shot. 

In the area of the Francisco Grande Resort, Greystone made some modifications to avoid 
existing houses and minimize impacts to the resort. 

From Santa Rosa, Greystone added a second alternative where there was only one. 
Greystone also added a second alternative for a crossing location of 1-1 0. 

Greystone also eliminated two alternatives from GRIC boundary route, which had the 
largest number of houses in close proximity. 

Calls From Developers 

There were a lot of PADs and proposed development occurring in Pinal County during 
this time. Greystone had received a lot of calls from developers about the Project. 
A number of meetings and discussions were held with people representing Westpac and 
Vistoso. Greystone made refinements out of the Santa Rosa substation to the west-east 
connectors. 

0 

The Project team also met with numerous developers in the area west of Interstate 10. 
The team talked to developers and Pinal County about the plans for major entrance roads 
in areas west of Interstate IO.  Conversations with developers and the County identified 
Florence Boulevard as a planned major road. While Cornman Road west of Interstate 10 
is fairly open and presents a good route, Cornman Road east of Interstate 10 is different, 
and is no longer a designated developed through road because of the PAD. The 
developers and the County also identified Selma Road as an entrance road. Greystone 
then added Early Road as an alternative since it did not seem to be planned for a major 
entrance into the PADs in the area. 

i Because there were the two good alternatives, the stairstep segment was eliminated. 

Finally Greystone refined the alignment along GRIC because portions of the route near 
Central Arizona Community College ROW were too narrow and the north-south segment 
went on a mid-section on State lands. The team talked to State Lands and added an 
alternative on either side so as not to be on a mid-section. 

I - 6 -  



These were the routes that were taken to the July 2004 open houses. 

Selection of a Preferred Alignment 

As with the rest of the Project, the original intent was to not select a preferred alignment. 
But, because of public pressure, the Project team moved forward to select a primary route 
for both the north and south sets of route options. 

Looking at the alternatives in the north, Greystone identified the pipeline as the primary 
alternative. This was a relatively straight line with little development. It followed the 
feature of the pipeline, which would not be developed. Greystone felt that future 
development in the area could plan around this second feature in the existing corridor. 

Regarding the southern alternatives, meetings with the City of Casa Grande, the Pinal 
County Alliance and public comments and discussions kept reaffirming a theme to use 
Interstate 8. Because of the public comment, the Project team chose Interstate 8 as the 
primary alignment in the South. This is in spite of the fact that the Project team felt that 
Cornman Road presented a better alternative. 

The Cornman Road Alternative 

The Interstate 8 route presented some clear challenges. In order to parallel the freeway 
ROW, construction must deal with existing and planned freeway interchanges. Typically 
ADOT plans on interchanges at every other mile. At each of these crossings it is 
necessary to construct three to four turning structures. Each of these sets of structures 
adds approximately $500,000 to $800,000 to the Project costs. SRP estimates that there 
will be four to six of them required. Also, the visual impact of these turning structures is 
considerable more. 

We also felt that Cornman Road presented a better option visually. There is an argument 
that offsetting the lines from the freeway reduces visual impacts for those traveling on the 
freeway. Also, it is compatible with the commercial development along the freeway, 
basically taking the far side rather than the near side of the development. You can see 
this planning concept on Interstate 10 in the Ahwatukee area. Using this approach the 
impact of the lines from the perspective of development is about the same, yet the visual 
impact from the freeway is considerably less. Although the Applicant will not change its 
Preferred Alignment after filing, it is the Applicants position that Cornman Road is the 
better route. 

Additional Route Changes 

As a result of the July 2004 Open Houses there was one change in the area of the GRIC 
and Interstate 10 due to public comment. The Interstate 10 alignment from the GRIC 
south area was refined. 



The Pinal South Substation 

A “Pinal South” substation was never part of the original concept for the Project because 
the participants did not originally envision an alignment as far south as Interstate 8. As 
shown by the CATS map, the Southeast Valley substation was intended to serve all the 
current and future CATS needs. The original intention of SRP and at least some of the 
participants was to build a relatively straight route, and to use the single substation for the 
500 kV/230 kV needs, or perhaps build a future substation when needed. 

0 

But, as the siting and public process played out, the participants saw some public 
preference for including a southern alignment among the alternatives. Thus the 
participants took the opportunistic approach of including a site for a second substation. 
Since much of the money needed to locate in this southern location was already being 
spent if the southern alignment were chosen, the participants decided to include the 
substation site. Basically, Pinal South is the “Carpas” option of CATS Phase 11, as 
discussed by Mr. Kondziolka in his prior testimony. 

But, the needs and benefits of this Project can be met at a significantly reduced cost by 
using the gas pipeline route. It is estimated that the southern alignment will add between 
$24 and $30 million to the Project costs. To the extent that Pinal South provides benefits, 
these are based on assumptions used in the CATS planning and will occur, if at all, in the 
long term. These potential long term benefits include encouraging new generation to be 
located in the area south and east of the Pinal South site, and encouraging an 
interconnection at Winchester. But, Pinal South only gains about four miles to the south, 
at a significant total cost to the Project. 0 
With respect to reliability, the Applicant believes that there is only a slight difference by 
adding Pinal South. The participants can clearly address reliability needs by future 
design of new substations or expanded additional substations as the need presents itself. 

In summary, locating Pinal South was opportunistic given the public preference for 
taking the southern alignment. Without this public preference, the Applicant would not 
have proposed Pinal South. 

Virtual Tour 

At this time the panel will consist of Dan Hawkins and Kenda Pollio. The Panel will then 
proceed with the virtual tour of the Preferred Alignment and the alternatives and segment 
options. The panel will use the GIs maps as well as the sensitivities table, Exhibit A-1 2. 
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ADOT 
Janet Napolitano 

Governor 

Victor M. Mendez 
Director 

Arizona Department of Transportation 
Intermodal Transportation Division 

206 South Seventeenth Avenue Phoenix, Arizona 85007-321 3 

Salt River Project 
Dan Hawkins POBl00 
P.O. Box 2025 
Phoenix, Az 85072 - 2025 

Re: PW - SEVBRG Transmission Project 

Mr. Hawkins: 

Michael J. Ortega 
State Engineer 

November 29,2004 

The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) has been asked to comment on the above referenced 
project. As you know SRP currently owns and operates numerous transmission lines that cross State 
highways and ADOT will work with SRP to establish future crossings. ADOT would prefer that all such 
crossings be kept to a minimum for public safety reasons. We will also require that all poles or structures 
be steel and cable clearance to ground be as specified by State and Federal regulations. Roadway closures 
for construction purposes will not be permitted for Interstate Highways but may include other restrictions 
as specified on the permit at time of application. Closures for State highways will include restrictions as 
specified on the permit at time of application. We invite you to present your alternative routing plans to 
us so we may help choose a route with the least impact to State facilities. 

Sincerely, / 

Bruce D. Vana P.E. 
Engineer - Manager 
Utility & Railroad Engineering Section 
205 South I Yh Avenue Mail Drop 618E Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
Phone 602 712-7541 Fax 602 712-3229 

cc: file 

2001 dward Recipient 


