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Mr. Thomas Chsnal, Chzirn+aa 
Arizona Corporation Comm/ssion 
Power Plant and Line Siting! Committee 
1275 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007-2926 

Re: SunZia Transmission Line Project 

Dear Chairman Chenal: 

SEP 2 4  2015 

Please accept this correspondence as a summary regarding the extensive cooperation between the 
Bureau of Land Manageme t (BLM), the respective Arizona State agencies and other Federal 
cooperators on the SunZia ransmission Project. At a July 22,2015, meeting with SunZia 
Transmission, LLC (SunZia a request was made to the BLM, Arizona State Land Department, Arizona 
Department of Transportati ! n, and Arizona Game and Fish Department to author a joint letter 
summarizing the process for the selected route for the project in the BLM’s Record of Decision (ROD) 
dated January 23,20 15, as 

On September 1 1 , 2008, S 
line process consisting of 
miles in length. The propos d line originates in Lincoln County, New Mexico and terminates at the 
Pinal Central Substation, in inal County, Arizona, northwest of Tucson. 

As the lead Federal agency, e BLM was responsible for’ completing an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) under the a thority of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) that analyzed and 
disclosed the effects of the i roposed project on both the natural md human environment. The analysis 

involved in the project. 

incorporated valuable input fiom the public as well as Federal, State, and local agencies having related 
jurisdiction or special expertise. 

ell as to outline the cooperation that occurred between all the parties 

ia submitted an application for a right-of-way for an electric transmission 
o parallel 500 kilovolt overhead transmission lines, approximately 5 15 

Some of the agencies elected to become “Cooperating Agencies”, which afforded them the opportunity 
to participate in the BLM’s terdisciplinary team process. The Cooperating Agencies were able to 
inform the BLM of resourc €r and socio-economic impacts, policies, regulations, and laws of which they 
may have specific local knowledge. In the SunZia planning process, this cooperation and the significant . 
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public input through the p$lic comment period resulted in the identification of four main alternatives 
and various sub-alternatives in Arizona. Federal agencies participating in this EIS process included the 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service; National Park Service; Fort Huachuca Army Base, AZ; White Sands 
Missile Range, NM; Holloman Air Force Base, NM; and Fort Bliss Army Base, TX. Arizona State 
agencies participating as Cooperating Agencies included the State Land Department, Game and Fish 
Department, and Departmeplt of Transportation. 

The EIS thoroughly analyzbd and disclosed the effects to the natural and human environment on Federal 
and non-Federal lands. Thk involvement of local and Federal agencies with jurisdiction and/or special 
expertise in the analysis w s critical in analyzing those impacts to non-Federal lands, as the selected 
route in Arizona was corn ised of a total of 198 miles (crossing 130 miles of State Land, 18 miles of 
private land, and 50 miles % f BLM managed land). 

. Through this collaborative effort, the route that was ultimately selected resulted in mitigation 
development that reduced the resource impacts; and 

0 

0 

0 

Optimized the use of existing utility corridors and infrastructure 
Minimized impacts to sensitive resources 
Minimized, to the extent practical, impacts at river crossings 

The routes evaluated but not chosen would result in greater impacts to natural, cultural, and sensitive 
resources. For example, the other routes crossed the San Pedro River at points with critical habitat 
designated by the Fish and Wildlife Service. Also, those crossings and routes have lower levels of 
existing disturbance. The Oonstnrction of a line of this scope and size would introduce new disturbance 
by aiding access to previously un-fragmented land. Additionally, the northern routes traverse through 
rugged terrain that contributes to the habitat and ecological h e t i o n  of the Aravaipa wilderness. Other 
concerns with the northern routes near Mount Graham included Native American Tribal areas of 
religious and cultural significance. These are a few resources that factored into making the decision of 
the selected route. While M e r  details are in the Final EIS and the ROD, the BLM in Arizona, along 
with the State Agencies engaged as Cooperators, stand prepared to answer any questions regarding the 
NFPA process md &e cmperzthe ezgzgement frat resldtes! in z i  Record of Decisior. 

If you have questions, please call me at 602-417-9500. 

Sincerely, 

Raymond Suazo 
State Director 
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, m&d& d f i M q  
Lisa Atkins 
Commissioner 
Arizona State Land Department 

Arizona Game and Fish Dep ment ”/ # 

Department of Tran 

cc: Mr. Aden Seidlitz, Acting State Director 
Bureau of Land Management 
New Mexico State Offic 
Attention: Adrian Garc 
301 Dinosaur Trail 

Fe, MA 87508 
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Re: SunZia Transmission, LLC, application for Certificate of Environmental W t i b T i t y  0 m no J - 
.< a x  Docket Number L-OOOOOYY-15-03 1 8-00 17 1 

Ob? Z C Dear Chairman Chenal, rt:: 

: a -  
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the SunZia Transmission Line Project. We 

00 

5s P m 
;u4> - 

recognize that new transmission lines are integral to managing energy supplies in Arizona, and 
welcome the chance to participate in their siting. 

The mission of The Nature Conservancy is to conserve the lands and waters on which all life 
depends. We have invested considerable resources in developing science-based tools to help site 
infiastructure that meets thb needs of project proponents while minimizing impacts to natural 
resources. In previous co ents on BLM's Environmental Impact Statement we offered our 
support for the developme t of this project along existing infrastructure corridors such as the I- 

Given the size and nature 
environmental impacts if b 'It. We appreciate that several potential routes were dropped during 
earlier phases of this proce s to avoid some sensitive areas, but remain concerned about the 
predictable impacts this pr ject will have on the San Pedro River Valley. From a natural resource 
perspective, the San Pedro alley is a poor choice for siting large infrastructure projects. Over 
the last 20 years a number i f local, county, state, federal, and private entities have made 

10 corridor. 

considerable investments in conservation of the valley to offset the impacts of other 
infrastructure projects done for the public good. In total, over $43 million has been spent to 
protect approximately 192,000 acres. With such a large footprinG'a project such as SunZia would 
jeopardize the long-term viability of those investments, and potentially increase the financial 
burden placed on those entdties to maintain the original intent of @eir investment. We believe the 
best alternative would be to route it through other areas with highkr levels of existing 
disturbance. For that reason, we recommend denial of this application. 

the SunZia project, there will inevitably be SignLficant 
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Should you choose to approve this application, we suggest you include conditions that require 
explicit mitigation measures that would increase the project’s environmental compatibility. We 
provide some recommendations and rationale below. One point we wish to emphasize is that 
without mitigation to offset unavoidable impacts, the project increases the likelihood that 
additional species would receive protection under the Endangered Species Act, which increases 
costs for all and makes futllre infrastructure projects more challenging to plan for and implement. 

Resources affected in the San Pedro River Valley 

The Nature Come any others have long identified the Lower San Pedro River 
gical conservation in the Southwest. It supports more than 300 
ant habitat for millions of migratory birds. The San Pedro River 
pecies richness (number of species) and density (number of 

Valley. It has been identified by the National Audubon birds per acre) than the 
Area It includes designated Critical Habitat for 
Yellow Billed Cuckoo. More than 750 plant species have 
r and adjacent uplands. The watershed supports more than 
5 reptiles, about 100 butterfly species, and 250 bee species. 80 mammal species, 1 

ative fish species, though several have been lost. 

rmittent flow have similar values to the mainstem San 
that more species of migrating birds along the San Pedro Valley 

continuous riparian corridor, and the relative abundances 
e proposed SunZia route would cross an intermittent 
rts a significant riparian community. 

Pedro River. One study 

Over the last four decades The Nature Conservancy and many other agencies and organizations 
have been working steadily to protect the Lower San Pedro Basin. Partners in this effort include 
the Arizona Game & Fi 
Management, Bureau o 
Project, and US. Fish 
protect additional lan 
Together, these partn 
acres and invested o 
rights. That investm 
through 2014, and 

ent, Arizona State Parks Department, Bureau of Land 
n, Pima County, Saguaro Juniper Corporation, Salt River 
rvice. The Resolution Coppa Company has offered to 
through a Congressionally-approved land exchange. 
vate landowners have protected approximately 192,000 
in acquisition of conservation lands and appurtenant water 
arate land transactions, beginning in 1970 and continuing 

tments for inflation. I 
144,000 acres - were made to satisfy mitigation 

Arizona that were the unavoidable by-product of 
. Jeopardizing the integrity of these conservation 

unZia transmission lines could trjgger the need for additional 
cdar, the propose SunZia route would cross 

projects by construction 
and possibly less-succes 1 
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through state trust lands 
Habitat Conservation 
receive for those leases. 

by Pima County to provide a mitigation bank as part of their 
of the lines would reduce the conservation credit they 

Habitat loss and fragmentation 

Vegetation management mder transmission lines has become a major impact due to recent 
regulatory changes, and contributes to both habitat loss and fragmentation. With the SunZia 
project, we are particularly concerned about areas where the routes cross riparian areas. Recent 
construction of other transmission lines in this region has created large openings in previously- 
continuous riparian forests, which will likely be maintained for the life of those lines. We 
applaud BLM and the project proponents for designing an alternative that generally avoids 
perennial stream reaches, but note that several riparian crossings are still proposed. There are 
currently no required mitigation measures to offset vegetation clearing and maintenance 
associated with riparian habitat. The limited distribution and high biological value 

st warrant compensation in cases where sensitive, high value 

e direct and indirect effects of new access roads for construction 
sion lines. There is direct habitat loss from the footprint of the roads. 

terrain, road length will be significantly more than the length of 
will require bulldozing circuitous access routes to individual tower 

will become permanent features of the landscape to simpllfy 

and maintenance of tr 

the line because co 

and restoration is an explicit mitigation requirement. 

er to measure, but no less significant. Roads become 
of soil erosion, especially with frequent use. We 
frequently used by the general public, regardless of 
ence with managing utility corridors in large landscapes 

gates are knocked down or removed on a regular 
mes an attractive nuisance and an ongoing 

management challenge. Those roads then become entry points for further incursions into 
undeveloped landscapes. The resulting use creates ground disturbance, soil erosion, and noise, 
fragmenting lands that wera formerly continuous habitat for wildlife. 

There is a large and growing body of scientific literature on the negative effects of landscape 
fragmentation. As described in the 20 1 1 Arizona State Wildlife ALtion Plan, the Arizona Game 
and Fish Department “has identified the importance of maintaining d a g m e n t e d  habitats as a 
critical component in the conservation of wildlife and wildlife habitat as well as addressing 
existing and predicted global climate change (Le., protecting bloc+ of habitat across an 
elevational and vegetation gradient).” 
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The construction and mairitenance of the SunZia lines would fiagment portions of several large 
intact landscape blocks. The western side of the Lower San Pedro River Valley includes arms of 
two large blocks: Rincon Mountains (approximately 235,000 acres) and Santa Catalina 
Mountains (1 16,600 acres). This route would sever about 3 1,000 acres off the Rincon block and 
17,000 acres off the Santa Catalina block, while reducing the elevation gradient of both. 

The ADOT/AGFD Wildlife Linkages Assessment in 2006 identified the portion of the San Pedro 
River Valley between the Catalina/Rincon Mountains and the Gdiuro Mountains as a potential 
linkage zone and the river corridor as a riparian habitaflinkage zone. It also identified areas 
south of the Galiuro Mountains. All of these are crossed by the route under consideration. These 
are areas where protecting the ability of wildlife to move should be considered in the design of 
fencing and other irhastructure. 

The Bureau of Land Management’s Final Environmental Impact Statement implies that the 
impacts of the project extead only to construction and operation of the SunZia lines, but the 
possibility remains for construction of additional substations and associated development. These 
could have significant additional impacts by enabling new generation facilities or new load 
centers such as residential developments, which would merit their own mitigation measures. As 
part of the cumulative effects analysis and development of mitigation measures, we suggest the 
Line Siting Committee should preclude placement of interconnections in the most ecologically 
sensitive segments of this qignment, such as the San Pedro River valley. 

Potential for Mitigation 

The Nature Conservancy s pports a systematic approach to use mitigation for maintaining or 
enhancing environmental vques in situations where development is being planned, despite 
detrimental enviro 
mitigation includes: 

U 
acts. As currently described in federal statute (40 CFR 6 1508.20) 

er by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; 
the degree or magnitude of the action and its 

g, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment; 
implementation; 

the impact over &e by preservation and maintenance operations 
during the life of the 
(e) Compensating for act by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments. 

y identified a series of stand&d and selective mitigation 
ut we see those as largely consisting of Best Management 
clude any description of coppensation to offset 

unavoidable impacts. 

ley is not possible, we recbmmend the following as a 
should be required as conditions of the certificate. 
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a 
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Minimize bird mortality through use of the best available technology to prevent bird 
collisions with the transmission lines, overhead ground wires, and guy wires. Use tower 
designs that minimize the need for guy wires. 
Minimize damage to riparian forests along the San Pedro River by requiring the 
alignment to cross 8t an ephemeral reach and using sufficiently tall towers to span the 
riparian trees without vegetation clearing and maintenance. 
Minimize damage to riparian forests in Buehman Canyon by using hilltop placement of 
towers or sufficiently tall towers to span them without vegetation clearing and 
maintenance. Avoid construction of roads that would create new access into the canyon. 
Minimize impacts tr, Paige Canyon by not running parallel down the canyon. This would 
avoid opening the length of the canyon to recreational off-road driving impacts. 
Minimize the effects of fragmentation by not creating a continuous maintenance road 

continuous travel. 
dong the route. 

Compensation 

features such as cliffs to maintain permanent barriers to 

for the loss of mitigation and conservation lands, and 

San Pedro Valley, to prevent this 
that would alter the rural character 

Thank you for the opporh&y to comment on this application. We look forward to your 
decision. I 

Sincerely, 

Robert M. Marshall 

The Nature 
Director, Center for Public Policy 

ORIGINAL and 25 COPIES of the foregoing mailed to: 

Arizona Corporation Commission 
Docket Control 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 
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6431 N. Cascabel Road 
Benson, Arizona 8 5 6 1 0 2 ~  @&RP C 
October 2, 201 5 

Power Plant and Trans&W Liie 88ng z Committee 58 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washingdon Street 

Arizona Corporation Commission 
DBCKEIEG 

OCT 0 I) 2015 

Phoenix, Arizona 85007 C"""""-ra 
- -  - -;-=:A 

Re: SunZia Transmi LLC, Docket Number L-OOOOOW-15-03 1 8-001 7 1 

To Whom It May 

I am new to  Cascabel. I moved here just over a year ago. Every day I look out 
on this beautiful valley, I thank my lucky stars for my good fortune. I landed in 
an exceptional area. As time goes by, I learn more about the rare and precious 
environment surrounding me. This valley is one of the most biologically diverse 
in our nation and a major migration route for birds, in addition to being the site 
of extensive archeolqgical resources. 

I am shocked that a plan is in the works to run huge electrical lines through this 
part of the state. I am also very puzzled. I regularly travel to  Las Vegas to  
attend classes. I make the trip four or five times a year. Mostly I drive, and I 
look for new and intaresting routes. I have come across many vast solar arrays 
in my travels. There are several in the southeast corner of Nevada that are so 
enormous that, when I first saw them, I thought they were a series of lakes in 
the distance. There s another large one not far from 1-1 0 on the back way to 
Wickenburg, Arizona. There are several very extensive solar arrays along 1-8 on 
the way to California I'm sure there are many, many more that I know nothing 
about. Why, when t ere are so many already existing generators of solar 
energy close to Phoe ix and California, did SunZia plan an extremely costly, 
controversial (I unde :I stand there have been many objections from various 
quarters) installation to  carry alternative energy to 
way from New Mexico? We have abundant sun and 

and California all the 
this state, and so 

does California. What am I missing here? 

I would like to  understand. It seems t o  me that there are opportunities t o  erect 
solar and wind installations much closer to where the energy they generate is 
needed. I cannot fathom why we don't invest the massive amounts of money 



involved in this plan in locally produced alternative energy, both wind and solar, 
and develop local systems of distribution, hiring local folks to  do the work of 
installing and maintaining the equipment. This is a much more secure option, 
develops Arizona economies and eliminates the need for huge towers which are 
not only unsightly, but: will also have an unknown ecological impact. The 
construction will be disruptive and destructive to  plants, wildlife and 
archeological sites. Once access has been created for construction and 
maintenance, inevitably off-road traffic increases. The off-roaders I know are 
respectful, but there are always a few rotten apples, who spoil it for everyone, 
by leaving their trash and spent cartridges over large areas of the desert (the 
off-road folks I know acknowledge - and decry - this problem). The plants and 
wildlife along SunZia’s broposed route which have lived undisturbed for centuries 
have the most to  lose, and they have no voice in these hearings. I wonder what 
they would say. 

I implore you to  reconsider the SunZia project, and take a very close look a t  
what will be damaged, should this venture go forward. The San Pedro Valley is 
home t o  more plants, animals and birds than any other place in the southwest, 
and it has been home to humans for over ten thousand years. I have only been 
to  White Sands once and it is magnificent. I don’t know if this is still something 
that is being considered, but I understand a t  one time Aravaipa Canyon was 
going to  be the site of proposed power lines. I have nwer been there, but the 
photographs I have seen and the stories I have heard from those who have been 
there make me cringe t the thought of tall power lines in that environment. I 
am saddened that plan ! like these are even considered, as they reflect a 
grievous disregard for the special beauty of these places. 

Also, I am concerned a out the unexpected consequences of this project and 
the corridor it would c ate on the life already present in this valley. I friend 
recently sent me an a icle that links the survival rate of hummingbird babies 
with the proximity of h wk and eagle nests. This news surprised even the 

Mountains). How can we know what the impact of these power lines - not only 
constructing the towers, but also maintaining them - will have on the local 
wildlife here? We are largely ignorant of the delicate But powerful 
interconnections within our environments. The San Pedro is the last free 
flowing river in the state. The Sonoran and Chihuahuan deserts interdigitate 
here, creating an exceptionally diversified population of plants, which attract a 
wide variety of insects, birds and other critters. Add close water and you have 
an astonishing array of life. This unique environment is beautiful, diverse and 

researchers studying t :: e birds (right around the corner in the Chiricahua 
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fragile. Is it worth the risk of endangering the precarious balance of this one-of- 
a-kind ecosystem, when there are other options? 

I am sure that our ingenuity and creativity can come up with strategies to  
generate and distribute alternative energy in ways that are not only more 
respectful of the environment, but also more secure and efficient. By mobilizing 
our intelligence and creativity, we can surely come up with something to  create 
energy independence that is far superior t o  the SunZia plan. I am no expert and 
only have common sense to  work with, but from what I know, this project 
seems so disconnected from what is and so inefficient (and therefore, 
unprofitable), I suspect an unacknowledged motive is involved in creating this 
corridor. 

Lastly, I want to  suggest that thereis a special power in the precious spots on 
this beautiful earth, and I maintain the San Pedro Valley is one of those spots. 
It may not be a power that can be carried on electrical lines, measured in 
kilowatts or be profitable to  a stockholder or owner of a corporation. These 
beautiful areas uplift aur spirits with their mysterious power, and that is 
something that, in my opinion, needs t o  be protected and presewed, not just 
for us, who are in the autumn of our lives, but for future generations. 

Thank you for the opportunity to share my thoughts with you. 

Sincerely, 

D C d y  ~ L O t [ h M L I  

Dorothy Motheral 
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RECEIVED EW" 1200 W. Washingtoh Street QRrGINAL 
Phoenix, AZ 85007. 

Re: Docket # L-OoooOYY-15-0318-00171 

September 30, -2015 

Dear Friends, I 
't < 

I propose two reaso h s why the SunZia project should be a no-go: First, it exploits 
Arizona's natural resources, in particular, and most significant to me personally, 
being a resident of Cascabel, by tearing up pristine, ecoIogically irreplaceable land 
in the San Pedro River Valley, location of the last free-running river in the state, 
opening it by 
exploitation. 

access roads and power line throughways to further 
of heavy equipment gouging the land here is 

you visited? Experienced the deep quiet? Watched the 
ion flycatchers darting around? Heard eerie coyote song 
ubon, the San Pedro is one of the most important avian 

What if some of the proposed towers and lines kill migrat- 
me of the gouging the heavy equipment does makes it 
o maintain their teni tories? 

ieve that these environmental, ecological, and aesthetic 
in the business world, but there is a second, business 

this: It seems to be a ridiculous plan from the get-go, 
tly, and purporting to deliver renewable energy to Arizona, 

g our own massive actual and potential solar energy 
arket being California. How can this be thought of as 

at are the financial costs of the project-it seems 
going to be paying for something that ultimately 

way. I even wonder if there's an ulterior motivation here, 
the project because it's so impractical and costly, 
to parties who might have little motivation to 
. (I know, I've just shifted back to the first objec- 

ect makes so little sense that one suspects other 

which we don't 

rips us off? It seem 

motivations .) 

That's my piece. Please consider it. I'm grateful for the hearings. 

Fred Weiner 
6432 N Cascabel Rd 
Benson, AZ 85602 
fw1948@grnail.com 
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Mr. Thomas K. Chenal, Chairman $E$ f 7 2015 
Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee 
1275 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
thomas.chenal@azag.gov 

I &m@'f QENEWL - PHOENIX 
& W , Y W E L  ECTION 

Regarding: SunZia Transmission, LLC, Docket No. L-OOOOOW-15-0318-00171 

09/15/15 

Dear Chairman Chenal: 

Established in 1949, the Tucson Audubon Society (Tucson Audubon) is a 501(c)(3) non-profit 
conservation organization. We are the third largest local Audubon chapter in the nation and 
write to  you on behalf of our membership of approximately 4,000 citizens. Tucson Audubon 
promotes the protection and stewardship of southeast Arizona's biological diversity through 
the study and enjoyment of birds and the,places they live. 

Tucson Audubon has been actively e 
Southwest Transmission Line (SunZi 
region i s  southeast Arizona, where 

constructed. 

Tucson Audubon supports the lega 
Group (CWG) on 09/14/15. This m 
for memoranda related to  whethe 
as an interveners without being re 
Procedural 0 rder). 

Item #31 of your Procedural Orde 
important outstanding issue. Give 
to intervene, we advocate that re 
resolved well before October gth, 

major disadvantage. 

The 9/14/15 CWG Memorandum 
provides for certain exemptions t 

This is also affirmed by the Corpo 

We appreciate your consideratio 

Sincerely, 

ith the review of the proposed SunZia 
as first proposed. Tucson Audubon's focal 
portion of SunZia is proposed to be 

m submitted to you by the Cascabel Working 
as submitted in response to your solicitation 

ing non-profit organizations can participate 
n attorney (see: Item #31 of your 9/11/2015 

of 10/09/15 for responses to  this 
nse deadline is also the deadline for filing 
sue should be expedited. If this issue is not 
anization (and other organizations) a t  a 

Supreme Court Rule 31(d)(28), which 
r nonprofit corporations or associations. 

n's instructions to potential intervenors. 

lution of this important matter, 

I A U D U B O N  I S O C I E T Y  

Leaders in consenrafion 
and education since 1949 

Main Offrce 
300 E. University Blvd., #I20 

Tucson AZ 85705 
TEL 520.629.0510 
FAX 520.623.3476 

Tucson Audubon's Mason Center 
3835 W Hardy Road 

Tucson AZ 85742 

Karen Fogas 
Executive Director 
TEL 520.209.1801 

kfcgas@tucsonaudubon.org 

Executive Director 
Tucson Audubon Society 

vis ourwebsite at: www.tucsonaudubon.org t 

mailto:thomas.chenal@azag.gov
mailto:kfcgas@tucsonaudubon.org
http://www.tucsonaudubon.org


Dear Cliainrian Chetial: 

The Center for Biofogical Dkrsi ty  has cngagcd t45tb the SunZia Traiisiziission project for sewrai 
years. We've participated iii the NEPA process, submitted comments, attended public hearings. eft. 
IV'e are a potential party to the considcrason by the Arizona Line Siting Corninittee and the Arizona 
C~rpor~ttion Commission of the applicatiori by SunZia T~.ansmissioa, LLC for a Ceriificicr-lte sf 
Ens-ircmnmal Compatibility, Docket No. L-000OOYV-15-03 18-001 71. 

We-md our s ~ v ~ M ~ ' I  ttsousan members her? in tile state of Arizona, who share our cr3.ncenis about 
this proposaf-appreciate the omimmication we've received on this matter and the opportunity to 
participate as  members of the ublic. We whh to comrnuilicate OLE support for the efforts of Cascabel 
W o ~ k i ~ g  Group to c h i @  the latter of representation when isitenming in the Line Siting Conimi:te 
prccess in partkulsr. We're Y eoncemed tkat any deja!, in deciding on this matter t d l  preiudice &e 
proces against participation b our organization arid others. 

The Cascabel Working Group 1 as submirted a Xetter and a Icga! memorandum re: item 3 I ofyocr 
Procedwal Order for the Sur2 a case, re: the issue of  whether nowprofit coiiservrztion orgwi7~1Eons 
c m  designate a representative o par-ticipm in the hexing tlxat is not a: attome!.. W e  think that this 
should be allot~ed, and indeed t seem that thc relevant statutes make this clear. 

Moreuver, regardless of how 11 's matter is decided. it is imperative that it be decided as prornptitfy as 
possibk, in order to dlow the UIII~I-OUS arganizahns and individuals concerned with this appfktian 

exists is an urrtcnable situation that ha the potential to squelch public participation in this criticdly 
important process. 

to make mangeintlnts and pafii 1 ipafe in tile process as fully as they wish. The cudusion that cunentiy 

Thank you for your attention to this important matter. 

Randy Semglio 
Southwst Conservation Advocate 
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Grand Canyon Chapter 0 514 W. R 
Phone: (602) 253-8633 Email: grand SIERRA 

Arizona Corporation Commission 
DOCKETED 

CLUB 
F O U N D E D  1892 

September 16,2015 

SEP 1 6  2015 

DOCKETED BY i 
Mr. Thomas K. Chenal, Chairman 
Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee 
1275 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
thomas.chenal@azag.gov 

ORIGINAL 

Regarding: SunZia Transmissibn, LLC, Docket No. L-OOOOOW-15-0318-00171 

W U U U - I  661 66 

Dear Chairman Chenal: ~ 

Sierra Club’s Grand Canyon ( rizona) Chapter submits these comments on behalf of our 35,000 members and 
supporters in Arizona. 

Sierra Club’s mission is  “to e lore, enjoy, and protect the wild places of the earth; to practice and promote the 
responsible use of the earth’ ecosystems and resources; and to educate and enlist humanity to protect and 
restore the quality of the nat ral and human environments.” Sierra Club and our members have a significant 
interest in the proposed sitin of the SunZia Transmission Line and in ensuring that the process to consider it is  
inclusive and provides the Ar ona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee (“Committee”) with a 
full picture pf the proposed Ii e and the best information possible. 

Sierra Club supports the me orandum submitted by Cascabel Working Group dated September 14, 2015 in 
response to your solicitation or memoranda related to whether or not a qualifying non-profit organization can 
participate as an intervenor ithout being represented by counsel (see Item 31 of Chenal Procedural Order 
dated 09/11/2015). It is impr ctical and could create a considerable hardship for smaller organizations to be 
required to have an attorney n order to participate in the Committee’s process. We appreciate you moving up 
the deadline for a response t 1 Item 31 of the Procedural Order. 

We ask that you allow organidations to be represented by designated individuals rather than require that they 
engage counsel. Limiting the intervention to organizations with counsel will likely limit the amount and the 
quality of information presented to the Committee and mean the Committee will not get a comprehensive 
view of the proposal and it will limit the Committee’s ability to make an informed decision. 

As was noted by the Cascabel Working Group, the Arizona Supreme Cou Rule 31(d)(28) makes it clear that lay 
representation for qualifying organizations is allowed in order to accommodate legitimate groups in the public 
review process and should only be restricted if the Commission or presiding officer “...determines that lay 

rt 
representation i s  interfering with the orderly progress of the 
parties, or causing harm to the parties represented.” In this case, 

burdens on the other 
facilitate the proceeding, 

not impede it. 

Please allow organizations to participate as intervenors in this proceeding without counsel. 

0 3  @) Printed on recycledpaper 

mailto:thomas.chenal@azag.gov


Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

5 
Sandy Bahr 
Chapter Director 
Sierra Club -Grand Canyon Clhapter 

Printed on Recycled Paper i 
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Mr. Thomas K. Chenal, Chairman 
Arizona PowerPlant and Transmission Line Siting Committee 
1275 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
thomas.chenal@azag.gov 

Regarding: SunZia Transmission, UC, Docket No. L-00000W-15-0318-00171 

Dear Chairman Chenal: 

The Friends of the Aravaipa Region, a non-profit association of conservation activists that has actively 
participated in reviewingthe SunZia transmission project proposal, supports the legal memorandum 
submitted by Cascabel Working Group (CWG) onSeptember 14,2015. This CWG memorandum was 
composed in response to your solicitation for memoranda related to  whether a qualifying non-profit 
organization can participate as an intervenerwithout beingrepresented by an attorney (Item31of your 
Procedural Order of 9/11/201S). 

+..i Cc,:;? clJ,yE:sz$ 
DCCKET CONT30L 

hzona dorporabon Commission 

SEP 1 6  2015 

ORIGINAL DOCKETED 

DOCKETEU BY - 
With the falling on the same date as yourdeadline for 

we requestthat Item 31 be resolved much 
the rules for participation isa critical path 

intervene will put ourgroupand others 
intervenercould be revoked afterit i s  

with Items 10 and 

We also note that Arizona Sugreme Court Rule 31(d)(28) makes it clearthat lay representation for 
qualifyingnon-profitorganizations isallowed in ordertoaccommodate legitimate stakeholdergroups in the 
public review process and should only be restricted if the Commission or presiding officer <..determines 
that lay representation is interfering with the orderlyprogress of the proceeding, imposing undue burdens 
on the otherparties, 
not be made in a 

harm to  the parties represented.” We request that such a determination 

Peter Else, Chair, Friends of the Aravaipa Region 
P.O. Box 576 phone 520-487-1903 
Mammoth, AZ 85618 

BigbackVardFAR@grnai I.com 

ATTACHMENT: Ernail distn’bution list forthis letter and statement of Docket submission. 

mailto:thomas.chenal@azag.gov


The preceding emailedletter with this Attachment will be submitted to Docket Controlvia courier. The 
emaildistribution lisifor thd precedingletter includesallparties andpotentialparties known by me as of 
9/lS/2015: 

Thomas Chenal <thomas.che;nal@asag.gov> 

regory Stanley <G @pinalcou ntyaz.gov>, Chris Keller 

edington NRCDcred 
untyaz,go\h, Charles Hains <chains@az 

ackya rdfarpgmai I.com>, Rob Peters <rpe 
t ccpearlmast@gmaR. 

a McVie <cmcvle@tucsonaudubon.org>, Karen Fogas 
aandy,bahr@sicrrad ub.0 e re<petersteere@t 
<rnclark@tucsonaudubon. 
ckfogas@tucsonaudubon.or$>, Peter Gerstman <peter.gerstman@robson.com>, 
AI bert Acken <aacken@rcal aw.cornz, "tubaclaw 
<SLofland@rcalaw.corn> ' 

corn>, Sam Cofland, 

I 
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Peter M. Gerstman 
Executive Vice President 

General Counsel 
(480) 895-4297 

Ernail: Peter.Gershnan@ Robson.= 

Arizona Corporation Commission 
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SEP 1 0  2015 
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Environmental Planning Group 
4141 North 32“d Street, Suite 102 
Phoenix, AZ 85018 
Attention: Mickey Siegel, Project Manager 

Re: SunZia Southwest Transmission Project 
ACC Docket No, L-OOOOOYY-15-03 18-001 71 

Dear Mr. Siegel: 

I am writing this letter on behalf of Robson Ranch Mountains, LLC (“Robson”) in 
response to your August 12, 2015 letter concerning the SunZia Southwest Transmission Project. 
As I discussed with Tony De Luca of your company and as I explained in my letter dated August 
13,2012, to the Bureau of Land Management, New Mexico State Ofice, a portion of the BLM’s 
preferred routing for the proposed SunZia Southwest Transmission Lines goes right through 
SaddleBrooke Ranch, which is a master planned active adult community. SaddleBrooke Ranch is 
located north of Oracle Jwction in Pinal County, Arizona, between Arizona Highway 77 and 
Arizona State Highway 79. An aerial photo of the area at issue is attached. The BLM’s proposed 
route in this area is part of the sub-route identified in the BLM’I draft environmental impact 
statement for this project as sub-route 4C2c. 

As the developer of SaddleBrooke Ranch, Robson has already invested tens of millions 
of dollars in the community. The SaddleBrooke Ranch property encompasses more than 2500 
acres and upon build-out will include more than 5,000 homes. The vast majority of the 
SaddleBrooke Ranch property, including the portion of SaddleBrooke Ranch that the BLM- 
preferred route crosses, has been zoned, is subject to a planned area development overlay district, 
and is subject to a Phased Protected Development Right Plan with Pinal County. 

SaddleBrooke Ranch currently includes, among other things, a sales and design center 
with 11 furnished models, an 18-hole championship golf course with putting green and driving 
range, an extensive pickleball complex with 24 courts, a fitness center and spa with over 40,000 
square feet that include indoor and outdoor swimming pools, men’s and women’s hair salons, 
massage rooms, aerobics and yoga facilities, a learning center, a crebtive arts room, billiards, and 
lighted tennis courts. In addition, a Robson affiliate has invested millions of dollars to construct a 
wastewater treatment facility that treats raw sewage to drinking water standards for recharge to 
the aquifer and for golf course irrigation. Construction of a large clubhouse is imminent, as is a 
new Creative A r t s  Center. Land development work for these new amenities is underway, and 
vertical construction should begin within a few months. The master plan provides for additional 
amenities and facilities, including golf and homes, in the vicinity of the area that would be 

9532 East Riggs Road Sun Cakes, Arizona 85248 Telephone: (480) 895-9200 Fax: (480) 895-5455 
Robson Ranch-AriZona PebbleCreek *Sun Lakes SaddleBrooke The Reserve SaddleBrooke Ranch Quail Creek Robson Ranch-Texas 



Environmental Planning Gtoup 
Attention: Mickey Siege], ,Project Manager 
September 8,20 15 
Page 2 

traversed by the BLM-preferred SunZia route. And, of course, there are hundreds of people 
living in SaddleBrooke Ranch who have invested significant amounts in their homes for their 
retirement years. 

The addition of two 500 kv transmission lines in the northerly portion of SaddleBrooke 
Ranch has the potential to significantly affect and impair future development of the project. We 
understand the general need for appropriate infrastructure to support future development and we 
support efforts to meet thd need. Affiliates of Robson have cooperated fully in the past in the 
location of electric transmission lines through other Robson Resort Communities when necessary 
and where appropriate. This, however, is a different case. Without commenting on the vast 
majority of the BLM’s preferred route, there are relatively small adjustments that could be made 
to the route in the vicinity of SaddleBrooke Ranch that would have significant and positive 
effects for SaddleBrooke Ranch and for Pinal County. 

We understand that there are many considerations and interests the BLM must balance 
when choosing a route. However, the BLM appears not to have given sufficient consideration to 
the effect of its preferred route on the SaddleBrooke Ranch master plan, the huge investment 
being placed at risk by Robson in this project, and the employment considerations relating to 
SaddleBrooke Ranch. Because of our belief in the long-term potential of the SaddleBrooke 
Ranch location, as demonstrated by the success of the SaddleBrooke community, which is 
approximately 7 miles fiom SaddleBrooke Ranch, Robson made a huge investment in 
SaddleBrooke Ranch even as other homebuilders were closing shop. Studies performed in the 
past by the Center for Business Research at the Arizona State University College of Business and 
by the Center for Economic Development and Research at the University of North Texas have 
confirmed the tremendous economic benefits of a Robson Resort Community for the local 
economy. The study prepared by ASU in June, 2000 of the economic contributions of 
SaddleBrooke and Saddle$rooke Ranch estimates that the combined effects of spending for 
consumer goods and services by households in these two projects upon build-out and the ongoing 
operations of the homeovlaers’ associations will generate $1.9 billion in expenditures and $1 
billion in earnings per year in 1999 dollars, and support 27,500 jobs. This is in addition to all of 
the direct construction and other jobs during the course of development. 

The zoning for the entire SaddleBrooke Ranch master plan is vested by virtue of the golf 
course, streets, inhtructqre, amenities and homes already constructed in the community. 
Zoning vests for the entire master plan because a developer would never start a project as massive 
as SaddleBrooke Ranch without some assurance of the ability of completing it. For similar 
reasons, we believe it is inc rrect to think of real property within the SaddleBrooke Ranch master 
plan as “undevelopedyy in e same sense as the neighboring State land and agricultural land. 
Development has not yet ached the location of the BLM-preferred route in SaddleBrooke 
Ranch, but the location is art of a large and ongoing construction and development project in 
accordance with a master p . I I 

A relatively small adjustment in the routing in the vicinity of SaddleBrooke Ranch, 
taking the line to the north of SaddleBrooke Ranch before converging with the BLM-preferred 
route could have a tremendous economic effect, not only for Robson, but also for the County. An 
example of just one potential change that could have tremendous advantages is indicated in pink 
in the second attachment to this letter. This change would not have any effect on the route in the 



Environmental Planning Group 
Attention: Mickey Siegel, Project Manager 
September 8,2015 
Page 3 

vicinity of the San Pedro River. This adjustment would affect only a very small portion of sub- 
route 4C2c, meaning that the vast majority of sub-route 4C2c could remain the same. We would 
appreciate the opportunity to work with the BLM, Pinal County and others to effect this minor 
modification. Of course, the SunZia-preferred route, as well as many sub-routes in Route Group 
4, would avoid SaddleBrooke Ranch entirely. 

Sincerely, 

-- /&-La __--- 

eer . Ge an 

cc: Edward J. Robson 
Pinal County Board of Supervisors 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee 
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ORIGINAL 
CASCABEL CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION 
SUPPORTING CONSERVATION, COMMUNITY AND CONTEMPlATlON 

IN THE MIDDLE SAN PEDRO RIVER VALLEY - 

6146 N. Canyon Road, Cascabel, AZ 85602 

Docket No. L&WW%lWl 
October 5,20 15 

Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting@d&&ta15 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 W. Washington 
Phoenix, AZ 85007-2996 

To the Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee and Corporation Commission, 

The Cascabel Conservation Association (CCA) is a community-based conservation organization 
dedicated to the collaborative stewardship of the middle San Pedro River watershed by promoting 
the health, stability, and diversity of vegetation, waters, and wildlife as well as supporting a 
sustainable human community. I serve as Conservation Director for the organization, which has 
o v a  150 members concerned with the conservation of this area, as well as the broader watershed. 
Since its founding in 1997, our organization has had a long successfil history in regards to 
achievements in collaborative conservation, land protection, advocacy, environmental education, 
providing desert sojourning, and community events. To date, we have protected over 1900 acres of 
land through fee title acquisition and facilitating conservation easements in the Cascabel area of the 
San Pedro valley. 

I am writing you regarding our position against the proposed SunZia transmission line in Arizona, 
and specifically its route through the middle/lower San Pedro valley. I have worked as a 
conservation biologist in the (broader) lower San Pedro valley, between Benson and Winkelman, 
Arizona, from 2002 to presat (14 years). Additionally, I completed a master’s of science research 
project through the Desert Squthwest Cooperative Ecosystem Studies Unit at the University of 
Arizona, 2013-2014. My research focused on the ecological and cultural values of this lower 
watershed. I conducted an ecosystem conservation assessment and provided a landscape 
conservation design for the watershed (thesis submitted/accepted August 2014). My research was 
supported by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Desert Landscape Conservation Cooperative. From 
this background, and now as Conservation Director for CCA, I haye a thorough knowledge of this 
watershed’s natural resource values, ecosystem processes, agency and non-governmental 
organization conservation efkrts, and community concerns and investment. 

The lower San Pedro Valley is a rare, mostly ecologically intact valley, the only one in southern 
Arizona without a major transportation artery or large-scale transqission corridor (notably the least 
developed, highest landscape integrity section is the region north 
SunZia line siting is proposed). Hence, the valley still supports 

Benson to San Manuel where 
wildlife that traverse the 
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valley, such as black bear, mountain lion, white-tailed deer, mule deer, and big horn sheep (sheep 
populations are both in the Catalina and Galiuro Mountains), as well as other medium size species, 
such as gray fox, coati, and javelina, and rare reptile species, such as the Sonoran desert tortoise. 
Larger raptors also traverse the valley in their foraging, including golden eagle, Swainson’s hawk, 
zone-tailed hawk, red-tailed hawk, Harris’s hawk, gray hawk, common black-hawk, and other 
migrants. 

The proposed two single-circuit 500 kV transmission lines at 135 feet height and designated 400- 
1000 foot “vegetation-managed” rights-of-way will significantly damage the landscape connectivity 
capacity for many of these species. The alignment corridor will inevitably be lessened of its 
vegetation density and height, and diversity (as seen fiom other transmission lines projects 
throughout Arizona). Access roads will be needed for construction of the lines and for maintenance 
thereafter. These roads will bring unauthorized vehicles of all types into previously remote 
wilderness quality backcountry of the %con and Catalina Mountain foothills, canyons, and slopes. 
These access and alignment roads will result in a new entry araa for erosion of silt and coarse 
materials and downslope deposition into the San Pedro River basin. The vehicles that traverse these 
roads will potentially introduce non-native invasive plant species (e.g. buffelgrass), which has 
compromised the native biological richness of the Sonoran desert throughout this region (through 
non-native plant competition) and, in the case of buffelgrass, has raised the risk for catastrophic high 
intensity/high temperature unnatural wildfire (or human-caused fire, directly or indirectly). 
Additionally, these roads will increase the potential for unauthorized use by all-terrain vehicles (i.e., 
OHVs), and raise the risk for wildlife poaching (see AZ Daily Star 10/1/15, p. A6), as well as looting 
of previously unreachable archaeological and historical sites for which the valley is well known for 
harboring. 

At least five major wildlife corridors for dispersing animals likely occur in the cross-valley 
landscape linkages provided by paired canyodwash systems within this lower watershed. These 
landscape linkages will be significantly degraded by the construction and continued maintenance of 
these paired transmission lines crossing these canyon and washes. The impacted landscape linkages, 
include: 1) Paige Canyon-Hot Springs Canyon, 2) Soza/Youtcy Canyon Creeks-Soza Canyon, 3) 
BuehmadEdgar Canyon-Redfield Canyon, 4) AlderBtratton Washes-Kielberg Canyon, and 5 )  
Peppersauce Wash-Whitlock Wash (AZGFD 2012, Wilbor 2014; see attached map). 

These key drainage pairs (or complexes) will be seriously affected by the SunZia transmission lines 
bisecting them, or in worst cases by traveling parallel with them for some distance (i-e., by removal 
or reduction of vegetation, placement of large towers, overhead wires, cleared roadways, and new 
human intrusion disturbances for required on-going vegetation maintenance and by unauthorized 
OHV use). As a result o this project, larger mammals (see above) would find these important 
corridors with altered ve etation, new human infrastructure, an@ new human disturbance. These 
factors would combine t 4 make these corridors less hnctional 4s linkages in terms of suitable habitat 
for their movement needs. These species would be more likely to not attempt to use them (thus not 
dispersdmigrate) or may prompt them to take more difficult travel routes, exposing them to higher 
stress conditions that diminish their reproductive fitness or expose them to higher mortality risk. 
Other canyons would also be impacted by SunZia transmission line crossings, including: Redrock, 
Roble, Catalina, and Smelter. All these drainages (including the drainages mentioned above) are 
notable for their upslope to down basin hydrological and ecological connections, which provide 
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seasonal water to the river basin, nutrient transport, and facilitate wildlife connections to the San 
Pedro River corridor. 

Large and small conservation organizations have worked for over 40 years to protect and conserve 
the environment of the San Pedro watershed, including the lower San Pedro watershed where the 
proposed SunZia transmissions line would traverse. The Nature Conservancy calls the San Pedro 
River one of its “Last Great Places” known for its rich riparian habitat, birds, and other wildlife. 
Nearly $50 million dollars as been invested by various conservation groups to protect more than 
200,000 acres in the lower valley. The National Audubon Society and Tucson Audubon Society 
have worked together to scientifically document the lower San Pedro River comdor’s importance to 
bird populations (2006-201 5). The San Pedro valley is a principal hemispheric migration pathway 
and nesting area within the North America Pacific Flyway for Neotropical birds (>250 migrating 
bird species and >lo0 breeding bird species) (BLM, San Pedro RNCA website). 

In 2007 the lower San Pedro was identified as an Arizona Important Bird Area (IBA), and in 2008 it 
was identified as a Global Important Bird Area by the National Audubon Society (NAS IBA Science 
Technical Committee). The upslope-downslope connection within bird populations has been 
documented by Audubon’s bird studies in the watershed (TAS 201 1). Additionally, the transmission 
lines would cross the San Pedro River where federally designated critical habitat for the yellow- 
billed cuckoo (USFWS Endangered Species Act- Threatened species) is present. Beyond the San 
Pedro River, SunZia would cross Buehman and Edgar Canyons, which also have high potential to 
support this threatened species. Local raptor species populations, particularly zone-tailed and red- 
tailed hawks, and golden eagles (as well as turkey vultures and ravens), which are known to use the 
many canyon systems of the Rincon and Catalina ranges, would have a higher potential to be 
impacted fiom transmission lines placed within their foraging range, resulting in line collisions and 
electrocutions, thereby increasing their overall mortality rate (Loss et al. 2014, Rollan et al. 2010). 

As a conservation biologist working in the valley from 2002 up to the present, I have listened and 
worked with many diverse groups and individuals in the lower San Pedro valley, including the 
Natural Resource Conserva ’on Districts (Redington and Winkelman), comprised primarily of 
ranchers and farmers, as we T 1 as met with many individual landowners. Residents of the lower San 
Pedro, including ranchers, f m e r s ,  small property landowners, and local community residents alike, 
overwhelmingly oppose the loss of landscape condition integrity that these transmission lines would 
bring to the lower San Pedro valley. Ranchers know they will experience impacts to their operations 
through fi-agmentation of their grazing ranges, increased erosion, introduction of invasive vegetation, 
and unauthorized motorized vehicle use that will follow new transmission line access and alignment 
roads. Environmentally concerned residents are concerned about loss of wildlife connectivity, 
habitat loss, direct and indiretct impacts to species, increased erosiqn and effects on the San Pedro 
River, invasive species incmion (increased fire potential fiom ne species), increased unauthorized 
vehicle users (who will find new routes by word of mouth and the w internet), new access points that 
will open up previously remote backcountry leading to Sonoran ddsert ecosystem degradation (e.g., 
trash, trails, erosion, vegetation destruction), wildlife poaching, and cultural resource impacts and 
looting. 

3 



Of particular concern is the impact to the Conservation Land System of Pima County. Pima County 
has purchased, with over $14M dollars of voter approved bond money, three large ranches within the 
lower San Pedro valley for conservation purposes to linther its Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan 
and meet the mitigation requirements for its Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (i.e., S i x  Bar, M Diamond, and A-7 ranches, total approx. 66,000 acres in 
conservation management). All these ranches would be ecologically compromised by the SunZia 
transmission lines and its corridor. Working ranch and land management operations would be 
impacted. Cultural resowces (both archaeological and historical), which are extensive throughout 
the transmission line sited route, would be compromised, both at the time of construction and later 
through increased access roads and the potential for looting. Two of these ranches are bisected in 
half causing severe management impacts to the ecological values and management potential of these 
conservation reserves. The conservation, operation, and economic impacts to these and other valley 
ranches could be avoided by an alternative placement of the SunZia route outside the lower San 
Pedro valley if the project proceeds (see below). 

The eco-tourisdoutdoor recreation sector of the valley economy is just developing in this valley 
(and in the Aravaipa valley as well). Outdoor recreationists, pursuing many activities such as 
birding, biking, hiking, nature identification, photography, and wildlife watching, are beginning to 
find this valley a destination close to the urban centers of the Sun Corridor where many reside. The 
SunZia project could lessen this opportunity for small-scale, low-impact economic development for 
some of the economically depressed local communities in the valley, just as this sector of the 
valley’s economy is poised to grow. The “ecosystem services” provided by an undisturbed, 
unfkagmented, and undev loped watershed, include: unimpeded mountain fkont and in-tributary 
groundwater recharge, nu rient transport fiom highlands to lowIands, natural fire cycles, clean air 
and water provisioning, s pport of high biodiversity, ecological trophic fhnction and population 
regulation, livestock graz g, wildlife-based recreation, dark sky values for astronomical viewing, 

varying extents by the rowing of the SunZia project through the lower San Pedro watershed. 

and desert solitude values, I for personal rejuvenation. These “services” would be compromised by 

The need for this project at all is highly questionable, both in terms of providing renewable energy 
and conventional energy. The Southline Project is much better designed and sited to meet any such 
energy needs in southwes em New Mexico and southeastern Arizona, and a more northerly route 

environmental impacts if delivering New Mexico’s wind energy to the western grid is the objective. 
The Southline Project uses an existing corridor through Tucson rather than opening up an entirely 
new corridor in the San Pedro Watershed. The Southline project’s multiple connections with the 
southeastern Arizona grid also make it much more utilitarian for Arizona’s citizens. Co-location 
with existing infiastructme should be the selected placement for the SunZia lines if this project 
proceeds. Co-locating this project makes sense for efficiency and permitting (through fewer access 
and alignment road needs, and fewer cultural resource reviews and avoidance measures needed), 
cost (less cost for access, construction, and maintenance of infkastructure), and most importantly 
ecologically (less loss of the desert landscapes, less impact to riverine/wash/crcek natural resources, 
less potential for introducing non-native species, and less disturbance to ecological systems and 
wildlife populations). 

along existing extra-high- t oltage lines through Springerville to Phoenix would result in far fewer 
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In sum total, SunZia transmission line siting through the lower San Pedro valley would result in 
damaging ecological impacts in numerous ways. It would degrade ecological systems (upland 
impacts transferred to lowlands), increase erosion, impact wildlife habitats, impact wildlife 
populations, disrupt migration linkages, compromise species climate adaptation potential (through 
impacting wildlife species movement), and increase greatly the potential for the introduction of non- 
native species such as bufilgrass, increasing wildland fire potential in the non-fire adapted Sonoran 
desert ecosystem. Socially, valley landowners, ranchers, farmers, tourism operators, and community 
residents overwhelmingly oppose the siting of this major transmission line in the undisturbed desert 
landscape of the San Pedro valley. Such a strong and united local sentiment needs to be respected. 

The Cascabel Conservation Association strongly advocates against siting new infiastructure, 
whether this project or a hture project, through the lower San Pedro valley. Arizona’s special rural, 
unfiagmented, and undeveloped landscapes are our most ecologically valuable places, conserving 
the natural resources we so highly value, and providing for the many ecosystem services that benefit 
us all. Places like the lowe San Pedro River and its associated tributaries (the many mentioned 
within this letter, along wifpl the Aravaipa Canyon area), are too important to people and nature to 
defile. We have a responsbility to fiture Arizona citizens to protect the environment and landscapes 
that have been essential to nature and people through time up until this 21 st century, and should 
remain so long into the fiture. Please find an alternative to the SunZia Project and avoid siting any 
major inli-astructure projects through this remote, sensitive, ecologically and culturally important 
watershed. 

Sincerely, 

Scott L. Wilbor, Lower San Pedro Conservation Director 
Cascabel Conservation Association 

Literature Cited: 
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5819 N. Cascabel Road 
Benson, AZ 85602 
el na. otter @ gmail .corn 
October 11, 201 5 

Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee 
Arizona Corporation 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Dear Committee Members: 

I first heard about the Southwest Power Group (SWPG) in the summer of 2007, 
and I and spoke to the Cochise County Board of Supervisors against their 
proposed Bowie Power Plant. SunZia was already part of the picture -- it was 
said to be coming along “just in time” to transport the energy produced by the 
Bowie Plant -- as if it were a gift from afar -- a rare but welcome coincidence. I 
met Tom Wray, the major proponent of Bowie, although he was listed merely as 
“The Electrical Interconnection Manager.” My first notes about him concerned his 
proposal to obtain “clean coal” (involving carbon capture and sequestration) by 
passing CO2-laden exhaust from the Bowie plant over tomato plants or 
evergreen seedlings to improve their growth. (Note: this is extraordinarily far 
from what most people understand to be clean coal.) He also mentioned looking 
for a $1 33 million tax credit (for producing “clean coal”). However, the Bowie 
Power Plant was not viewed as a specific threat to local environmental or 
community values, particularly since Bowie is east of Cascabel. -- except in the 
sense that coal plants are generally bad, polluting entities, causing asthma and 
other health problems in the population. The Bowie clean coal idea was rejected 
by the supervisors, and SWPG requested the reissue of a permit to use natural 
gas which was approved. We heard that their permit to produce electricity with 
natural gas was restored, and then that it was renewed. 

Our community started hearing about SunZia as an independent entity that would 
affect our Valley in 2009. We have been working against it since then. SWPG, 
along with the Environmental Planning Group, LLG, ha apparently convinced a 
large segment of the government that its plans for Sun 4 ia have nothing to do 
with the fact that SWIPG also owns Bowie, despite the fact that all the routes 
pass by the proposed Bowie site. They talk at length about wind from New 
Mexico, although no wind power seems to be developing there even now, years 
later. They have gone to great pains to maintain the notion that their project’s 
goal is to support clean power, even going so far as agreeing to bury the power 
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lines North of White Sands Missile Range, which if they actually do so will require 
a great deal of money and which will be a technological first given the amount of 
power to be transmitted. Why do I think there is a fairly good chance they will 
elect not to build those lines into New Mexico? 

Of course, if they don’t build the lines into New Mexico, then they would only 
have the Arizona section. It could go from Bowie to the electrical distribution hub 
in Casa Grande. At the moment there are no renewable energy sources for it to 
carry, so, if they are lucky, power will be produced by the Bowie plant ‘just in 
time.’ We all know that transmission lines are obligated to carry power from any 
source on a first-come-first-served basis, and we all know they’d prefer to use 
power from a renewable source. But fortunate anyway! 

All of this would be somewhat wryly entertaining were it not for the fact that this 
project will do real damage to the environment. The San Pedro Valley has been 
called one of the Last Great Places. The Upper San Pedro is protected by being 
a National Riparian Area. What a pity that no such protection exists for the 
Middle and Lower San Pedro! This transmission line will initiate the destruction 
of the Valley. Along with its support roads, it will cause fragmentation, and 
fragmentation leads to the disappearance of wildlife. All the new support roads 
and damage to the surface will change the hydrology, so what will happen to the 
flow of the river itself is anybody’s guess. There are no other viable rivers flowing 
North-South; they haye largely been drained by agriculture and development. 
Indeed the San Pedrq is well on its way to being drained dry. But when it is 
gone, so will be the last major avian corridor leading to the entire Western half of 
the United States and Canada. It will be a silent spring. 

There is enough solar and wind power in Arizona to meet Arizona’s needs. 
California is independent of other states and intends to remain so, and it would 
cost Arizona taxpayers money to take the power delivered to Casa Grande to the 
California state line. There is enough solar and wind power in New Mexico to 
meet New Mexico’s needs. I believe we have no need of fossil fuel power plants. 
Southline, if built, will  provide much more connectivity than SunZia ever 
envisions. 

No sacrifice of environmental values should be allowed because none is needed 
to move toward renewable, local energy. 

Sincerely yours, 

Elna L. Otter 
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Arizow Corporation Commission 
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REWE: 4 . r- ,;i 1 

October 12,2015 

Re: SunZia Transmission, LLC 

Docket Number L-OOOOOYY-15-03 18401 7 1 
.i I ~ 

To Whom it may concern: 

O C T  1 3  2015 
. .- , 

For a host of reasons, it is j o t  in the State of Arizona's best interests to permit the SunZia transmission 
project. From its inception, SunZia has been promoted a s  a renewable energy project to trarmnit 
"stranded" wind-generated power from eastern New Mexico to the supposedly lucrative energy 
markets of California. For reasons that have become obvious as the project has dragged on, SunZia is 
at best a pipe dream and at worst a scam that is not in the best interests of the State of Arizona. 

I )  As promoted from its inception until the project achieved a NEPA permit, Arizona was little more 
than an obstacle on the way horn New Mexico wind fields to supposedly iasatiable energy markers of 
southern California. Over and over again, the proponent declared that California, not Arizonq was the 
primary destination of this project. 

' 

- 7  *. 2) Arizona meanwhile has been devebphg its OMTI renewable energy sector based on sqlar energy. I 
is not in Arizona's best financial interests to permit out-of-state energy projects to compexe with is own 
burgeoning solar energy industry. That industry provides in-state construction and operational jobs that 
dwarf those that w-odd potentially be provided by SunZia. 

3) Wind energy technology has stalled, with only greater turbine size offering greater efficiency, and 
this limited by transportatian logistics from turbine factories to wind fields. Solar energy technology, 
by contrast, continues to become more efficient and cost effective. That trend is expected to continue 
for the foreseeable fume. 

* 

4) Conflicts with DOD in New Mexico have required undergrounding portions of the project which 
have driven up the potential costs to levels that will be unlikely to be financed by private investors. The 
only hope is that what was billed as a merchant Line will, in the unlikely event &ax it is ever buitt, 
become just anorher federdy subsidized pork barrel project 

t 

5) This project would cut a new infiasmcture path through Arizona's diminishing and irreplaceable 
- wild ldds, degrading Arizona's spectacular landscape and envirombental gifts, both of which are an 

increasingly important priority for its current citizens and a signrscant reason why people desire to 
move here. 

6 .  

6)  If the renewable energy aspect, which was the primary reason 
approval, is not financially viable, then the ody logical conclusion is that the project has, from its 
inception, been firtle more than a ruse to build transmission capacity from the proponent's permitted, 

project was granted NEPA 

. . . .. . - .. . - . .. ... . .. ,f.* .. .. .. .- . . . . ~ ~  .. .. ... 
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though as yet unbuilt, Bowie power plant. 

7) Finally, powerline security is compromised when routed across long stretches of unpopulated 
wildlands. Arizona is in the fortunate position of having its primary solar energy sites Iocated in the 
southwestern quadrant of the state, in relatively close proximity to the state's major energy markets 
along the Sun Corridor. 

For the same reason, since the El Paso Natural Gas Pipeline bisects the southwest quadrant, it affords 
an opportunity to co-locate natural gas power plants with solar energy facilities in relatively close 
proximity to Arizona's energy markets. The proposed SunZia Transmission Project does not do this. 

.- For tbegbove reasons, the proposed SunZia Transmission Project is not in the best interest of Arizona 
and I ask you to deny approval of this project. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

David Omick 
6146 N. Canyon Road 
Benson, AZ 85602 

,:. , 

. ... , . .. .. . -. . .. . . . .- . . .  . .. ,I . ~ . - _^, - - I...____ 
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Docket Control Center 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington ' 

Phoenix, AZ 85007 

- RE: DOCKETNO. L-OOOOOYY-15-0318-00171. CaseNo. 171. SunZia. 
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Dear Arizona Corporatio Commission Line Siting Committee, 7 
Please accept this letter a d the attached document (these originals and 25 copies submitted) as 
comments by The Wilder ess Society as you consider the issue of potential line siting for the 
proposed SunZia electric P 1 transmission line. 

The attached document isla Letter for Protest ofFinal Environmental Impact Statement and 
Proposed Resource Management Plan Amendments for the SunZia Southwest Transmission 
Project which The Wilderness Society and partners submitted to the Bureau of Land 
Management. 

We would like to highlight for you that: 
0 The Wilderness Society supports the environmentally responsible development of 

renewable energy and associated infrastructure, including transmission lines, on public 
and private lands 4s a means to reduce threats from climate change and achieve a clean 
energy future. Thiq type of development is not appropriate everywhere, however, and 
places with sensitiGe and important natural and cultural resources should be protected 
from development of any kind. @ages 2-3) 
In the case of the SunZia project, there are a number of other transmission lines 
proposed in the same geography that may, or may not, serve some of the same 
renewable energy benefits, and may or may not have lower impacts. It is not possible to 
make an informed comparative judgment about the multiple projects at this point in 
time due  to the different timelines of the projects and the amount of information 
currently available for each proposal. (page 3)  
The Wilderness Society opposes the Aravaipa Canyon route for SunZia. (page 9) 
The Wilderness Society opposes the San Pedro routes for SunZia. (pagelo) 

0 

0 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments as you study the SunZia project. 

Sin cer el y , I 

Mike Quigley 
Arizona State Director 
The Wilderness Society 

P.O. B o x  18404, Tucson A2 85731 I ph 52[)-334-8741 I wildnmess.org 

http://wildnmess.org


July 15,2013 

Delivered by email and Regular Mail postmarked 7/I5/13 

Director (21 0) 
Attn: ,Brenda Hudgens-Williams 
P.O. Box 71383 
Washington, D.C. 20024-1383 
Brenda Hudoens-WilEiams@blm. oov 

Re: Protest of Final Environmental Impact Statement and Proposed Resource 
Management Plan Amendments for the SunZia Southwest Transmission Project 

Dear Ms. Hudgens-Williams, 

This correspondence constitutes a formal protest of the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) proposed action and Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and proposed 
Resource Management Plan Amendments (RMPA) for the S&ia Southwest 
Transmission Line Project, Bureau of Land Management.’ BLM/NM/PL-13-04-1610 
(June 2013) (hereafter “SunZia FEIS/RMPA”). BLM prepared th ls  FEIS and proposed 
RMPA document to analyze and disclose potential effects of the proposed SunZia 
Southwest Transmission Project (SunZia). The proposed SunZia Project would include 
two 500-kiIovolt (kV) transmission lines traversing over 500 miles of federal, state, and 
private lands between ventral New Mexico and central Arizona. 

The FEZ3 for SunZia ’ cluded three alternatives for the amendment of Resource 
Management Plans ( & s) that would be affected by the proposed action (see Section 
2.6 of the FEIS). Thej include the No Action Alternative, a 400-foot conidor dtemative, 
and a 2500-foot corridbr alternative. The BLM selected the 400-foot corridor as its 
preferred plan amendment alternative to be included as an amendment to RMPs for 
conformance with visual resource management and right-of-way management objectives. 
The resource management plans addressed include the following: 

Socorro W, Socorro Field Office (2010) - BLM preferred alternative 
Mimbres RMP, Las Cruces District Office (1 993) - BLM preferred alternative 
Final Safford District RMP and EIS, Safford District Office (1991) 

This protest is made o 
. the Natural 

numbers of contact persons representing our groups are contded in Section I of this 
letter. We incorporate by reference the comments submitted td the BLM on the Draft 

of members and supporters of The Wilderness Society and 
Council (NRDC). Our groups participated in the planning 

to BLM. The names, addresses, and phone 

’ We believe that BLMs actions just@ a protest and appropriate response; however: we would note that 
BLNTs Land Use Planring Handbook (H-1601-1, Appendix E) also provides for BLM to respond to 
comments submitted on an FEIS, even if they are submitted as a protest. 
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Environmental Impact Statement @EX) for the Proposed SunZia Transmission Project 
submitted by these respective g ro~ps .~  

A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the 
SunZia Southwest Transmission Project in New Mexico and Arizona and Proposed 
Resource Management Plan Amendments was published in the Federal Register by the 
Environmental Protection Agency @PA) and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) on 
June 14,2013. Publication of the NOA by EPA began a 30-day protest period for the 
SunZia FEIS/RMPA, According to the EPA Federal Register notice the deadline for 
timely submittal of protests with the Director of BLM is July 15,2013; therefore the 
submittal of this protest is 

BLM planning regulations (43 CFR 1610.5-2) provide for any person who participated in 
.the planning and environmental analysis process and who has an interest that is or may be 
adversely affected by the BLM planning decision, may protest the approval of the 
planning decision within 30 days from the date that the EPA publishes the NOA of the 
FEE in the Federal Register. 

Protests must be filed with the Director of the BLM in Washington, D.C., and must meet 
fding requirements prescribed in 40 CFR 6 1610.5-2(a). According to this federal 
regulation, a protest must include: (1) the name, mailing address, telephone number, and 
interest of the person filing the protesc (2) a statement of the issue or issues being 
protested, (3) a statement of the plan amendment being protested; (4) a copy of all 
documents addressing the issue or issues that were submitted during the EIS process by 
the protesting party or an indication of the date the issue or issues were discussed for the 
record; and (5 )  a concise statement explaining why the State Director's decision is 
believed to be wrong. 

This protest letter is organized to meet these filing requirements. Section 11 of the letter 
states the interests of the protesting parties and includes the name, mailing address, and 
telephone number of each contact person representing the groups filling this consolidated 
protest. Section ID of the letter includes statements of the issues being protested by the 
parties. Section 111 also contains cross-references to comment letters or portions of the 
administrative record where the issues being protested were addressed during the 
planning process. Section D[I also contains citations to the SunZia F E I S M A  being 
protested where applicable. Section N contains a summary of the reasons why 
protesting parties believe that the State Director's decisions with resard to B W s  
preferred alternative and proposed plan amendments are wrong. 

I. Introducltion 

Our groups support the environmentally responsible development of renewable energy 
and associated infrastructure, including transmission lines, on public and private lands as 

' Comments of protesting parties incorporated by reference are found in Appendix J of the SunZia 
FEISIRMPA. These comments are identified as Comment ID Number 1614 (p. J-292). ' Available ut: h t t o : l i a ~ ~ . . ~ o . g o v / f d s v s i ~ k ~ ~ R - 2 0  1 3-06- 11iud€QO 13 -1 4 1 9j.Ddf 



a means to reduce threats from climate change and achieve a clean energy future. This 
type of development is not appropriate everywhere, however, and places with sensitive 
and important natural and cultural resources should be protected from development of 
any kind 

The Need for Better Models of Transmission Planning 
Some of the West’s best renewable energy resources are located in geographically remote 
areas that are not yet connected to the grid, and consequently some amount of new 
trammission infrastrucrture will be needed to help meet clean energy and climate goals at 
state, regional and national levels. The development of any large infrastructure project in 
the West must address many environmental and cultural resource constraints in order to 
obtain the necessary permits. Transmission lines are no exception, and may face greater 
hurdles than other projects because they have prominent visual impacts, typically cross 
numerous ecological zones, and often involve multiple administrative jurisdictions. 

The difficulties in finding acceptable routes for the proposed SunZia project highlight the 
need for better transmission planning processes. Efforts are underway in the Western 
Interconnect to develop better processes where agencies, developers arid stakeholders can 
engage in pro-active, coordinated regional transmission planning that will connect 
renewable resources to the grid and to load centers with the least amount of new 
infrastructure and lowest environmental and cultural resource conficts. 

Key principles of this kind of improved planning include: 

0 

0 

improved operation and expansion of the grid to better take advantage of existing 
infrastructure, 
early and meanhgful engagement of stakeholders, 
better coordination among re,aulatory bodies, and specific strategies to reduce 

ental and cultural-resource conflicts - including designating 
risks corridors Of envkor with wer resource conflicts 
designating appropriate low-conflict corridors at regional planning levels that 
correspond to energy market dynamics 

In the case of the SunZia project, there are a number of other transmission lines proposed 
in the same geography that may, or may not, serve some of the same renewable energy 
benefits, and may or m y  not have lower impacts. It is not possible to make an informed 
comparative judgment about the multiple projects at this point in time due to the different 
timelines of the projects and the amount of information currently available for each 
proposal. Proactive planning that identifies new infrastructure needs at a regional level 
and ,pides them to the lowest conflict corridors would help avoid situations like this and 
help prevent un-necessarily redundant inhistructure Kith avoidable impacts. Engaging 
fully in these sorts of regional planning efforts will enable agencies and stakeholders and 
developers to make more informed decisions about what infrastructure is needed and 
where it is most appropriately sited 

II. Interests of Protesting Parties 
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The members of our groups have interests that will or may be adversely affected by 
BLMs proposed action regarding S d i a .  Protesting parties have an interest in ensuring 
that BLM proposed action complies with the requirements of the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. 5 4321 et seq., the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act (FLPMA), 43 U.S.C. Q 1701 et seq., and BLMs 15-Year Strategy for the National 
Landscape Conservation System, BLM Manual 6320, and other federal laws and policies. 
The protesting parties have members who use public lands affected by the proposed 
action for activities such as hunting, hiking, camping, bird watching, nature viewing, and 
other forms of outdoor recreation and enjoyment. Protesting parties: 

The Wilderness Society 
1660 Wynkoop St Suite 850 

Phone: (303)i 650-5818 
Contact per on: Alex Daue, Renewable Energy Associate 

%. 
c.,.. . -+, -:.... 
.:,. .-. ..; , 

. .. . - .  _ _  Denver, CO BO202 ?h *. 

9 . .  . 

The Wilderness Soci ty's mission is to protect wildemess and inspire Americans to care ' 

for our wild places. 
contribute to better p 1 otection, stewardship and restoration of our public lands, preserving 
our rich natural legacy for current and future generations. 

. 

n behalf of OUT over 500,000 members and supporters we 

The Wilderness Society has participated in the planning process for SunZia since it 
started in 2008. Staff have participated in public meetings and we submitted scoping 
comments in 2009 a d  2010 as well as comments on the DEIS in June 2012. 

The NaturallResources Defense Council (NRDC) 
111 Sutter Street, 2oth moor 
San Francisao, CA 94104 

Contact perlon: Helen O'Shea, Director, Western Renewable Energy Project 
(415) 875-6100 

NRDC is a non-pro& environmental organization with 1.3 million members and online 
activists. NRDC uses law, science and the support of its members and activists to protect 
the planet's wildlife and wild places and to ensure a safe and healthy environment for all 
living things. 

NRDC has participated in the planning process for SunZia since it started in 2008. Staff 
have participated in public meetings and we submitted scoping comments in 2009 and 
2010 as well as comments on the DEIS in June 2012. 

New Mexico Wilderness Alliance 
142 Truman St. NE #B-1 
Albnquerque, MM 87108 
(505) 8438696 
Contact person: Judy Calman, Staff Attorney 

I 
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New Mexico Wilderness Alliance (NMWA) is dedicated to the protection, restoration, 
and continued enjoyment of New Mexico’s wild lands and Wilderness areas. NMWA 
represents more than 5,000 members and supporters who are concerned about the 
preservation of open spaces and public lands in New Mexico, as well as the wildlife 
which depends on them. 

NMWA has participated in the planning process for SunZia since it started in 2008. Staff 
have participated in pvblic meetings and NMWA submitted scoping comments in 2009 
and 2010 as well as comments on the DEIS in June 2012. 

III. Issues Being Protested 

a. The Su/nZia FEXS/RMPA purpose and need description is inadequate 

The final environmen 1 impact statement (FEIS) fails to adequately describe or justify 
the need for the SunZia Transmission project. The FEIS Appendix J provides some 
commentary on the key issues that were raised in DEIS comments submitted by TWS and 
partners on August 22,1012, but the commentary and analysis in the FEIS still falls short 
of hlly addressing the following key issues: 

4 
Meeting energy needs in New Mexico, Arizona and California 
Addressing grid reliability and congestion 
Evaluating factors that may influence the energy mix that runs on SunZia 

The shortcomings of the analysis of these issues in the FEE are summarized below. 

1. Meeting energy needs in New Mexico, Arizona and California 

The FEIS primarily discusses how SunZia will meet specific states’ energy demands, 
relying on data provided by utilities in October 20 10. This information has been 
subsequently updated through various integrated resource plans that detail what new 
energy resources utilities will likely pursue and factors infIuencing their mix of these 
resources. 

The FEIS does not adequately discuss how SunZia could facilitate the delivery of 
electricity products that would meet California’s energy needs. Two important issues for 
SunZia are whether the line would help generators meet California’s deliverability 
requirements for out-of-state renewable energy resources and whether the products 
shipped on the line would be cost-competitive. This discussion should explicitly consider 
how ongoing transmission planning and permitting efforts affeot SunZia’s linkages to 

For example: A P S ,  http :/fwww.aps.coml_files/various/ResourcetUtO 12FdsourcePlan.pdf PNM, 
http://www.p~comlregulatory/pdf_electricity/i~-20 1 1 -2030.pdf; SRP, 
httpi/www.srpnet.com/about/pdWResourcePlanFY20 1 1 .pdf; TEP, 
O l t t p : / / ~ e s . s h a r e h o l d e r . c o m / d o ~ o ~ S / 2 0  144 1 1930x0~557 1 99/806EWDB-06CF4EM-BB 16- 
124E53DCAC74/20 12-TEP-IRP-1 .p@. 

I 
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California balancing areas, especially given the prioritization of critical congestion issues 
in this region.’ 

2. Addressing grid reliability and congestion 

The FEIS does not clearly substantiate current congestion and reliability issues that 
SunZia will address. To document current or potential future reliability and congestion 
issues in a clear, credible fashion, the BLM should incorporate the most recent 
assessments conducted by Western Energy Coordinating Council (WECC), and 
Southwest Area Transmission planning group, looking only at state level assessments is 
not sufficient to determine larger, regional dynamics related to grid reliability and 
congestion.6 It would be helpful to compare available transmission capacity with 
potential demand in two regions: New Mexico and Arizona, and Arizona and California 

While the FEIS toucbes upon the issues of how distributed generation, energy efficiency, 
demand-side management, or proposed line enhancements and additions may modify or 
shape congestion and reduce the need for new transmission lines like SunZia, it does not 
M y  and comprehensively address these important factors. 

3. Evaluating factors that may influence the energy mix that runs on SunZia 

The FEIS does an inadequate job of describing short- and long-term factors that may 
influence the energy mix delivered by SunZia Simply citing the speculative nature of 
many of these factors in the FEIS Appendix I does not provide relevant information for 
stakeholders participating in the NEPA process, and there are sources of relevant 
information identified below that should be included in the analysis in order to provide as 
much information as possible, acknowledging that it is not possible to have complete 
certainty on this issue at this point in time. 

The FEIS primarily relies on the status of interconnection requests in SunZia’s project 
area as of September 201 1, which provides a “snapshot” o f  potential SunZia customers. 
However, a Mler piature could be provided that gives the public a better understanding 
of the factors that may influence SunZia’s financial viability as a transmission project and 
its ultimate energy mix. Given the current uncertainties and volatility surrounding energy 
markets, the FEE should describe, at a minimum, the following factors: 

The forecast demand for new natural gas generation in relevant IRP documents 
and what, if any, transmission capacity would be needed to accommodate it; 

* The last completed natianal transmission congestion study was completqd in 2009, available on line: 
http~/~ngestion09.anl.gov/documentsldocs/Conge~on~S~~~2O~.pdf. The 2012 study is underway, and 
information on pre-study workshops and comments can be accessed 
h a p : / / e n e r g y . g o v / o e ~ ~ e l e ~ c i ~ - p o ~ c y ~ o o r ~ ~ o n - ~ d - i m p l e ~ ~ ~ t i o ~ ~ ~ s s i o n -  
~lanning/2012-nationaL 

reports and presentations at http://www.westconnec~co~~~ng_swat.php. 
WECC‘s 10-year plan at httpl//www.wecc.bizflibrary/StudyReport/Wi~20PagesEome.aspx. SWAT 
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Planned coal plant retirements in the region and potentially available transmission 
capacity; 
A description of federal and state policies that could stimulate development of 
wind and solar energy resources that might access SunZia; 
Trends in the cost and pricing of renewable and non-renewable resources that may 
influence development of these resources proximate to SunZia; and 

FERC’s May 201 1 order regarding SunZia’s alIocatio11 of ownership rights and 
capacity to negotiate rates. 

The BLMs initial characterization of the SunZia project conveyed the incorrect 
impression that SunZia would exclusively provide for the transmission of renewable 
energy power-a claim that few, if any, transmission lines could ever make. In this 
rapidly-changing energy market, exact assessments about the clean energy merits of a 
proposed transmission project are not possible. However, the FEIS could do much more 
to incorporate readily available information to create a more credible picture of the 
demand for renewable energy resources, how available transmission capacity constrains 
their development, and the degree to which SunZia is a viable solution to this issue in the 
context of region-specific infrastructure policy and market factors. In educating the 
public about this project’s purpose and need, it is incumbent upon the BLM to provide as 
much information as possible to enable the public to arrive at a thoughtful conclusion 
about the project’s merits. 

Finally, to provide inc ased confidence that the Line will principally carry renewable 
energy, BLM and S 4 a should provide continuous, transparent updates on potential 
subscriiers to the h e  b d  explicit statements of generation intent for the h e  in a manner 
that does not violate the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) open access 
rules. This recommendation was adopted by developers of the Gateway West 
transmission line who are now posting updated subscriber information online.7 

Requested remedy: The BLM should include in the ROD for SunZia a purpose and need 
description that addresses the issues above. 

b. The SunZia FEIS/RMPA does not include a Final Plan of 
Development POD) 

The FEIS states that a Final POD would be required to be approved by the BLM prior to 
construction activities. The FEIS (p. 2-48) states that 

“The Final POD would include detailed engineering, mitigation, and 
environmental mapping upon approval of the final and  approved route 
alignment. The POD would detail the methods and procedures that would be 
used in construction of the Project and serves as a reference for contractors, 

’ Available at: http://www.pacificorp.corn/tran/tp/eg/gw.htrnl 
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construction crews, agency personnel, resource inspectors, and environmental 
compliance monitors. In addition to a detailed 
Project description, the POD would contain BMPs and mitigation measures; 
specify environmental compliance field activities; and include a number of plans 
developed to achieve regulatory compliance and resources protection, including: 

Construction Plan and Program 
Flagging, Fencing, and Sipage Plan 

. Transportation Management Plan 

. Fire Protection Plan 

. Blasting Plan Methodology 

. Erosion, Dust Control, and Air Quality Plan 

. Hazkdous Materials Management Plan 

. Emdrgency Preparedness and Response Plan Guidelines 

. Env onmental Compliance Management Plan 
- Biol gical Resources Protection Plan 
. Avi ProtectionPlan 
. No ous Weed Management Plan 

Cul 
(HPT )/Monitoring and Discovery PladNAGPRA Plan of ActiodPA 
. Pal ntological Resources Treatment Plan (PRTP) 

Sto water Pollution Prevention Plan Methodology 
R i m  i t-of-Way Preparation, Reclamation, and Monitoring Framework 

Plan 

al Resources Historic Properties Treatment Plan 

An Avian Protection Plan and migratory bird conservation strategy would be 
approved by the USFWS prior to the BLM’s Notice to Proceed The vegetation 
management plan will be included in the Final POD as part of the Biological 
Resources Protection Plan. ” 

The Final POD will clearly contain a huge amount of information relating to the impacts 
and mitigation measures for SunZia, yet the BLM has provided no commitment to 
provide an opportunity for public review and comment on the Final POD prior to issuing 
a Notice to Proceed. This effectively makes it impossible for the public to fairly evaluate 
the proposed action, and is unacceptable. 

Requested remedv: The BLM should make the Final POD available for public comment 
for 90 days prior to approving the Final POD and making a decision on whether or not to 
issue a Notice to Proceed for SunZia. 

c. The BLM-proposed action and alternatives in the SunZia 
F E I S W A  would unduly and unnecessarily impact resources 

1. Arizona routes 
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Aravaipa Canyon: Aravaipa canyon is a remote area with significant environmental 
resources that could be impacted by SunZia. Aravaipa is part of a significant set of 
roadless areas running from the Apache Reservation down to Cochise County in a 100 
mile long swath. An analysis by The Nature Conservancy found that the Aravaipa 
Canyon region is the second largest unfragmented area in the Arizona and New Mexico 
region, second only to the Grand Canyon. The Aravaipa Canyon route is not the BLM- 
preferred alternative. However, SunZia would unduly and unnecessarily impact these 
resources and the Aravaipa Creek watershed should BLM sellect the alternative route 
through this region as its preferred alternative in the ROD for SunZia. The Wilderness 
Society and NRDC oppose the Aravaipa Canyon route for SunZia. 

' 

As stated in our comments on the DEIS, specific impacts that SunZia would cause if the 
Aravaipa Canyon route is selected as the BLM-preferred alternative in the ROD include: 

Indirect habitatfi-agmentation caused by: 

Direct habitat fragmentation caused by installation of the transmission line and 
any associated roads and infrastructure. 

o Increased access. The creation of an infrastructure comdor of any kind 
(even with helicopter installation of transmission towers) is likely to 
increase human access and use, especially through off-road vehicle use, 
including illegal off-road vehicle use. If a road or trail is built for 
construction, operations and maintenance of the line, these impacts will 
likely e increased greatly. Experience with access along other Rights of 
Way h s shown that controlling human access is extremely difficult. 

o Invasi e species. Disturbance is known to provide increased spread of 
invasi i e species and associated habitat impacts. 

o PrevenGng use o f j re  as a habitat management tool. Natural fires and 
controUed bums are critical to maintaining the habitat in the Aravaipa 
Canyo region. However, fire is generally suppressed as both a reliability 
and health and safety risk near existing transmission lines. There are 
federal, state, and local regulations and plans that require projects to 
complqt with frre suppression and prevention around power lines. The 
North hnerican Electric Reliability Council standards and Institute of 
Electrical and Electronics Engineers standards apply to all transmission 
lines that are critical for electrical reliability in the region. The Sunrise 
Powerlink project has mitigation measures (BIO-APM-9, Sunrise 
Powerlink FEE B-1 10) that involve brush clearing around the 
transmission tower structures for fire protection that adheres to those 
national standards as well as to US Forest Service land management plans 
and California Code of Regulations. (Sunrise Powerlink FEIS D. 15 47-52) 
SunZia plans to suppress fire through buffer zones of at least 100 feet 
around conductors and vegetation treatment. (SunZia DEB 4-1 07,108). 

Erosion and other watershed impacts to Aravaipa Creek and its tributaries, as 
well as the San Pedro River. 

? 
I 
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The FEIS states in response to these comments, “The DEIS acknowledges the potential 
impacts as discussed.” (FEIS p. J-299) Despite acknowledging these serious impacts, 
the SunZia FEISiRh4PA fails to address them through avoidance (which could be 
achieved by eliminating this route alternative) or through impacts minimization and 
mitigation efforts (as detailed in Section III (c) of this letter). 

San Pedro Valley (BLM-preferred alternative) 

The San Pedro Valley sigtllficant habitat value for avian and mammal species and has 
been a conservation flnority for both public agencies and NGOs for several decades. The 
biological resources ip this valley are particularly rich due to the convergence of the 
Sonoran and Chihuahp deserts and the presence of numerous Sky Islands which act as 
connectors between the temperate Rocky Mountains and the semi-tropical Sierra Madres. 
Impacts to these resources and the San Pedro River and watershed are of serious concern. 
The Wilderness Society and NRDC oppose the San Pedro routes for SunZia. 

As stated in OUT comments on the DEIS, specific impacts of concern include: 
Direct and indirect habitat-fragmentation. Many of the same impacts 
described for the Aravaipa Canyon route would occur with the San Pedro 
Valley route. The overall hgmentation impacts would be worse for the 
Aravaipa route because the Aravaipa region is currently the second largest 
unftagmented area in the Arizona and New Mexico region. 
Erosion and other watershed impacts to the San Pedro River. 
Impacts to the recently proposed Lower San Pedro National Wildlife 
Refuge. 
Impacts to parcels of land that are currentIy being managed protectiveh 
to pitigate for  impacts from other development. 

The FEIS acknowledges that “Habitat fragmentation, erosion, and other direct or indirect 
impacts that may occur are discussed in the DEIS throughout Section 4.6 for each 
affected resource, and noted in the discussion of alternatives (Section 4.6.5)” (FES p. J- 
299) 

The FEIS also acknodedges that SunZia would impact the proposed Lower San Pedro 
National Wildlife Refuge, a potential component of the Lower San Pedro River 
Collaborative Conservation Initiative which is currently being developed “All 
altematives for SunZia would cross portions of the Collaborative Conservation Initiative 
study area. The BLM preferred alternative would cross the study area approximately 0.5 
miles north of The Narrows, near the southern boundary of the study area After crossing 
the river, the BLM preferred alternative is located more than 2 miles from the river, with 
the exception of a brief approach to 1.9 miles near the town of Redington.” 

Citizen-Prowsed Wildmess Units: I 

In our comments on the DEIS, we noted that subroutes B 153a p d  B 153 b intersect the 
comer of the Pinaleiios Citizen-Proposed Wilderness (CPW) F t .  In response to ow 
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comments on the DEIS, BLM states that “Subroute 4A (links B153a and B 153b) would 
not cross any portion of the Pinaleiios CPW unit according to GIS data provided.” (FEIS 
p. 5-299) Based on our analysis, a 400’ Right of Way (ROW) would intersect the 
Pinaleiios CPW unit. BLM should not approve a ROW that intersects the Pinaleiios or 
other CPW units. 

The FEIS also notes that as part of the SunZia NEPA process, the BLM conducted an 
inventory of Lands with Wilderness Characteristics (LWC) as required per guidance in 
Conducting WiIdemess Characteristics Inventory of BLM Lands Manual (MS63 10). 
This inventory found that “The only potentially affected LWC inventory units in AI-~ZOM 
that were identified based on the manual (MS-63 10) are within the Muleshoe area and 
would be crossed by Subroute 4C1 (not the BLM Preferred Route).” (ITIS p. J-299) 
The FEIS further dedls that “Link C36 1 of Subroute 4C 1 crosses Jnventory Unit 4-90 
(Muleshoe), which w found to have characteristics meeting each of the three criteria 
noted in Section (FEIS p. 3-301) The BLM should not approve a ROW that 
crosses the Inventory Unit or any other LWC Inventory Units that have 

serious, undue and unnecessary impacts, the SunZia 
through avoidance (which could be achieved by 
the San Pedro Valley) or through impacts 
(as detailed in Section III (c) of this letter). 

Requested rernedv: nJe BLM should not approve a ROW for SunZia through the 
Aravaipa Canyon regiqn or the San Pedro Valley. In the ROD, the BLM should either 
select the No Action 
unduly and utnecess 3 ly harm resources. In the ROD, the BLM also should not approve 
a ROW which intersec s CPW units or LWC inventory units that have wilderness 
characteristics. If the 4 LM does approve a ROW through the Aravaipa Canyon region or 
the San Pedro Valley, or that impacts CPW or LWC units, the BLM should require a 
comprehensive mitigation program as detailed in Section III (c) of this letter. 

ternative or find a different, appropriate route which does not 

2. New Mexico routes 

Rio Grande River Comdor: the Rio Grande River corridor, and in particular the Middle 
Rio Grande, is a critical flyway for migrating birds and many other species. For this 
reason, we recommended in scoping comments that BLM use an alternative that would 
run down the east side of the White Sands Missile Range (WSIvlR) and cross the Rio 
Grande River near Las Cruces, where impacts would be much lower. The routes east of 
the WSMR have been dropped from consideration in the DEIS. AII of the remaining 
alternatives would cross the Rio Grande in the Middle Rio Gradde region between the 
Bosque del Apache and Sevilleta National Wildlife Refbges, d area that is particularly 
important for wildlife. Audubon New Mexico has significant expertise on these issues 
and is submitting detailed comments including information on the importance of this area 
for wildlife habitat and the likely impacts of SunZia. Though dese impacts may be 
impossible to fully mitigate, Audubon New Mexico’s comments also include 
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recommendations on mitigation measures that should be employed if SunZia is approved 
and built in this area. We support the information and recommendations in Audubon 
New Mexico’s comments and ask that BLM fully consider and address them. 

Citizens’ Wilderness. Inventow units: many of the potential routes would intersect 
Citizens’ Wilderness Inventory (CWI) units inventoried by the New Mexico Wilderness 
Allihce (NMWA). These areas have been found by NMWA to have “wilderness 
characteristics,” including naturalness, soIitude and the opportunity for primitive 
recreation. Beyond these core values, these lands also provide important wildlife habitat, 
cultural and scientific resources, invaluable ecosystem services including clean air and 
water, important economic benefits, and many other resources and values. The sensitive 
nature of these lands and their resources and values makes protection critical and 
transmission development on them inappropriate. The CWI units intersected by the 
SunZia routes in New Mexico (by SunZia subroute number) are: 

o ElOl: Cibola Canyon, Stallion., Sierra de la Cruz 
o E133: Veranito 
o A1 11 and A1 12: Padillo Gonzales 
o E90 and A90: Stallion 
o A160: Chupadera Wilderness Addition 
o E2 1 1 : Magdalena Mountains 2 
o A 1 6 1 B : Magdalena Mountains 3 
o A270: Penasco Canyon 
o A430: Sierra de las Uvas 
o A361 and A400: Nutt Mountain 
o A481: Goodsight Mountains 
o A430 and A500: Massacre Peak 
o B 150a: Lordsburg Playas North 

The FEE acknowledges that the BLM-preferred route would cross the following CWI 
units: Cibola Canyon, Stallion, Sierra de la C w ,  Lordsburg Playas North, Veranito, 
Magdalena Mountains (2 and 3), Nutt Mountain, and Massacre Peak. (FEIS p. 5-297) 

The FEIS also notes that as part of the SunZia NEPA process, the BLM conducted an 
inventory of Lands with Wilderness Characteristics (LWC) as required per guidance in 
Conducting Wilderness Characteristics Inventory of BLM Lands Manual (MS63 10). 
According to the FEIS, “Within the SunZia study corridors, the Nutt Mountain LWC unit 
in New Mexico was identified based on the manual (MS-63 lo), and would be crossed by 
one of the SunZia transmission line alternative routes (not the Preferred Route).” (FEIS 
p. 5-297) Further, the FEIS states that “Accordmg to the current inventory conducted in 
September 2012, the Preferred Route would cross an L WC unit that was identified, 
located adjacent to the Stallion WSA.” (FEE p. 5-297) 1 

The BLM should not approve a ROW that crosses CWI units or LWC Inventory Units 
that have wilderness characteristics. 
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Despite acknowledging these serious, undue and unnecessary impacts, the SunZia 
F E I S M A  fails to address them through impacts minimization and mitigation efforts 
(as detailed insection III (c) of this letter). 

Rewested remedv: In the ROD, the BLM should follow the Audubon New Mexico 
recommendations for minimizing and offsetting impacts to the E o  Grande River 
corridor. The BLM should nut approve a ROW which intersects CWI units or LWC 
inventory units that have wilderness characteristics. If the BLM does approve a ROW 
that impacts CWI or LWC units, the BLM should require a comprehensive mitigation 
program as detailed in Section III (c) of t h i s  letter. 

d. Efforts to avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts in the SunZia 
FEIS/RLMPA are inadequate 

The scale and intensity of likely impacts fiom SunZia demand a robust and 
comprehensive approach to mitigation if the project is approved and constructed. These 
efforts must include all the steps in the mitigation hierarchy, including avoiding impacts 
wherever possible, minimizing unavoidable impacts through the use of best management 
practices on-site, and off-setting remaining impacts through off-site, compensatory 
mitigation. 1 

is, BLM must evaluate the direct, indirect and cumulative 
regardless of whether those impacts occur to federal lands 

eographic boundaries.” Council on.Environmental Quality 
aw interpreting NEPA has reinforced the need to 

r Transboundary Impacts (July 1, 1997), citing, Sierra 
.3d 835 (8th Cir. 1995); Resources Ltd., Inc. v. 

Robertson, 35 F.3d 1300 and 8 F.3d 1394 (9th Cir. 1993); Natural Resources Defense 
Council v. Hodel, 865 F.2d 288 @.C. Cir. 1988); County of Josephine v. Watt, 539 
F.Supp. 696 (N.D. Cal. 1982). BLM is also obligated to evaluate mitigation for such 
effects. 40 C.F.R. 5 1502.16 Accordingly, in evaluating mitigation measures, BLM 
should evaluate how to mitigate impacts on these other lands. The mitigation measures 
required for the Desert Sunlight solar project approved by BLM in 20 11 provide an 
exampIe of mitigation for both air quality and water quality impacts to non-federal land 
and landowners. 

BLM has recently published new draft guidance for regional mitigation.* President 
Obama also recently issued a Presidential Memorandum on improving siting, permitting 
and mitigation for transmission development.’ Both of these documents offer valuable 
tools for continuing to improve the conservation outcomes for mitigation for project 
impacts, and should be used to help determine mitigation requirements for SunZia. 

‘Available at: 
htto:l:waw.blm.eov;‘R~dataletclmedialibi‘blm/woltnformaton Resources Manacement/DoIicv/im attach 
entd2013.Par.5763 l .F i l e .d~O13-142  attl .Ddf 

transformin~-our-nationselectric-erid-thurrh-i I 

Available at: httu://www.whitehouse.gov/~e-Dress-office/20 13/06/07/~~idential-mernord~- 
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The mitigation measures in the SunZia FEISiRME’A are wholly inadequate. We 
recommend a suite of mitigation measures that may apply in numerous places along 
SunZia below. However, we want to emphasize that given the very significant 
impacts from SunWa along some parts of the route, it WiEl be impossible to fully 
mitigate some impacts. Further, while mitigation measures can address some of our 
concerns, there is no set of mitigation measures that would win our support for the 
San Pedro and Aravaipa Canyon routes. 

Avoidance 

0 Route selection: If the BLM approves a ROW for SunZia in the ROD, the BLM 
should select B route that avoids as many impacts as possible. As noted above, 
avoiding impips may be impossible in some areas where limited viable route 

h as in the Tucson area). Based on the information we have 
routes included in the FEIS, we have identified the following 
have (relatively) lower impacts: 

Valley: The BLM should not approve a route through the San 
ey (including the BLM-preferred route in the FEIS). The 

ociety and NRDC oppose routes in the San Pedro Valley 
on: The BLM should not approve a route through the 
n region. The Wilderness Society and NRDC oppose 
vaipa Canyon region. 
Wunits in Arizona: SunZia should not cross CPW units. 

The BILM should adjust subroutes B153a and B153b to avoid intersecting 
the Pinaleiios CPW unit. 

o Avoidance of L WC in Arizona: SunZia should not cross LWC units which 
have wilderness characteristics. Link C361 of Subroute 4CI crosses 
Inventory Unit 4-90 (Muleshoe), which was found to have characteristics. 
The BLM should not approve a ROW through the Muleshoe or other 
LWC units. 

o Rio Grqnde River crossing: Audubon New Mexico submitted detailed 
comments regarding the Rio Grande River crossing on the D E E  and we 
support their recommendations on this issue. 

o Avoidance of C W  units in New Mexico: SunZia should not cross CWI 
units. In some cases all of the routes in the DEIS would cross CWI units, 
increasing the importance of minimizing and off-setting impacts if they 
cannot be avoided. Among the routes presented in the DEIS, the BLM 
should select the following subroutes as the BLW-preferred route in the 
FEIS: 

1-25 crossing north of Tmth or Consequhces: the BLM should 
select subroute A260 to avoid intersectirlg the Penasco Canyon 
CWI unit (subroute A260 is the BLM-pTfemed route in the FEIS). 
Subroutes north of the proposed Midpoint Substation: the BLM 
should select subroutes A400, A440, A530, and A520 to avoid 
intersecting the Nutt Mountain, Sierra dq las Uvas, and Goodsight 
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Mountains CWI units (subroutes A400, A440, A530, and A520 are 
the BLM-preferred route in the FEIS). The BLM should also 
adjust subroute A400 to avoid the Nutt Mountain CWI unit 
(subroute A400 currently runs along the edge of the Nutt Mountain 
CWI unit). The BLM should also adjust subroutes A440 and A530 
to avoid the Massacre Peak CWI unit (subroutes A440 and A530 
run along the edge of the Massacre Peak CWI unit). 
brdsburg Playa area: the BLM should select subroutes B 160a and 
IB 160b to avoid intersecting the Lordsburg Playas North CWI unit 
(subroutes B 160a and B 1 60b are in the BLM-preferred route in the 
FEIS). 

= 

o Avoidance of L WC in New Mexico: SunZia should not cross LWC units 
which have wilderness characteristics. The BLM should adjust the routes 
to avoid the Nutt Mountain LWC unit and to avoid the LWC unit adjacent 
to the Stallion WSA. 

Route micro-siting: The BLM should incIude detailed maps of the BLM- 
preferred route in a Final Plan of Development (POD) for SunZia. The BLM 
should analyze specific impacts along the BLM-preferred route in the Final POD 
and adjust the route through micro-siting to avoid impacts to sensitive resources. 
The Final POD should be made available for public comment for 90 days. 

a Helicopter ins llation: Helicopter installation has been used to limit impacts in 
construction of umerous transmission lines, including the Sunrise Powerlink 
The American F lectric Power Company was the fmt to use helicopters in large- 
scale transmission line construction in 1960, and the use of this approach has 
continued in other projects. Helicopter installation can provide the benefit of 
eliminating the need to build roads or trails and eliminating the need to use 
vehicles or off-road vehicles to access tower pad sites for construction, operation 
and maintenance of the transmission line. In the Sunrise Powerlink project, 
helicopters, specifically the Erickson air crane, were used to install the 
transmission tower structures for an estimated 70% of the transmission route, 
which eliminated the need for cranes and road construction. In addition, the use of 
micropile foundations to drill holes for the tower structures and reduce the use of 
cement greatly reduced impacts to the site locations. The BLM should require 
helicopter installation with no construction of roads or trails and no use of 
vehicles or off-road vehicles to access tower pad sites io areas where habitat 
bgmentation is major concern. Specifically, the BLM should require the use of 
helicopter installation for all subroutes going through the Aravaipa and San Pedro 
watersheds if SunZia is approved and the final route traverses these areas. 

0 Minimidng road and trail construction: where signdieant impacts exist but do 
not require helicopter installation, the BLM should require that road and trail 
construction be minimized, and that any temporary road$ be fully reclaimed Best 
practices for limiting spread of invasive species should be used. 

Minimization 
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0 Limiting access to any roads and trails that are constructed: where roads and 
trails are constructed, aggressive measures should be taken to limit access, 
including fencing, locked gates, use of natural terrain features to limit access, and 
security patrols. 
Use of bird diverters: The BLM should require the use of bird diverters and 
other mitigation measures to decrease the likelihood of bird strikes in areas of 
lmown heavy bird use. These include, but are not limited to: 

0 

o The Rio Grande River crossing 
o The Aravaipa Canyon region 
o The San Pedro Valley 

Off-site. compensatgrv.mitigation 

The compensatory mitigation plan for the SunZia project should include, but not be 
limited to, the following elements: 

permanent protection of private or State Trust lands: the BLM 
the applicant to purchase land of high conservation value and 

from development of any kind. This should be required for 
areas along the routes, including but not limited to: 

a conservation easement or another mechanism that affords 

0 

CW;r nd CP W units intersected by SunZia routes in New Mexico and 
Ariz b na: if the BLM-preferred alternative in the FEIS includes any routes 
that &tersect CWI or CPW units, the BLM should require purchase and 
protection of lands as mitigation. 
The Aravaipa and San Pedro watersheds and region: There are nearby 
state trust lands that have been previously identified as having significant 
conservation values, including approximately 36,000 acres in the 
Catalina-Galiuro corridor, which could be subject to conservation 
acquisition as part of a mitigation strategy. Another potential opportunity 
would be to fimd acquisition of lands which could be added to the 
proposed San Pedro National Wildlife Rehge. 
Lana!s managed by Pima County as a mitigation bank through the Pima 
County Multi-Species Conservation Plan: the BLM-preferred alternative 
crosses a Pima County mitigation bank. Additional lands with equivalent 
resources and values should be purchased and protected to off-set these 
impacts. 
Establishment of a land acquisition or conservation easementfind to be 
administered by a council of local environmental organizations in 
consultation with county, state and federal oficials. 

of lands at high risk of development that woqd draw down groundwater 
upon which the region’s last remaining pereqal rivers depend. 

Another off-site mitigation opportunity woul d be conservation acquisition 

Administrative protection of BLM or Forest S e d c e  lands: the BLM and 
Forest Service should amend relevant land use plans 00 add administrative 
protective designations to land of high conservation value. The management 
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prescriptions for these protected areas should preclude development of any kind. 
These protections could include: 

o Area of Critical Environmental Concern designations 
o Managing BLM-identified lands with wilderness characteristics to protect 

those characteristics 
o Special Recreation Management Area designations with a focus on nan- 

motorized use 

In response to our comments on mitigation, the FEIS states that helicopter installation, 
limiting road construction and access, and use of bird diverters “would be a requirement 
in specific areas as defined in the final POD.” (FEIS p. J-302) The FEIS also states that 
“Off-site compensatory mitigation may be considered in addition to mitigation measures 
identified in the DEN” (FEIS p. J-302) While we appreciate the BLM’s conceptual 
commitment to 

effectiveness. 

mization and mitigation measures, without specific information 
will be required it is impossible for the public to evaluate their 

in Section III (b) of these comments, the BLM should make 
comment for 90 days prior to approving the Final 

measures suggested above. 
or not to issue a Notice to Proceed for SunZia. 

IV. Summary: Why the State Directors’ Proposed Action and Preferred 
Alternative Selection is Wrong 

1. The SunZia FEIS/RMF’A purpose and need description is inadequate. The BLM 
must adequately address meeting energy needs in New Mexico, Arizona and California, 
address grid reliability and congestion, and evaluate factors that may influence the energy 
mix that runs on SunZia. 

2. The SunZia FEIS/RMPA does not include a Final Plan of Development (POD). 
The Final POD will include a huge amount of information regarding the impacts and 
mitigation measures for SunZia, and the public cannot evaluate the proposed action 
without this information. 

3. The BLM-proposed action and alternatives in the SunZia FEIS/RMPA would 
unduly and unnecessarily impact resources. The proposed action and alternatives for 
SunZia would unduly and unnecessarily impact sensitive and important resources 
including the Aravaipa Canyon region, the San Pedro Valley, the Middle Rio Grande 
River comdor, and wilderness-quality lands. 

4. Efforts to avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts in the S h Z i a  F E I S M A  are 
inadequate. The mitigation measures in the FEIS/RMPA are wholly inadequate, and it 
unacceptable to delay commitment to specific measures until the completion of the Final 
POD. 
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Thank you for your full consideration and response to this protest. We request the 
opportunity to discuss our requested remedies at your earliest convenience. 

Sincerely, 

Alex Daue, Renewable Energy Associate 
The Wilderness Society 
1660 Wynkoop St., Suite 850 
Denver, CO 80202 

Helen 0' Shea, Director, Western Renewable Energy Project 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
11 1 Sutter Street, 20' Floor 
San Francisco, CA 941 04 

Judy Calman, Staff Attorney 
New Mexico Wilderness Alliance 

Albuquerque, NM 87 1 08 
142 T ~ ~ m a n  St. NE #B-1 

Cc: Adrian Garcia, BLM project manager 
adrian garcia@,blm.gov 
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O C T  1 5  2015 
Nina Mason Pulliam 
Rio Salado Audubon Center 
3131 South Central Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85040 ATTORNEY GENERAL=P= 

AGENCY CowEl =cnuN 
Tel: 602-468-6470 
az.audubon.org 

October 15,201 5 

Thomas Chenal, Chairman 
Arizona Power Plant & Transmission Line Siting Committee 
Attorney General's Office 
1275 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
Re; SunZia Transmission LLC, application for Certificate of Environmental Compatibility 
Docket Number L-OOOOOYY-15-0318-00171 

Dear Chairman Chenal, 

We greatly appreciate the pportunity to comment on the SunZia Transmission Line Project. We 
have been supportive of wi e development of green energy in Arizona and consider the siting of 
transmission lines to be a c itical component of energy delivery in Arizona. 

The mission of the National Audubon Society is to conserve and restore natural ecosystems, 
focusing on birds, other wil life, and their habitats for the benefit of humanity and the earth's 
biological diversity. Audub Arizona is the state office of the National Audubon Society and as 
such we submitted previou comments to the BLM's Environmental Impact Statement where we 
supported routing of the tin 1 along existing corridors and avoidance of the San Pedro River 
Valley and watershed. Audwbon remains on record as preferring avoidance of impacts by 
selecting alternative routing. 

The final Environmental Impact Statement selected the San Pedro River route as the preferred, 
and it is that route now before your committee for certification of environmental compatibility. 
We remain very concerned that the route through the lower San Pedro River valley and 
adjacent upland Sonoran desert and grasslands will have significant environmental impacts. 
Our overall concern is that the project is lacking in specifics for mitigation of construction, 
design, and land disturbing impacts related to surface access for construction and maintenance. 

The San Pedro River is a unique and extremely important biological asset in the arid southwest. 
As one of the few undammed and flowing rivers the San Pedro functions as a vital corridor and 
refugia habitat for a wide diversity of plants and animals and exhibits a remarkably intact 
riparian system including extensive stands of Fremont cottonwqod (Populus frernontii), 
Goodding's willow (Salix goodingiq gallery forest and large mesquite (Prosopis velufina) 
bosques. Duncan and Slagle (2004) describe the San Pedro Riper as one of the most significant 
perennial undammed desert rivers in the United States. Specie$ that are listed or proposed for 
listing under the Endangered Species Act are represented in significant numbers within this 
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The National Audubon Society has recognized the San Pedro River corridor from north of 
Benson to the confluence with the Gila River at Winkleman as a globally Important Bird Area 
(IBA). The values that earn this recognition include some of the highest nesting densities of 
riparian obligate birds in the western United States and a critically important fall and spring 
migration corridor for thousands of neotropical migrants. Identified as an IBA in January of 2007, 
the lower San Pedro River was scientifically peer reviewed and subsequently designated as a 
Global Important Bird Area in January of 2008. http://aziba.org/?paqe id=461 IBA 
designation is particularly relevant to protecting critical habitat utilized by birds during some part 
of their life cycle (breeding, feeding, nesting, and migrating) as well as conserving the general 
biodiversity of wildlife species. 

The lower San Pedro River supports a substantial part of the population for the federally 
endangered southwestern willow flycatchers (Empidonax tralli extremis) and the western 
population of the federally hreatened Yellow-billed Cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus 
occidentalis). Over 100 sp cies of breeding birds and another approximately 250 species of 
migrant and wintering bird occur in the area, representing roughly half the number of known 
breeding species in North merica. The San Pedro River serves as a migratory corridor for an 
estimated 4 million migrati g birds each year. Notably, 36 species of raptors, including the gray 
hawk (Asfurina nitifda = Bu 1 eo nitidus), Mississippi kite (lcfinia mississippiensis), common black 
hawk (Buteogallus anthracl us), and zone-tailed hawk (Buteo albonofatus) can be found within 
the San Pedro River water hed. Land birds occurring in significant numberddensity and/or 
diversity include Bell’s vire (Vireo belli), Lucy’s warbler (Vermivora luciae), and Yellow warbler 
(Setophaga petechial = De droica petechial). 

The Lower San Pedro Rived IBA’s southern boundary begins at The Narrows in Cochise County 
and follows the San Pedro qiver downstream, north, through Pima and Pinal counties to 
Winkelman. The majority of the 51.2 square mile, 32,762 acre IBA is privately owned and 
includes lands under conservation easement or management. Major tributaries that have been 
identified as having high riparian habitat values in the San Pedro River watershed include Paige 
Canyon, Redfield Canyon, Hot Springs Canyon, Buehman Canyon and Aravaipa Creek. The 
riparian habitats in these and similar drainages are of critical importance to the ecological health 
of this region. 

a 
The Arizona Partners in Flight Bird Conservation Man states, “Riparian woodlands comprise 
a very limited geographical area that is entirely disproportionate to their landscape importance, 
recreational value, and immense biological interest (Lowe and Brown 1973). It has been 
estimated that only 1 % of the western United States historically onstituted this habitat type, and 
that 95% of the historic total has been altered or destroyed in the past 100 years (Krueper 1993, 
1996). . . Riparian woodlands are among the most severely threatened habitats within Arizona.. . . 
Maintenance of existing patches of this habitat, and restoration df mature riparian deciduous 
forests should be among the top conservation priorities in the stqte’’. 
http://www.azqfd.qov/pdfs/w dpartners flight/APIF%20Conservgtion%20Plan.1999.Final.pdf. 

F 
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The lower San Pedro River valley has been identified as second only to the Grand Canyon 
ecosystem for intact fish and wildlife habitats as reported in the “Arizona Wildlife Linkages 
Assessment Document” conducted by Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) and 
Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) with involvement by FHA, BLM, USFS, USFW, 
Northern Arizona University. Un-fragmented landscapes are key indicators developed by 
biologists in assessing the conservation value of regions and sites and the imminence of the 
threats they face (Baker, 2010). Large blocks of habitat have the potential to sustain viable 
species populations and they permit a broader range of species and ecosystem dynamics to 
persist. Studies have shown that even riparian specialized bird species are using the entire 
watershed, not just the “green ribbon” created by the lower San Pedro River valley (LSPRWA, 
2006). The SunZia route will introduce a linear disruption to a largely un-fragmented habitat 
block that has been successfully recovering from past human impacts for over 40 years. The 
road that parallels the San Pedro River from Cascabel to San Manuel is unpaved and has low 
traffic volume, minimizing the linear impacts to wildlife movement. 

Natureserve and The Nature Conservancy has identified conservation protected lands either by 
fee simple acquisition or conservation easement that the SunZia route will cross. The power 
line diminishes the value of these lands for ecological conservation. The final mitigation package 
for the SunZia line fails to consider mitigation and compensation for lands impacted by the 
route, as by example state trust lands managed by Pima County for conservation values. 

The Nature Conservancy, in their October 6, 201 5 letter to you, summarized a good deal of 
these conservation efforts: 
“Over the last four decades The Nature Conservancy and many other agencies and 
organizations have been working steadily to protect the Lower San Pedro Basin. Partners in this 
effort include the Arizona Game and Fish Department, Arizona State Parks Department, Bureau 
of Land Management, Bureau of Reclamation, Pima County, Saguaro Juniper Corporation, Salt 
River Project, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife. The Resolution Copper Company has offered to 
protect additional lands in the valley through a Congressionally-approved land exchange. 
Together, these partners have protected approximately 192,000 acres and invested over $42.5 
million in acquisition of conservation lands and appurtenant water rights.” 

Willcox Playa/Cochise LalQes IBA 

This IBA was identified as a Global Important Bird Area in October, 201 1 and encompasses 
the 74 square mile, 47,343 acre Willcox Playa, a broad alkaline lakebed fringed with semi- 
desert grassland (primarily saltgrass and sacaton) and mesquitg. (attached map) 

The playa is seasonally flooded to a shallow depth. Outlying thid playa are the satellite 
lakedwetlands of Cochise Lakes (or aka Lake Cochise), alkali flkts, and Willcox Playa Wildlife 
Area containing Crane Lake. The Playa itself is administered by the Department of Defense and 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and is posted no trespassing. On the upper east side of the 
playa is the Arizona Game and Fish Department managed Willcox Playa Wildlife Area, 
consisting of 555 acres. The significant avian values are over-wintering Sandhill Cranes and 
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migratory and wintering shorebirds, waterfowl, and waterbirds. The Wildlife Area (Crane Lake) 
and Cochise Lakes provide habitat for roosting and resting. Sandhill Cranes depend heavily on 
the surrounding agricultural lands of the broader Sulphur Springs and Bonita Valleys for feeding, 
particularly in fields of waste corn. 

Willcox Playa and environs supports the second largest over-wintering concentration of Sandhill 
Cranes (Grus canadensis) in Arizona, typically 4,000 to 9,000 birds (White Water Draw Wildlife 
Area to the south over-winters 10,000 to 22,000 cranes). There are occasional years when 
crane numbers spike when a large number of birds (>13,000) from White Water Draw switch to 
roosting in this area (using either the Playa or Crane Lake). The site is also important to special 
status avian species such as Swainson’s hawk, scaled quail, chestnut-collared longspur and 
Cassin’s sparrow, and significant concentrations of shorebirds. 

Most significantly both in spring and late summer shorebirds can stop-over in very substantial 
numbers (400-800 individuals at Cochise Lakes). These in-migration shorebird species include: 
Wilson’s Phalarope (April, May, July, Aug., Sept.), Willet (April), Least Sandpiper (April, Aug., 
Sept.), Western Sandpiper (April, Aug., Sept.), Long-billed Dowitcher (May, Sept.), Black- 
necked Stilt (July, Aug., Sept.), and American Avocet (July, Aug., Sept.), plus lesser numbers of 
other shorebird species (Killdeer, Marbled Godwit, Spotted Sandpiper, Solitary Sandpiper, 
Greater Yellowlegs, Long-billed Curlew, Baird’s Sandpiper, Pectoral Sandpiper, Stilt Sandpiper, 
and Red-necked Phalarope). 

Ducks over-winter on the lakes in large flocks, primarily composed of American Wigeon, 
Northern Shoveler, Ruddy Duck, Lesser Scaup, Ring-necked Duck, Cinnamon Teal and Green- 
winged Teal. In rare very wet winters, waterfowl in huge numbers (>15,000, half or which are 
Green-winged Teal) come to feed and rest within the Playa. 

In a 2005 USDA Forest Service Technical Report, Manville said that collisions with power 
transmission and distribution lines are estimated to kill as many as 175 million birds annually, 
and an additional tens to hundreds of thousands more birds are electrocuted. The difficulty with 
quantifying the impact of these utilities is that due to the great expanse of area they cover both 
strikes and electrocutions are poorly monitored for (Manville 2005). In the San Luis Valley of 
Colorado, collisions with transmission lines were one of the contributing mortality factors to the 
experimental whooping cranes population. On certain sections of transmission lines in the San 
Luis Valley where wetlands and agricultural fields are bisected by transmission lines, Sandhill 
Crane collision events have been as high as 75 birds a night (Mark Smith pers. comm.). 

Line siting in the Sulphur Springs Valley segment of Arizona sh uld consider these factors and 

across Interstate 10 between the Willcox Playa and Bonita valley to the north. The SunZia lines 
ideally should be buried through identified Sandhill crane movement and migration corridors. 
Research at diverse locations reveals that Sandhill crane collisions with powerlines are most 
prevalent for birds moving to and from feeding and roosting locations. Although buried lines are 

obtain information about the major Sandhill crane and avian flig i , t corridors north to south 
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initially more expensive, there is significant cost recovery over the life of the project because of 
lower maintenance expenses. An inferior solution to buried lines is installation of avian collision 
averters as recommended by Murphy, etal. 2009. 

Minimize bird mortal 
Minimize impact to r 
where water flows a 
Minimize impacts to 

An over-arching concern we have about the decision process for selecting the SunZia route is 
the complete lack of design specifics. Many of our concerns and the concerns voiced in earlier 
public comment periods are about the details of construction and maintenance, details that are 
not addressed in the BLM Final EIS. Of particular concern is the accidental introduction of 
invasive plant species including but not limited to African buffelgrass (Pennisetum ciliaris), blue 
panic (Panicum antidofale, a Federal Noxious Weed), bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), 
Sahara mustard (Brassica twrnefortii), and another African grass, Lehman’s Lovegrass 
(Eragrostis lehmanniana). The highest risk of invasive species spread is by being carried on 
vehicles and equipment during construction and also during post-construction maintenance. 
Spread of these species increases the risk of catastrophic fire and degradation of the upland 
Sonoran desert biotic communities. 

ty using best available technologies to prevent bird collisions 
parian forested habitats by selecting crossing points of streams 
.e ephemeral and riparian forest is minimal or absent. 
riparian forests by using towers with enough height to eliminate 

Of concern to Audubon is the fact that the BLM final EIS has no required mitigation or specifics 
to compensate or offset for unavoidable impacts. 

Audubon recommends the following mitigation measures be required conditions for a certificate 
of environmental compatibil/ty; 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this application. 

Sincerely, 
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ORIGINAL and 13 COPIES of the foregoing delivered to: 

Arizona Corporation Commission 
Docket Control 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Cited Resources 
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2000 report by Science Applications International Corporation and Spatial Dynamics to Idaho 
Power Company; FERC Report No. 1971. 
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Priority: Respond within 5 business days 

Rate Case Items - Opposed Opinion Date: 1 0/2/2015 

State: AZ Zip Code: 85631 

Ernail: <<c REDACTED >>> 

Company: SunZia Transmission, LLC 

Nature Of Opinion 

Docket Number: L-OOOOOYY-150318-00171 

I am writing to oppose the plann localization of SunZia's transmission lines in the San Pedro Valley. I am a 
resident of the area, and I am a % ed at the uniqueness and beauty of this remote and pristine area. It is 
one of the only wildlife corridors #ill intact. I have hiked and seen many of the areas being considered for 
placement of SunZia's transmissibn lines. Many are extremely fragile and will not easily recuperate for many 
hundreds of years after a significant disturbance such as the placement of power lines and the maintenance 
roads associated with them. I also question the need for the placement of a power line in this location. There 
are many other utility corridors which are already functioning, but which may initially appear to cost more. 
The problem is that the true cost of disturbing this very pristine area is not included in these calculations. 
Many people and government agencies have worked hard to try to protect this area, and I believe this area 
will prove to be 
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Company: SunZia Transmission, LLC 
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I and all of my family members re opposed to the construction of the proposed SunZia powerline in the San 
Pedro River Valley. This power t ine will damage Arizona’s ability to develop and export its own solar power 
by using vitally important Arizona transmission capacity to deliver New Mexico’s energy to another state, 
namely California. No other vall$y in all of southern Arizona is as important to wildlife as the San Pedro River 

migration routes in the entire nation, and it is also 

opposed to the SunZia project 
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BEFORE THE ARIZONA POWER PLANT AND 
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COMPATIBLITY AUTHORING THE 
SUNZIA SOUTHWEST TRANSMISSION 
PROJECT, WHICH INCLUDES THE 
CONSTRUCTION OF TWO NEW 500 KV 
TRANSMISSION LINES AND 
ASSOCIATED FACILITIES ORIGINATING 
AT A NEW SUBSTATION (SUNZIA EAST) 
IN LINCOLN COTJNTY, NEW MEXICO, 
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CENTRAL SUBSTATION IN PINAL 
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Case No. 171 

STATEMENT OF PIMA COUNTY 

Under the authority of A.R.S. 9 40-360.05@) and A.A.C. R14-3-204, Pima 

County makes a limited appearance in this proceeding before the Arizona Power Plant 

and Transmission Line Siting Committee by filing the County's statement for the record, 

mailto:Michael.LeBlanc@pcao.pima.gov


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

In re Sunzia Transmission, L.L.C., 
Docket No. LOOOOOYY-I5-0318-00171. case No. I71 

3ttached as exhibit A, and which was previously miled to the SunZia Project Manager 

3n August 28,2015. 

In addition, should the Committee decide to issue a Certificate of Environmental 

Zompatibility, Pima County requests that the Committee, as required by A.R.S. 8 40- 

360.06@), condition the issuance of the Certificate on compliance with Pima Prospers, 

Pima County’s 2015 Comprehensive Plan Update1. Pima County also requests the 

Zommittee to impose the following specific conditions: 

1. Re-route the planned transmission corridors to avoid Pima County’s land holdings 

in the San Pedro River Valley. 

2. Impose the.following conditions to mitigate the impacts of the SunZia Project: 

No new access or maintenance roads. 

Employ aerial techniques to construct towers, tower sites, and powerline 

stringing and tensioning. 

Establish the Project’s crossing at the $an Pedro River at a location where 

the stream flow is ephemeral. 

Increase tower height at Buehman Canyon and San Pedro River crossings 

to span trees such that vegetation maintenance and clearing is not 

necessary. 

Re-align the Project to avoid the right-of-way fkom paralleling Paige 

CmyQn. 

3. If the planned transmission corridor is not re-routed to avoid Pima County’s land 

holdings in the San Pedro River Valley, then compensate Pima County for its loss 

Pima Prospers is available online at: 
ittp://webcms.pima.gov/cms/One.aspx?portalId=l69&pageId=3 5 83 1 

2 of4 



In re SunZia Transmission, L.L.C., 
Docket No. L-00000YY-I5-0318-00171, case No. I71 

’ Original and 25 copies submitted on 
October 12,2015 with 

of publicly fbnded Section 10 Mitigation Bank lands and for the Project’s impact 

to the County’s Conservation Lands Systems2. 

4. Include Pima County in the development and execution of the Plan of 

Development for the Project. 

Docket Control 
1200 West Washington Street, Room 108 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Respectllly submitted October 12,20 15. 

In accordance with A.C.C. R14-3-204(B) and 
the Notice of Hearing filed on on September 4,2015, 
1 original and 3 copies were submitted on 
October 12,2015 with 

By: 

Thomas Broderick 
Director of Utilities 

Michael LeBlanc 
Deputy Pima County Attorney 
32 N. Stone Avenue, Ste. 2100 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 
(520) 740-5750 

The Project’s impacts on the County’s Section 10 Mitigation Bank and Conservation 
Lands Systems is l l l y  discussed in exhibit A. 
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Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

In accordance with A.R.S. 0 40-360.05@), 
a copy was emailed on October 12,2015, to: 

Thomas K. Chenal, Chairman 
Arizona Power Plant and 
Transmission Line Siting Committee 
Assistant Attorney General 
thomas. chenal @azag .gov 

[n accordance with A.C.C. R14-3-205(B), 
copies were mailed on October 12,2015 to: 

Case No. 171 Muter Service List 
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COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR'S OFFICE 
PIMA COUNTY GOVERNMENTAL CENTER 

130 W. CONGRESS, FLOOR 10,TUCSON.M 85701-1317 
(520) 724-8661 FAX (520) 724-8171 

C.H. HUCKELBERRY 
County Administrator 

August 28,2015 

Mr. Mickey Siegel, Project Manager 
Environmental Planning Group 
4141 N. 32"d Street, Suite102 
Phoenix, Arizona 850 1 8 

Re: Your Iettor of A- 12, 201s Regardkrg the SunZla Southwest Transmkslon 
Project 

Dear Mr. Siegel: 

Thank you for your letter notifying Pima County that SunZia LLC (SunZia) plans to file an 
application for a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility (CEC) for the SunZia Southwest 
Transmission Project with the Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee 
by mid-September 201 6. , The SunZia project application will be brought before the Siting 
Committee to request appkoval of a CEC for the approved route in Arizona. We understand 
the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) approved SunZia's application for right of way 
across federal property in January 2015. The 'Preferred Alternative' identified by the BLM 
in its Record of Decision approves 515 miles of two, single-circuit 500 kV transmission 
lines and is comprised of 'I 85 miles of federal land, 220 miles of State Trust land and 1 10 
miles of private land in Arizona and New Mexico. This selected route will impact the San 
Pedro River Valley, .including some 20 miles in Pima County, from just north of Benson in 
Cochise County and rundng north along the west side of the San Pedro River in Pima 
County to the San Manuellarea in Final County. 

Construction requirements include right of way corridors for both lines up to 1,000 feet in 
width, depending on terrain conditions, and towers will bb approximately 136 feet in 
height. The distance between towers will be approximately 1,400 feet, suggesting that 
approximately 75 towers would be constructed in Pima County. Because of the 
remoteness of the valley and lack of existing roads, access for construction of the line and 
tower locations could require up to 75 new access roads that will greatly impact and 
fragment the landscape and habitat and invite unwanted traffic and uses into this virtually 
pristine river valley. We have opposed selection of this route and have continuing 
concerns regarding the ability to mitigate impacts of the selected route on County lands. 



Mr. Mickey Siegel, Project Manager 
Re: Your August 12,2016 Letter Regarding the SunZla Southwest Transmission Project 

Page 2 
August 28,2015 

In this area, Pima County purchased three ranches in the San Pedro Valley area, investing 
just over 81 4 million in voter-approved bond funds for this purpose; we own 12,800 acres 
in fee and hold 64,100 acres in associated State lease lands; essentially creating a 66,000- 
acre management unit. The SunZia Transmission line would cross through the County-held 
State lease lands. 

In light of the Bureau of Land Management's decision, we request the following: 

Pima County will have equitable status with landowners/land management 
agencies in the development and execution of the Plan of Development. 

When the alignment crosses lands where Pima County is not the landowner, but 
is the active, on-the-ground land manager, Pima County requirements for and 
recommendations on suitable locations for application of Standard and Selective 
Mitigation Measures will be accommodated. 

The project proponent and Pima County will seek mutual agreement on 
additional accommodations necessary to preserve the County's ability to rely on 
lands the County manages for purposes of accomplishing our Sonoran Desert 
Conservation Plan objective and providing mitigation for our Section 10 
Incidental Take Permit from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service where 
those lands are. crossed by the SunZia Transmission Line. Any agreements 
reached must be codified and enforceable. 

We request that you, as the Project Proponent, support this request and recommend same 
to the Arizona Corporation Commission. 

Sincerely, 

C.H. Huckelbeny 
County Administrator 

CHH/mjk 
Attachment ~ 

c: The Honorable Chair and Members, Pima County Board of Supervisors 
John Bernal, Deputy County Administrator for Public Works 
Suzanne Shields, Director, Regional Flood Control District 
Chris Cawein, Director, Natural Resources, Parks and Recreation 
Linda Mayro, Director, Sustainability and Conservation 
Diana Durazo, Special Staff Assistant to the County Administrator 



PIMA COUNTY COMMENTS PER 
ARIZONA ADMINISTRATIVE CODE RULE R14-3-219 

You have requested in your letter of August 12, 2015 that Pima County provide 
information under Arizona Administrative Code Rule R14-3-219 related t o  Exhibit H of the 
application: To the extent applicant is able to determine, state the existing plans of the 
state, local government and private entities for other developments at or in the vicinity of 
the proposed site or route. And you have requested that we identify any existing plans or 
future plans that may have changed. We offer the following information regarding our land 
use and conservation plans for inclusion in Exhibit H as well as other Exhibits required by 
the ACC Siting Committee under this Rule. 

Pima Prospers Comprehepsive Plan: Pima County Development Services Department 

The proposed SunZia Southwest electrical transmission corridor, Sub-route 4C2c, is west 
of and roughly parallels the San Pedro River in far northeastern Pima County, about 
halfway between the river and Coronado National Forest (Santa Catalina Mountains) to  the 
west. A major update to  the Pima County Comprehensive Plan, Pima Prospers, was 
adopted by the Pima County Board of Supervisors in May, 2015. Minor changes to  the 
land use map legend and technical corrections t o  mapped plan designations on developed 
or entitled property did not change the intent of planned uses over the previous (2001) 
Comprehensive Plan in this area (Tablel).  

Table 1. Selected Land Use and Zoning Designations 
San Pedro Valley I Proposed SunZia Corridor Area August 201 5 

Pima County Comprehensive ,Plan - Pima Prospers 

, 
Low Intensity Rural (LIR) 

a. 

b. 

Objective: To designate areas for residential uses at densities consistent wi th rural and 
resource-based characteristics. 
Residential IGross Density: Residential gross density shall conform t o  the following: 

1 )  Minimum - none 
2) Maximum - 0.3 RAC. 

c. Residential Gross Densities for Developments Using Transfer of Development Rights 
(TDRs): Projects within designated Receiving Areas utilizing TDRs for development shall 
conform t o  the following density requirements: 

1) Minimum - none 
2) Maximum - 0.3 RAC. 

Resource Conservation (RC) 
a. Objective: To designate publically-owned lands t at are public resource lands and 

preserves that protect sensitive and high-value iological, resource value, cultural, 
recreational, and other sensitive resources lands. 1 These do not include private or 
State Trust lands, whether or not they are leased by the County for open space 
purposes. If these lands become privately held during the lifespan of this plan, they wil l 
be treated as Resource Sensitive unless otherwise designated through a plan 
amendment process. 

b. Residential Gross Density: None, other than allowances for life estates, ranch 
caretakers and similar uses. 
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The existing zoning east of the Coronado National forest boundary is all RH-Rural 
Homestead, which is the dominant rural zoning on private and Arizona State Trust lands in 
Pima County. The RH zone allows rural residential and other related uses including 
agriculture on at parcels least 4.1 3 acres and larger (Table 2). 

Table 2. Pima County Zoning Code 

Chapter 18.13 - RH RURAL HOMESTEAD ZONE (Excerpt) 
Sections: 
18.13.01 0 - Purpose. 
A. Purpose: This zone is intended to  preserve the character and encourage the orderly 
growth of rural areas in the county. It is intended t o  encourage rural development in areas 
lacking facilities for urban development and to  provide for commercial and industrial 
development only where appropriate and necessary to  serve the needs of the rural area. 
(Ord. 1985-187 § 1 (part), 1985) 
18.13.020 - Permitted uses. 
A. Uses permitted: 

1. Single detached dwelling; 
2. Manufactured or mobile home or trailer; 
3. Guest dwelling: In accordance with Section 1 8.09.020(G) (General Residential 
and Rural Zoning Provisions) [proposed]; 
4. Accessory structures; 
5. Crop production, used only for the purpose of propagation and cultivation and 
not for retail sales, including field crops, truck gardening, berry or bush crops, tree 
crops, flower gardeding, nurseries and aviaries; 
6. Reserved; 
7. The raising and grazing of livestock; 
8. The raising of hogs: In accordance with Section 18.12.020(A)(9) (IR Institutional 
Reserve Zone); 
9. Hog raising projects, which exceed the permitted number of hogs, sponsored by 
the 4-H Club, Future Farmers of America or other similar nonprofit organization: In 
accordance with Section 18.12.020(A)(1 1) (IR Institutional Reserve Zone); 
I O .  The raising of poultry and other small animals; 
11. Private stable; 
12. Commercial stable or riding school, provided: 

a. There is a minimum site of ten acres, and 
b. That all buildings be set back a minimum of one hundred feet from any 
property line; 

a. The site is a minimum of ten acres, 
b. The stable shall be located within and not closer than t w o  hundred feet from 
the boundary of the site or subdivision to  be served, 

13. Community stable, provided: 
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c. All roads and parking areas shall be surfaced with a dust-proof material to  
minimize the creation of dust, and 
d. There shall be no outside audio amplification on the site; 

a. The stand does not exceed seven hundred f i f ty feet, and 
b. All other requirements of Section 18.1 2.020(A)(15) (IR Institutional Reserve 
Zone) are met; 

15. Animal hospital, provided no structure, shelter, animal run or fenced area be 
within one hundred feet of any abutting property in a rural or residential zone, and 
animal runs enclosed within the buildings; 
16. Governmental uses; 
17. Public park; 
18. Public school; 
19. Child care center; 
20. Group foster home: In accordance with Section 18.09.020(E) (General 
Residential and Rural Zoning Provisions); 
21. Church, provided there is a minimum eighty-foot setback from any property line; 
22. Health clinic, provided: 

a. There is a minimum one hundred-foot setback from any property line, and 
b. The clinic has access onto a paved public road with "collector" classification 
or higher; 

14. Farm products stand, provided: 

23. Home occupation; 
24. Temporary real estate office: In accordance with Section 18.17.020(A)(8) (SR 
Suburban Ranch Zone); 
25. Raising of ratites, subject to the following requirements: 

a. Animals shall be confined within minimum six-foot-high, stock-tight corrals; 
B Minimum setbacks for ratite corrals and shelter structures within corrals: 
Fifty feet from front property line and property lines which abut public 
maintained roads and ten feet from side and rear property lines; 

26. Nature reserve. 

The pattern of adopted planned land uses on the Pima Prospers planned land use maps 
(San Pedro Planning Area) for all of the area east of the Coronado National Forest is based 
on and follows the distribution of Pima County preserve lands generally as depicted on the 
attached map SunZia Transmission Route in the San Pedro Valley and Conservation Lands. 
Properties identified as preserve lands and owned in fee b$ Pima County are designated 
Resource Conservation (RC) on the land use plan, while the remainder, which are 
predominantly owned by the State of Arizona, are designated Low Intensity Rural (LIR). 
The RC designation furthers the conservation goals of the County-owned preserve system, 
while the LIR designation allows very low-intensity rural uses generally consistent wi th the 
RH zone. 
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Pima County controls nership or grazing rights essent’ally over the entire proposed 
SunZia route in this of the San Pedro River valle . East of the SunZia corridor 4 I 
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Sonoran Desert Conservd tion Plan: Wildlife Habitat Conse ion and Ranch Conservation 
I 

The SDCP identified th  San Pedro Valley as highly valuabe for habitat and riparian area 
conservation, preserva In of wildlife corridors, cultural resource protection, and ranch 
conservation, and we ve expressed previously our serious concerns regarding impacts 
from the SunZia Project 4~ County owned and managed lands as show below. 

h 
Ir, 

Figure 2. lpma County Conservation Lands in the Sa Pedro River Valley. 6 

http://www.pimiprospers.com
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These lands were acquired with voter-approved bond funds with the expressed intent t o  
protect and preserve the natural and cultural values of the San Pedro River Valley for 
present and future benefit t o  the citizens of Pima County. To date, Pima County has 
acquired the Six Bar Ranch, the A-7 Ranch, and the M Diamond Ranch fee lands and 
grazing leases. Since the date of our 2012 comments, Pima County has become aware of 
an area of unique biological wealth that lies near the transmission line. Springs and 
intermittent and perennial streams in the area are shown on the map. 

As noted above, the SunZia transmission line passes through an area covered by the 
Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan. Guidelines that impose conservation standards for 
development in biologically important areas including the San Pedro Valley have been in 
place since 2001 when they were adopted into the County’s Comprehensive Plan. These 
standards continue to  be implemented and the most current iteration of these conservation 
standards - the Maeveen Marie Behan Conservation Lands System (CLS) Conservation 
Guidelines - can be found in the Environmental Element of Pima Prospers - Pima County‘s 
Comprehensive Plan 201 5 Update. 

Since the adoption of the CLS in 2001, Pima County has been acquiring land in the San 
Pedro River Valley. Since the date of our 2012 EIS comments, Pima County has acquired 
an additional 620 acres in fee and the associated 8,500-acre State grazing lease at M 
Diamond Ranch, essentially creating a 140,000-acre County management unit that 
consists of M Diamond, A-7 and Six Bar Ranches. These lands are complemented by other 
existing protected lands along the San Pedro and Buehman Canyon as shown on the 
Conservation Lands map above. 

The County manages fee lands and grazing leases as part of i ts efforts to  conserve and 
protect biological and ecological values of the lands. The stewardship given to  the fee- 
owned land as well as the state grazing leases associated with each ranch will comprise 
the mitigation area proposed under Pima County’s Multi-Species Conservation Plan as 
required under Section 1 0  of the Endangered Species Act. This Permit will cover incidental 
take by activities authorized by Pima County or carried out by Pima County Regional Flood 
Control District. 

Since the date of our 2012 comments, U. S .  Fish and Wildlife Service has commenced a 
programmatic consultation wi th U. S .  Army Corps of Engineers for issuance of a permit 
under Section 1 0  of the Endangered Species Act t o  streamline certain 404 permits for 
activities covered under Pima County’s Multi-Species Conservation Plan. Neither the 
County’s Section 1 0  nor the programmatic consultation will cover SunZia’s activities 

The Maeveen Marie Behan CLS classifications given to  the route of the transmission are 
depicted in the map below. The SunZia Project passes through areas of Biological Core, 
Multiple Use and Important Riparian Areas located largely on State Trust Land. If the 
County regulated development in these areas, the mitigation required t o  offset impacted 
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land would range from four acres per acre for impacts in th  Biological Core and Important 
Riparian Areas, to t w o  acres per acre impacted in the Multip e Use area. 

With their adoption of Dims Prospers on May 19, 2016, the Pima County Board of 

1 
Supervisors established 4 County policy to seek compensa 
that impact the CLS, incuding transmission lines, such as 

mitigation for all activities 
SunZia Project. See Pima 

Prospers Environmental E ement - Goal 1 ; Policy 1 .a. 

I 

--.--- I 

i -  

Lands System lmpac ed by the SunZia Project 1 
Since the date of our 2 comments, the Wildlife 
Game and Fish and the Pima County Authority has 
been completed. was referenced in our for our request 
that direct and to wildlife linkages construction 
but also along the transmission line. 
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Expected Impacts t o  County Conservation Planning: A great diversity of significant 
impacts to  County conservation planning efforts are anticipated. Impacts t o  surface water 
and riparian areas are likely t o  result from placement of 75 or more tower structures, 
construction of access roads, cable pulling and tensioning stations and temporary work 
areas. Direct impacts to  perennial, intermittent and ephemeral surface waters include 
sedimentation from fugitive dust, access road construction and subsequent erosion, 
removal of riparian vegetation during construction, or later from “vegetation management” 
under the constructed line, bank alteration, and contamination due to  accidental spills, 
damage t o  wetlands, and introduction of invasive species either from vehicular traffic or 
through re-seeding efforts. 

Impacts to  uplands would be similar, and would include direct impacts to  species covered 
in Pima County’s Multi-species Conservation Plan such as Needle-spined Cactus, Lesser 
Long-nosed Bat and Desert Tortoise, as well as indirect impacts such as those resulting 
from vandalism and intrusion into habitat areas by of off-road vehicles. Placement of a 
new transmission line inevitably results in increased public access across a landscape. No 
matter the steps taken, the lands become much more accessible and remain open because 
of the need to  manage and repair the transmission lines. Other impacts can include 
poaching of wildlife and plants, and theft of archeological resources, as well as damage t o  
water sources that are important for wildlife and livestock. 

It has been our experience that disturbances during construction that are never fully 
mitigated. A prime example has been the Kinder-Morgan pipeline project’s ongoing 
impacts to  the County’s Cienega Creek Natural Preserve and Bar V Ranch management and 
protection and in the Altar Valley. Despite mitigation efforts by the company, impacts 
such as erosion of soil continue for the County t o  address wi th no long-term support or 
ability to  reconfigure the impacts due to  the constraints now placed by the location of the 
utility infrastructure corridor. 

A less well-known factor that may affect our lands and waters is the need for construction 
water. Leo Smith, P.E. for many of our County construction projects, estimates that there 
is a rule of thumb that 50 gallons of water are needed per cubic yard of material to  
compact soil and conduct dust suppression activities during construction. It is likely that 
construction water needs for this project will be drawn from local sources along the route 
of the pipeline wi th certain impacts to groundwater-dependent ecosystems. 

The Energy Policy Act of 2005 designated an electric reliability organization to  develop and 
enforce compliance with reliability standards. North American Electric Reliability 
Corporation (NERC) is an industry organization, whose authority was conferred by the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. NERC does not require vegetation clearing per se; 
it requires power companies t o  prepare, and implement, a formal transmission vegetation 
management program to  prevent outages. 
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A reportable outage is caused by "grow-ins" and "fall-ins" or "flashover" which is the 
movement of electricity across air (see www.nerc.com1. Grow-ins are outages caused by 
vegetation growing into lines from vegetation inside and/or outside of the right-of-way; fall- 
ins are defined as outages caused by vegetation falling into lines from inside or outside the 
rights-of-way. 

Rather than selective removal, TEP and other utilities are removing woody vegetation that 
would never grow or fall into the lines, in order t o  reduce risks of fire and electrical arcs 
affecting the performance of transmission lines. There is no written policy requiring fuel 
loads t o  be reduced, nor are fuel loading calculations or standards used t o  determine the 
amount of clearing. 

In short, more vegetation is being cleared as each utility begins implementing its plan. In 
practice, utilities remove far more vegetation than the minimum needed to  meet NERC 
rules, to  minimize the need for repeated mobilization of field crews. Inadequate field 
supervision of contractors has, at times, contributed t o  the expansion of the footprint of 
maintenance activities on the landscape. 

All trees, woody shrubs and saguaros may eventually be removed along power 
transmission lines rated at 200kV or higher, whether situated along public or private lands, 
along with impacts to  plants and animals associated with repeated use of mechanical or 
herbicide treatments. Mechanical clearings may result in significant degradation of 
archeological resources. The cleared areas will alter fire behavior. In montane areas, the 
new clearings may serve as fire breaks. In some lower elevation areas, invasion of non- 
native plants in the disturbed areas may actually increase the fire risk. In all locations, 
vegetation management will more or less permanently alter the characteristics of wildlife 
and vegetation habitat under power lines. 

Using 2004 voter-approved bond monies, the County acquired Six Bar Ranch, M Diamond 
and the A-7 Ranch in the San Pedro River Valley. The BLM Preferred Alternative passes 
right through the County-held State grazing lease for A-7 and M Diamond Ranch and cuts 
through a number of important conservation areas, wildlife travel corridors and cultural 
resources sites on the property that are large enough that minor adjustments to  the line 
footprint will not adequately mitigate potential impacts. This alignment would cut across 
nearly all of the major ranch roads, pastures and key use zones, which can hamper our 
operation and conservation ranching approach. 
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Riparian Area and Floodplain Protection Planning: Regional Flood Control District 

The Pima County Regional Flood Control District (RFCD) is a regional agency whose 
mission is to protect the health, safety, and welfare of Pima County residents by providing 
comprehensive flood protection programs and floodplain management services. 

These services emphasize fiscal responsibility, protection of natural resources and riparian 
areas, and a balanced multi-objective approach to managing regional watercourses, 
floodplains, and stormwater resources. 

Moreover, as a co-applicant with Pima County for issuance of a Section 10 Permit under 
the Endangered Species Act, RFCD has been fully engaged in the development of the Multi 
Species Conservation Plan and is actively involved in the preservation of riparian areas and 
habitat as defined by the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan Maeveen Marie Behan 
Conservation Lands System described above. 

The depicted floodplains in Figure 4 are the regulatory floodplains as identified by the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and are subject to regulation under the 
National Flood Insurance Program including administrative policies and guidance issued by 
FEMA. It should be noted that critical facilities which include electrical substations are 
required to be protected from the 500-year flood. 

The riparian habitat map in Figure 5 depicts major watercourses and local tributaries and 
the associated riparian habitat. Disturbance in these areas should be limited and biological 
surveys should be conducted prior to any disturbance to  avoid any impacts to threatened 
and endangered species. The District discourages construction of a permanent access road 
along the entire route. In addition to direct disturbance of riparian areas and floodplains, 
where access roads cross watercourses there is a potential for head-cutting and other 
erosion problems off of the ROW. There is evidence of this on other linear projects that 
have been constructed in Pima County. Furthermore, construction activities should be 
suspended during rainy periods. 
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While electrical transmission lines are not required under Arizona statutes to  receive 
written authorization from county flood control districts, Arizona Revised Statute 48- 
3616.C, requires that construction plans must be submitted for review and comment. The 
review would focus on avoiding the placement of transmission towers in FEMA floodplains 
and erosion hazard areas and minimizing the disturbance of riparian habitat. The exception 
to  this regulatory exemption is that permits will be required for both temporary and 
permanent access roads t o  construct and maintain the SunZia Project. 

Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan: Cultural Resources & Historic Preservation 

Perennial rivers, such as the San Pedro, are major loci of prehistoric and historic human 
occupations in Pima County, where the site numbers are highest and the distribution of 
sites is most dense. The San Pedro Valley has been long recognized for i ts many significant 
prehistoric and historic sites, many of which are in excellent condition given their 
remoteness from large modern population centers. 

The San Pedro Valley in Pima County is essentially undeveloped. It retains the character of 
landscapes in the prehistoric and historic past. As such the valley is a place where a sense 
of history is present today. Tohono O'odham, Apache, Hopi, and Zuni cultural advisors 
who have visited ancestral villages and gathering areas in the San Pedro Valley have 
remarked on the sense of history that is embedded in the natural and cultural landscapes. 
Dalton Taylor of Hopi has stated of the San Pedro Valley and ancestral archaeological sites 
that, "the only thing I ask for is protection, because this place is like our history books". 
Other cultural advisors have made similar pleas to  protect and preserve the San Pedro 
Valley and i ts unique history. 

Because of these high cultural values in addition to  its diverse and valuable habitat for 
many species, the San Pedro River Valley was defined in the Sonoran Desert Conservation 
Plan (SDCP) as having high value for conservation. This high density of cultural resources 
has been identified in thq SDCP as the "Redington Cultural Resource Complex" shown on 
the map below and is identified as such in Pima Prospers. Unfortunately, the proposed 
SunZia route along the west side of the San Pedro Val1 y in Pima County has great 
potential to  impact significant archaeological and/or hist L ric resources resulting from 
construction of the SunZia Project and from indirect impacis such as looting of sites that 
will result from much greater access t o  these heritage resources from the many new 
access roads that will be required for the construction of the Project. 
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The high archaeological sensitivity of the San Pedro valley is well documented and reflects 
important prehistoric occupations as well as historic homesteading and ranching. There are 
dozens of recorded sites in the valley near this corridor, with excellent potential for 
additional, as yet undiscovered resources. Well-known sites in this area include the 
prehistoric Reeve Ruin, Redington Ruin, and Bayless Ranch Ruin, as well as an historic 
cemetery near the river. Many sites are located on County-owned lands that were acquired 
and are managed specifically t o  protect and preserve the natural and cultural resources for 
present and future benefits to  the citizens of Pima County. 

The proposed SunZia alignment will irrevocably scar the San Pedro Valley, cutting a swath 
of destruction through many archaeological sites, diminishing cultural and traditional values 
held by Native American tribes, and scaring the pristine visual character of the valley, 
predominantly through lands that Pima County is committed to  protect in accordance with 
the Pima County Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan and Pima Prospers. 
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In summary, Pima County has made significant investment in conservation planning and 
land acquisition on behalf of i ts citizens since 2001 to  ensure that the San Pedro River 
Valley and i ts abundant natural, riparian, and cultural resource values are protected for the 
benefit of present and future generations. The County's holdings in the area total 
approximately 1 40,000-acres under County management that supports ongoing ranching 
operations, while conserving and protecting biological and ecological values of the lands. 

In acknowledgement of the public's mandate, Pima County has adopted an ongoing and 
long-term commitment to  conservation planning espoused in the Sonoran Desert 
Conservation Plan and Multi-Species Conservation Plan. Moreover, these lands under the 
County's Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan and Multi-Species Conservation Plan are 
intended as mitigation lands under that will serve to  meet the requirements of the Section 
10 Permit of the Endangered Species Act  that will be issued to  Pima County by the US 
Fish & Wildlife Service. This Permit will cover incidental take of listed species by activities 
authorized by Pima County or carried out by Pima County Regional Flood Control District. 

These conservation goals have also been recently reaffirmed and adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors in i ts 2 0  1 5 Comprehensive Plan "Pima Prospers." 
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October 9,2015 

Mr. Thomas Chenal 
Chairman, Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee 
Office of the Attorney General 
1275 W. Washington St. 
Phoenix, AZ 85007-2926 

Re: Limited Appearance Request Withdrawal; Docket No. L-OOOOOYY-15-0318-00171 

Dear Chairman Chenal: 

Assuming that your hearing agenda (dated October 7,2015) will not become more specific, I 
withdraw my request for a limited appearance, which I made in my 28 September 2015 letter. 
Lower back problems prevent me from attending a meeting that doesn’t provide an estimated 
time interval, within two hours, during which I could expect to speak. 

I apologize for my unfamiliarity with hearing procedure, and for the time this has cost you in 
considering my request. I do hope to speak during the public comment session in Tucson, after 
6:OO p.m. on October 22. 

Thank you again for your time. 

Sincerely, 

Jon C. Sjogren 

110 W. Meadowbrook Dr. 
Tucson, AZ 85704-67 12 

sjogren.jc@comcast.net 
(520) 297-8582 

mailto:sjogren.jc@comcast.net
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September 28,20 15 

Mr. Thomas Broderick 
- 

. 2 ’  .7’ &6 IZCT -9 A 8: 30 

AZ CQ8P C0,YMISSli; . @Dm43 ‘WFiTROt, 

Director, Utilities Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 W. Washington 
Phoenix, AZ 85007-2996 

Re: Limited Appearance Request; Docket No. L-OOOOOYY-15-0318-00171 

Dear Director Broderick: 

Pursuant to A.R.S. 5 40-360.05(B), and A.A.C. R14-3-204(B), please allow me to make a limited 
appearance at the Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee hearing to be 
held in Tucson beginning October 22,20 15. 

I have an interest in these proceedings as an Arizona-educated engineer; a forty-year Arizona 
resident and taxpayer; and landowner of a quarter-section near the San Pedro Valley segment of 
SunZia. 

Please grant me the opportunity to speak briefly (7 minutes) with regard to material in my 14 and 
21 September 2015 letters submitted to the Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting 
Committee via the Docket Control Center. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, -4- 
Jon C. Sjogren, PbD. 

1 10 W. Meadowbrook Dr. 
Tucson, AZ 85704-6712 

sjogren.jc@comcast.net 
(520) 297-8582 

P.S. Pursuant to A.R.S. Q 
Thomas Chenal (Of3 

I have also mailed the above request to Chairman 
General, 1275 W. Washington St., Phoenix, AZ 

85007-2926). I 

Enclosures: 3 copies of 

RECEWEO 

mailto:sjogren.jc@comcast.net
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REC E WE 0 
September 28,20 15 

SEP 3 0  2015 
A m t : ' :  -. ..r:&.PHOE#X Mr. Thomas Chenal 

Chairman, Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee - sEm 
Office of the Attorney General I' 

~ < -~ .., 4 '  ...- 1275 W. Washington St. 
Phoenix, AZ 85007-2926 

Re: Limited Appearance Request; Docket No. L-OOOOOYY-15-0318-00171 

Dear Chairman Chenal: 

Pursuant to A.R.S. 0 40-360.05(B), please allow me to make a limited appearance at the Arizona 
Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee hearing to be held in Tucson beginning 
October 22,201 5. 

I have an interest in these proceedings as an Arizona-educated engineer; a forty-year Arizona 
resident and taxpayer; and landowner of a quarter-section near the San Pedro Valley segment of 
SunZia. 

Please grant me the opportunity to speak briefly (7 minutes) with regard to material in my 14 and 
2 1 September 20 1 5 letters submitted to the Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting 
Committee via the Docket Control Center. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Jon C. Sjogren, Ph.D. 

110 W. Meadowbrook Dr. 
Tucson, AZ 85704-67 12 

sj 0gren.j c@comcast .net 
(520) 297-8582 

P.S. Pursuant to A.A.C. R14-3-204(B), I have also mailed the above request to Mr. Thomas 
Broderick (Director, Utilities Division, Arizona Corporat i on Commission, 1200 W. 
Washington, Phoenix, AZ 85007-2996). 



September 2 1,20 I5 -acket No. L-OOOOOYY-15-0318-00171 

A i i z o ~ j  C ~ ~ l ; i a t j ~ ! i  C(!mn:i:;sjo!; Arizona Power Plant and Transtfission Line Siting Committee 
Arizona Corporation Commission n 0 C K Fl2-F- [> 
1200 W. Washington 
Phoenix, AZ 85007-2996 

Subject: Local Transmission and Use Instead of SunZia 

SunZia touts four main benefits: more power; access to renewables; increased transmission reliability; 
and, jobs. Considering these benefits, why not local transmission and use instead of SunZia? Attached is 
a BLM map that shows the 
local plan, I modified that 

a-expedited SunZia plan, and solar and wind resources. To show a 
crossing out SunZia and by adding the arrows and cities. 

First, let’s consider the benefit of more power: Arizona exports about one third of the electricity it 
generates, so it doesn’t need SunZia’s power. 

Second benefit, access to renewables: The Arizona portion of SunZia accesses a distant solar patch, 
surrounding a proposed gas power plant that would use a third of SunZia’s capacity. The local plan 
accesses abundant solar resources close to Phoenix, Tucson, and the Pinal Substation, where spent 
farmland is ideal for planting solar collectors. 

Third benefit, increased transmission reliability: You don’t increase transmission reliability by running 
500-mile transmission lines from completely unreliable wind-energy sources. And you don’t do it by 
running those lines through an extremely challenging and insecure environment. You increase reliability 
with the local plan of short-distance lines, over flat terrain, from reliable solar sources. 

Fourth benefit, jobs: With SunZja, Arizona gets a few line-construction jobs. With the local plan it gets 
a solar industry, drawing from the resources and workforces of Tucson and Phoenix. 

1 

Along with the advertised benefiks, some have claimed that SunZia could be used to export Arizona’s 
solar energy eastward. But SunZla has specified westward transmission only. More importantly, it’s 
premature to plan the exportatio~ of a product that remains undeveloped. Arizona has to walk before it 
can run with its solar power, and/ by generating less than one percent of its electricity from solar, Arizona 
is just starting to crawl. I 

SunZia should not be built. Arizbna should go local instead. 

Jon C. Sjogren 

110 W. Meadowbrook Dr. 
Tucson, AZ 85704-6712 

sj 0gren.j c@comcast.net 

I 

(520) 297-8582 

Attached: Single page displaying maps and cited references. 

mailto:c@comcast.net


“SunZia Line Earns Obama Recognition” 
“SunZia ... selected to undergo a fast-track permitting process by the federal government.” I ]  

SunZia-Obama 
Plan 21: 

Why Not Local Transmission and Use Instead of SunZia? 
Less than 1 YO of Arizona’s electricity is solar generated, and only 5% of New Mexico’s electricity 

Non-Political 
Local Plan: 

is wind generated. [3] 

... ........ .......... “-._I- .- . ^_^^l._.-lI 

I .  http:/iaww snl coin/IntcractiveX,A icleAbstract aspx9id=1341 4962 
2. http. ’wuw hlm gov/pgdata(etc’med alrb,blminm~programs/more~ lands_and_realt~~sunzlaisunzla_maps Par 414 10 File.dati 

I 
WREZ-sunzta-corridor-map pdf 1 

5. http:Jiwuw.eia go\., 

- This page is artached to Sjogren‘s 21 Scptcmbcr 201 5 letter to the Line Siting Commirtec. AZCC - 

Docket No. L-OOOOOW-15-0318-00171 
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September 14,20 15 

Arizona Power Plant 
Arizona Corporation Commission1 
1200 W. Washington 
Phoenix, AZ 85007-2996 

Subject: SunZia Should Not Be Built 

Docket No. L-OOOOOW-15-0318-00171 

p.4 G E f V E l.3 

2015 SEP r~ A 11: u* 
ORIGINAL 

I am a research engineer who began my professional education studying 
capabilities of solar energy, I later devised a way to destroy waterborne 
semiconductor [2]. The sun is our greatest resource, and Arizona’s unique assets and talented residents can readily 
be engaged to create valuable technologies that utilize it. The SunZia transmission project would jeopardize these 
economic prospects by marring our renowned landscape and subsidizing non-Arizona interests - SunZia is tailored 
to the solar and wind energy ambitions of New Mexico [3]; a Florida company owns New Mexico’s largest wind 
farm [4]; Colorado, Wyoming, and Mexico (accessed at El Paso) would profit, at Arizona’s expense, from 
SunZia’s expansion of the territory of their coal energy sales [5]. 

In response to Project Zia, SunZia bas conceived in 2006 to sell power from New Mexico and the Bowie Power 
Station to western markets such as /Phoenix, Los Angeles, and Las Vegas [5,6,7]. The gas-fired billion-watt Bowie 
station will emit a daily amount of carbon dioxide equal to that produced by burning more than a million gallons of 
gasoline [8]. Not surprisingly, SunZia and Bowie are promoted, managed, and financed by the same group, and 
they petitioned the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to permit SunZia to transmit the non-renewable power 
of Bowie and other generators [9,10]. In effect, their petition also asked that 86% of SunZia’s transmission rights 
be allocated to a New Jersey-California equity firm, a Louisiana construction company, a major foreign-based oil 
company, and a Colorado-New Mexico-Wyoming-Nebraska electric cooperative [ 1 I]. Only 14% was requested for 
Arizona electric utilities [ 121. Thus, it seems the name “SunZia” was selected, and the renewable energy option 
was included, to muster public support by wrapping this otherwise unmarketable project in a green package. This 
scheme also enables New Mexico to unload the costs of its wind-generated electricity onto Arizona [13]. 

The expense and unreliability of wind-farm electricity is evidenced by New Mexico’s desire to export this energy 
rather than consume it. When New Mexico proposed their exportation of wind energy in 2005, they were 
generating 97% of their electric power from coal (86%) and gas ( I  l%), and only 2% from wind [ 14,151. Wind 
power is a highly inefficient use of transmission line capacity, and it must be fed into a transmission system that 
predominately carries power from stable sources (such as coal and gas) that can compensate for its unpredictable 
variability. Ironically, not only do wind farms depend on coal and gas plants, but the carbon emissions benefit of 
wind power is substantially nulled the increased emissions of the inefficient compensatory duty of the fossil- 
fuel generators [I  61. Having these unacceptable flaws, wind farms exist only because state and federal taxpayers 
are forced to pay for them [ 17,181. Furthermore, with Arizona’s abundant solar energy, it would be foolish to 
subscribe to New Mexico’s wind endeavors. The best wind farms produce about 5 kilowatts per acre, or 0.03 
kilowatt-hours per square meter per day [ 191. As a SunZia map shows, the sun offers at least 233 times more power 
to Arizona land at 7 or more kilowatt-hours per square meter per day [20]. 

The future belongs to innovations that give us full use of sunlight’s tremendoys potential. Ill-conceived ventures 
like SunZia should remain in the past. Instead of serving that harmful project, Arizona should focus on originating 
the technology needed to tap the weislth of solar resources with which it is blebsed. 

Jon C. Sjogren 

1 10 W. Meadowbrook Dr. 
Tucson, AZ 85704-67 12 
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RECEIVED 

Economic and Human Dimensions Research Associates ::.. OCT 14  2015 
5751 North Kolb Road, Suite 40108 
Tucson, Arizona 85750-3773 

ATTORNEY GU(UWPHOEWU( 
AGENCY COUNSEL SEW 

October 14,20 15 

Chairman Thomas Chenal 
Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee 
Attorney General’s Office 
1275 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Re: Limited Appearance Request; Docket No. L-OOOOOW-15-03 18-00171, Case No. 171 

Dear Chairman Chenal: 

Pursuant to A.R.S. 5 40-360.05@), and the Notice of Hearing issued on September 4,2015, I 
respectfully request the opportunity to enter a limited appearance in the Matter of the Application 
of SunZia Transmission LLC for a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility before the Arizona 
Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee.. 

As a resource economist, ratepayer and taxpayer, I have an interest in these proceedings. I ask that 
my attached comments, addressing the suggested needs and benefits of the proposed transmission 
line as highlighted in the September 2,2015 application, be made a formal part of the hearing 
record now convened in this case. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincefely yours, , 

J o y  “Skip” Laitner 1 
5751 
Tucson, Arizona 85750 
cell: (571) 332-9434 
email: Econ S kiDt%’sna il .corn 

orth Kolb Road, Unit 40108 

Attachment: Comments of John A. Laitner 
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RECEIVED 

A m - -  
Aoulcv-- 

BEFORE THE 
ARIZONA POWER PLANT AND TRANSMISSION LINE SITING COMMITTEE 

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION ) 
OF SUNZIA TRANSMISSION LLC, IN ) 

REQUIREMENTS OF ARIZONA REVISED ) 
CONFORMANCE WITH THE 1 

STATUTES 40-360, ET SEQ., FOR A 1 
CERTIFICATE OF ENVIRONMENTAL ) DOCKET NO. L-OOOOOYY-15-03 1 8-00 17 1 
COMPATIBILITY AUTHORIZING THE ) 
SUNZIA SOUTHWEST TRANSMISSION ) Case No. 171 

CONSTRUCTION OF TWO NEW 500 KV ) 

ASSOCIATED FACILITIES ORIGINATING ) 
AT A NEW SUBSTATION (SUNZIA EAST) ) 
IN LINCOLN COUNTY, NEW MEXICO, ) 
AND TERMINATING AT THE PINAL 
CENTRAL SUBSTATION IN PINAL 

PORTION OF THE PROJECT IS LOCATED ) 

COCHISE, PINAL, AND PIMA COUNTIES. ) 

PROJECT, WHICH INCLUDES THE 1 

TRANSMISSION LINES AND 1 COMMENTS OF 
JOHN A. LAITNER 

1 

COUNTY, ARIZONA. THE ARIZONA 1 

WITHIN GRAHAM, GREENLEE, 1 

PROFESSIONAL BACKGROUND 

I am an international energy and resource economist employed by my own firm, 

Economic and Human Dimensions Research Associates. In a career that spans 45 years, I have 

authored more than 320 reports, journal articles, and book chapters. My expertise includes 

benefit-cost assessments, resource costs and constraints, and the net employment and 

macroeconomic impacts of energy and climate policy scenarios. I previously served as the 

Director of Economic and Social Analysis for the American Council for an Energy-Efficient 

Economy (ACEEE) as in the years 2006 through 2012. Before that, I served 10 years as a Senior 

Economist for Technology Policy with the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). In 1998 

I was awarded EPA's Gold Akedal for my work with a team of ecofiomists to evaluate the 

I 
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economic impact of strategies that might assist in the implementation of smart climate policies. 

also work and lecture extensively in international policy arena with clients and colleagues in 

France, Luxembourg, New Zealand and elsewhere; and I hold the position as senior research 

associate of the Russian Presidential Academy of National Economic and Public Administration 

(RANEPA). I have a 1988 master’s degree in resource economics from Antioch University. 

OVERALL CONCLUSION 

The available evidence suggests: (a) there is every reason to believe the SunZia project 

may neither be useful nor cost-effective, (b) that awarding a certificate will redirect resources 

away from a more prudent and less costly development of energy efficiency and renewable 

energy resources; and (c) while it may provide a few short term jobs in constructing and 

operating the transmission line, it will likely result if a net loss of jobs overall. 

EVIDENCE ON COST-EFFECTIVENESS 

The applicant notes that in 2006, the Southwest Area Transmission Subregional Planning Group 

(SWAT) “identified the need for significant transmission expansion between southern New 

Mexico and southern Arizona to serve growing electrical loads.” In fact, the applicant notes that 

the “Project was conceptualized as a result of SWAT’S findings.” (Application for Certificate of 

Environmental Compatibility, SunZia Transmission LLC, September 2,20 15. Page ES-3). The 

project could provide up to 4,500 megawatts (MW) of additional transfer capability. (SunZia 

Southwest Transmission Project Final Environmental Impact Statement and Appendices,.BureaL 

of Land Management, June 2013, Page E-2). Yet, as Figure 1 sho s on the following page, then 

have been huge changes in the forecasts of load demand in the Ariiona market (Eighth Biennial 

Transmission Assessment 20 14-2023, Staff Report, Docket No. E-00000D- 13-0002, Decision 

No. 74785, October 29,2014). The 5th Biennial Transmission Assessment (BTA 2008) suggestec 

I 

7 

- 2 -  Docket No. L-00000YY-1.5-0318-001 7 



4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

n anticipated 20 16 capacitj 

0 16 forecasted demand wa 

rop in forecasted demand c 

iaximum capacity that mig 

’igure 1. Changes in Arizc 
2 4 , P  

2014 201 

+5 

At the same time the 

xample, has filed a notice f 

nd retail sales volumes due 

slar photovoltaic rooftop d 

fficiency measures.” (Notic 

eptember 4,20 15). More01 

n its own to provide greate 

lemand of 23,716 Megawatts (MW). By the 8* BTA (2014) the 

iown to 17,962 MW (See Exhibit 8) , This is a 5,724 MW (24%) 

er a very short 6-year period. And it i s  significantly larger than the 

be provided by SunZia. 

a Demand Forecast 

~ 

Source: Eighth Bicjniil Transmission (2014). Exhibit 8. 

2016 2017 2018 2dls 2020 2021 

BTA +Cth BTA +7th BTA 6 8 t h  PTA 

iarket continues to shift. Tucson Eledtric Power Company, for 

- a proposed rate increase citing “a re uction in usage per customer d 
various factors, such as the 

:ributed generation (“rooftop 

g deployment of net metered 

the adoption of energy 

of Intent to File a Rate Case Applic tion, Tucson Electric Power, 

r, an intended California market for 1 ower is moving aggressively 

mergy efficiency and renewable e n e r b  resources. On Wednesday 

. ,  :I. 
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AEO 2015 3,695 4,205 1.14 

1 Delta - 10.2% -2 1.2% 

October 7th, California Governor Jerry Brown signed into law SB 350 which, among other 

Bi3lion Kilowatt-hours 2012 

AEO 2006 4,114 

things, sets 2030 targets of 50% utility power provided by renewable energy sources and a 50% 

2030 

5,338 1.30 

increase in energy efficiency in existing buildings by 2030. (“California makes history with new 

package of climate-change laws.” Local Government Commissions. Sacramento, CA 958 14). In 

effect, California does not need resources that might be provided by either Arizona or New 

Mexico. This and many other trends only weaken the need for new transmission line capacity 

and cast significant doubt about the ability of such projects to pay for themselves. 

As a further indication of the trend we can compare the 2006 and the 20 15 Annual 

Energy Outlook (AEO) electricity demand forecasts published by the Energy Information 

Administration (EIA). Table 1 below shows a trend that is comparable to the market shift 

highlighted in Figure 1. 

The AEO 2006 projected electricity sales of about 4,114 billion kilowatt-hours (KWh) in 

2012, rising 30% to 5,338 billion KWh by 2030. The actual 2012 sales documented in AEO 

20 15 was about 10.2% less than projected in 2006 with the new 2030 projection about 2 1.2% 

smaller. Again, the market is shifting away, with a growing emphasis on local resources 

including energy efficiency and distributed energy resources. I 

We can take another look at the economic feasibility by looking at a benefitkost 

assessment, the High Plains Express Transmission Project Feasibility Study Report (June 2008). 

Figure 2 below provides the summary of that analysis as pulled from page 37 of 42 of the report. 

- 4 -  Docket No. L-OOOOOYY-1.5-0318-0017 
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Figure 2. HPX BenefitKO Analyses Results. I 
1.60 

1.40 

1.20 

1 .oo 

0.80 

0.60 

0.40 

0.20 

' *Wind-First 75% 

1 vs.Gas 
Renewables & 25% Fossil 

Wind-First: 75% 
Renewables & 25% Fossil 
vs. Fossil & RPS 

l- 
+loo% Renewables vs. Fossil 
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&72% Fossil & 28% 
I Renewables vs. Gas 

+loo% Fossil vs. Fossil & 
1 RPS 

52% Wind & 48% Fossil vs. 
Gas 

$0 $5 $10 $30 $35 $40 

The Y axis shows the benefit-cost ratios of a variety of sceharios that are consistent with 
I 

he proposed SunZia project. A value of less than 1 .O suggests a project that is not at all cost- 

:ffective. Generally one wodd expect investments to emerge for projects which have a benefit- 

:ost ratio that is larger than 1.2. The two scenarios reasonably cornparable to SunZia are shown 

n yellow and those values ar: either less than 1 .O, or don't reach the critical threshold of 1.2 

inless there is a carbon tax close to $25 per ton of carbon dioxide - a highly unlikely outcome in 

he near term. And since this study was done, costs have increase even as market demand is 

ihifting away from these large transmission projects. I 

XONOMIC IMPACTS 

I 

d 

The applicant cites an analysis suggesting significant macr economic gains for Arizona, 0 
n terms of increased jobs and governmental revenues. Yes, any ehenditure will creates jobs, 

whether for upgrades for ind d strial energy efficiency, improved cohmercial lighting, or 
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created for almost all other I 

revenues associated with elc 

state or national level data, 1 

level. 

Figure 3. Job Intensities fc 

jobs. Figure 3, using actual 013 data for Pima County data, showis that there are many more job 

)enditures in the economy compare to jobs associated with I 7 
S relationship continues to hold. Thi is also true at the international 

.icity generation. While the Pima County numbers will differ fro 

16 

14 

Direct lo  

L c 
+ 4  
9 

2 

0 
Electric U 

Source: IMPIAN Data for 

Electric utilities, on average 

revenue. When we include 

wages, the total rises to 7.6 

expenditures in Pima Count 

Pima County 2013 I 

1 lnstensities for Pima County 2013 1 

1 A  3 

Total Jobs 

7.6 

y Services 

u County, Arizona 2013 

All Othb Economic Sectors 

I 

ipported about 1.6 direct jobs in 20 3 for every million dollars of 

)ply-chain jobs as well as jobs indu d by the spending of local 

31 jobs per million dollars. On the ot er hand, all other t 
:nd to support an average total of 14.2 jobs. In effect, if electricitj 

1- ' .  . .  

. . . .  
. .  . . .  . .  

. .  
. .  . .  . . .  . .  

I '  

. ,  -, 

. .  

I 
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costs increase by one million dollars, yes, there will be a total of 7.6 total jobs. But if those risinj 

costs pull money away from all other sectors, 14.2 jobs will be lost. In short, rising electricity 

costs will actually lose a total of 6.6 jobs (14.2 less 7.6) for every million dollars in higher 

expenditures for electricity in Pima County. This parallel also holds for governmental revenues 

and local incomes. 

Edith Stokey and Richard Zeckhauser noted in 1978 that economic and environmental 

evaluations require “systematic enumeration of all benefits and all costs, tangible and intangible. 

whether readily quantifiable or difficult to measure, that will accrues to all members of society ij 

a particular project is adopted” (See, A Primer for Policy Analysis. New York, NY: W.W. 

Norton & Company, Page 134). In addition, they note the Fundamental Rule of benefit-cost 

assessments and project evaluation is to select the alternative that produces the greatest net 

benefit(s) (page 137). In other words, merely because a project produces some benefit is not the 

same as suggesting it is the best alternative for society. As we have already demonstrated, yes, 

there will be some jobs from an investment, but paying for it over time and comparing it to othei 

alternatives - in this case, a greater reliance on energy efficiency and local renewable energy 

resources - is likely to lose a total number of jobs. I have seen no information to date which 

suggests that SunZia is the best option to promote both the economic and the environmental 

well-being of Arizonans. 

IMPLICATIONS FOR CERTIFICATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL COMPATIBILITY 

As I have suggested in the opening of my remarks there is every reason to believe the 

SunZia project may be neither useful nor cost-effective. This conclusion is only strengthened 

when we consider the dramatic changes in the electricity market since the project was first 

proposed in 2006. In short there does not appear to be any real benefit to this project compared 

- 7 -  Docket No. L-OOOOOYY-15-0318-0017 
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to other available alternatives and emerging market trends. Hence, the Committee must concludt 

that any project that cannot clearly show net economic benefits cannot be deemed 

environmentally compatible. 

A FINAL THOUGHT 

There is an unfortunate lack of time to develop a more robust analysis than is now before 

the Committee. At the same time, a deeper and more complete assessment would only strengthei 

the conclusion that the project - without any redeeming economic benefit - cannot be deemed 

environmentally compatible. 
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Account Name: James Callegaw 

I Zip Code: 85719 

I Nature Of Opinion 
I I 
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Docket Number: L-00000W-15q318-00171 

The construction of the sons of transmission line through the San Pedio Valley should not be allowed to o 
forward for several reasons. Fi t. it is unnecessary because it is already possible to add additional lines P o 
transport power through existin roots or on existing structures. This ould waste money by constructing1 an 

migration corridors in all of No h America. It would also spoil the natubl beauty of the valley that is the least 
developed in all of southeast i izona. 

I Docket Position: Against 

entirely new line. Second, it wo Id destroy important habitat for native vy rizona animals and hundreds of 
species of bird that use the Sa Pedro River as a migration corridor. It A is one of the most significant 

I 
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October 13,20 15 
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Arizona Corporation Co 
1200 West Washington . -  

Director of [Jtilities 

Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
I 

., . . 

, 
RE: Docket No. L-00000 Y-! 5-03 18-001 71 - In the Matter of khe Application of SunZia 

‘T’he Tohono O’odham Nn ion (.“Nation”:) hereby makes a limiteq appearance in this matter by 
filing these coiiirnents on lie A.pp!iczttion of SunZia TransIliissicm LIC. The gation is a 
federally recognized Indi- i i.ribe located in southern Arizona., Tire ‘T’ohcno c)’odharn Iiaw i i x d  
in the region known as th , Papagueria since time immemoria!. The Papagueria inc.iudes rhr 

Transmission LLC 

Director of Utilities: 

lands proposed for SunZia Southwest Transmission Project in Akizona (“Project”). For several 
hundred years, the Tohond O’odhm have used areas proposed fbr the Project for living, hunting, 
gathering, and for the cre tion of sacred sites. Cultural resourwsites which are O’odham or 
ancestral to the O’odham r-2 likely to be disturbed or destroyed lby the Project. The proposed 
route will likely have an 
Tchom O’odian~ cuituraf sites, ~nmy which will contain the hupals of ancestors. 

The .fact that the proposed route impacts the San Pedro River V d  ley is particutarly troubling fsr , 

thz Nation. ’21s San Ped& River Valley is a significanr place f i r  lhe ‘1‘oho;io O’odham, not only 
for its cgiturzl significanc h, but also for its ecological importar-ck. A ;ignificant Sobaipuri site 
that may he adversely im acted by the Project that is iocated in the Sm Pedro \Iil!ey was likely 
visited by FEtIier Kino in he late 17’” century alid may haw been a refuge for Sobzipti <luring 
the 1752 Pima revolt aga’ st the Spanish. The Sm Pedro River iValley is home to sensitive 
wildlife habitats and hos a wide variety of migratkg birds. Thy Nation’s urges the Certificate 
of Environmental Compz ibility be denied for the reasons set oqt herein. 

The Nation has serious. c&c.erns with the adequacy of the cultu 1 work performed to-date for 
the Pr0jec.t. First, despite1 a request by &e Mation: a cultura! Ian scape study haF ne;ler been 
performed tG f d y  w d u &  t i e  impacts on thc cxiturd i.rrrdscapk. Second, no detailed cultural 
rescixce surveys have be$n corriplei.rt1 jt‘J O T ~ C P  to understmtl t!!k Ful! iinprtcts o C  tlie proposed 
rouie. Instead, Clzsss I snr vei7 lirnired 1 2 1 ~ s  3 surveys 3,z.x hmit com9lcted for the Project. 

I 

I 

I 

I 

, 

1 1 

1 
verse impact on hundreds ofArchaic ,~hokam,  Sobaipuri, and 

’ 

I 

I 

.i; 
1 

i I 

P.O. B O X  8 3 7 ,  S E L L S ,  A R I  PHONE:52d.383.2028 FAX: 520 .3  8 3.3 3 7 9  
I 



. 
1 

I 
The Xation requests that C1 1 ss 111 culwral resource surveys be completed for the proposed route 
before a Certificate of Envilonmental Compatibility is issced for the Project. 

Hcwever, if t3e Project do mow i;.mvard, it is the Nation’s s d n g  preference that the Project 
be located along existing 
cultural resources. Committee decides to is& a Certificate of 
Environmental 
Tohono 
associated with the Project4 I 

corridors to minimize impacts to the environment and 

requests that the Appliyant engage the services of 
that will be present during all construction activities 

The proposed transmission line with right-of-way widths of 500- h 000 ft. will have an adverse 
effect on many cultural res urce sites that are regarded as ancestral by the Tohono O’odham 
Nation. In addition the CUI ral landscape of the project area, parlkularly the San Pedro Valley 
that was traditionally used y the Tohano O’odham would be severely degraded. I 
Sincerely, 

, 
Edward D. Manuel I 

Chairman 
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Thomas Cbenal, Chairman 
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1200 West Washington Stree 
Phoenix Arizona 85007 
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‘1 -7 -,-.+. 
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I 
October 14,2015 

1 

t 

I I 

R E  SunZia transmission, LLC pplication for Certificate of Enviroqmentai Compatibility 
Docket Number L-OOOOOW- -0318-00171 

Dear Chairman Chenal and rnmittee; 
I 

I ll 1 9” 
Thank you for the  ;to comment on the  SunZia appiiciption before the Committee 
and the believe this project will benefit the people of Arizona, and will 

in the hope that the  Comrhittee members are listening to 
Arizonan citizen. I 

I have lived in Cascabel, Ari na for 45 years. t moved here to ofberate a cottage industry 
making pottery and a farm ead to produce food, which 1 contique to do. I have been a 
cooperator in the Redingto Natural Resource Conservation Di 
over 20 of those years as a oard supervisor. I have also 

Community Center, and a member of several other This fetter 
and the  opinions my own and are based 
Vafiey gained 

for 38 years, and served for 
my home for The Nature 

Conservancy for the past 1 i years. I currently serve on for the Cascabel 

around it. 1 

My comments pertain spec/iicaily to the area between Willcox land Oracle, AZ, and especialfy to 
the eastern flank of the Ri con-Catalina mountain ranges, t he  yestern boundaFy of the middle I 

This region is still fargely u fragmented, part of one of the twy largest left in the  state. kt has 
the highest biodiversity of nirnaI species in our nation. i t  has several ecotones of varying plant 
communities that support his unique species diversity and abondance. It has been used since 

San Pedro River watershe 

the 1980’s as a mitigation ite for ecoiogicat damages done in pthet parts of the  state to I 

support development in t e Sun Corridor; millions of doilars and thousands of acres of 
consewation lands will be diminished in value and function b$ the long-term consequences of ’ 
building this project here. 1 

I 

I 

1 I 
1 

i I 



I 

1 I I 

1 I 

responsjfile Arizonans, we #eed to look at the bng term viabifiy of OUT state's resources- 
This valley represents a place here ecologic functioning should be taken care Of, not sacrificed 
to a tmn~mission -midor of estionatrfe need and predictable frjture negative consequences. 
The economic values inheren in keeping this vafley at work as a wildlife corridor and a source 
of clean water recharge far D Weigh the value of creating yet angther corridor for 
inappropriate devetopment- 

Planning for future energy s rces to support the wise piacemen of urban development is. 
integra1 for Arizona's future. ere are more appropriate sites for solar, wind, and natural gas 
development closer to existi 1 g and expanding urban load center$. We must take responsible 
steps to conserve t h e  remaifling watersheds and areas which act, as places for our native flora 
and fauna to thrive, since w depend an those ecologicaily functjoning systems to provide 
services that support eve 

The San Pedro Valley is an izona asset, deserving of respect arid protection by her citizens, for 
their long-term benefrt. I t  is a place in our great state that shod# not be sacrificed by t h e  
distant halls of Washington C which 'fast-tracked" the SunZia project based OR the 
questionable premise that r - would bring renewable energy Bo& New Mexico to California. 

Many opponents of th 
process. State and fed 
vattey's natural and 
presented evidence 
have on their electronic 
some of those weit-do 
Environmentai impact 
to you now as you 

The BLM chose to 
alignment for the  
renewable ene 

I 

i 

unique to our state. 4 I 

Y 
t 

ing from surface and groundwater levels to the open fand vistas so 
I 

proposal submitted comprehenbve comments during the NEPA 
des, some as cooperating agendes, detailed the impacts to the 
urces at  great length, Conserv;ttion non-prof& groups 
deral process. Fort Huachuca bjected to the impacts it would 

g area. i hope you ail have had J portunity to review at ieast 
ed and detailed points of mncerrir submitted during the federal 
ent process. I understand that rn re comments are being brought 

pacts this new transmission orridor wifl have on the 
landscape, and we 1 

rn San Pedro h e y  route was the "best" 
crf "fast tracking" to fulfill quotas for 

fevel has rjegative impacts on the local 
ks. I t  iS my sincere hope that officials and 
I better uhderstand that the SunZia project 

are better choices tu secure future 
energy needs. 

Your's is an awesome 
again for the  

I 

onsibility: long-term planning for a sustainable future. Thank you 

I 

Barbara Ctark I 

2 
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Arizona Power Plant and 

1200 W. Washington 2015 OCT 2 1  fin 10 35 
Phoenix, AZ 85007-2996 

Arizona Power Plant and ransmission Line Siting Committee a q  Arizona- . orp 

I wish to comment on the unZia Transmission Line proposal [&C@tN 
00171 1, especially with r ard to it$ routing through the San Pedro Ri 
Cascabel, ArizQna for 
ever since. I helped 
and serve on the 
was the 

i :  

, I  

i 
Arizona Corporation Corn * )  OCT 1 9 2015 f r  

, I  

I 

rto H' c p y 5 ~ ~ ~ # & t ~ 2  uzcup. . 

r r  

Lo 

4 
twenty years and have been active1 in conservation concerns here 

Cascabel Conservation (formerly Hermitage) Association in 1996 
I have been a director of th Cascabel Working Group and 

for The Nature Conse ancy for several years. I have 
interest in the Saguaro-Juniper ranch, 

the alley. While I have been active 
my pe nal comments as a resident 

bel Working Group that the SunZia project is 

' 

landowner. 

needs without the 

The Cascabel Worki 

economy, not only on 

has enormous 1 consequences, for there are two noteworthy aspects of the 
I 

First, a study by The N re Conservancy demonstrated that a large portion of the lower San 
Pedro River Valley and stward encompasses largest unfragfnented area in AZ besides the 
Grand Canyon3 That 4 culation is by the strictest metric of no dirt road throughways, but a 

impacted area. 

more commonly measure expands the area 
Tucson's Catalina foothills to near SafFord, and 
are no paved or major wildlife inhibiting 

Southwest, a conditio 

I 



I 

wildlife population sustain bility. This unfragmented area six Sky Islands and allows 
them to remain connected I by their surrounding and desert scrub seas. 
The 2012 Arizona Wldlife (Linkages Assessment notes of the arda that "most of these roads are 
currently gravel and easily/ passable by wildlife.* It also finds that, 

"The current utility infmstmctutr? that exists within the lilpkage design may have 
littie effect on the wildlife species that occur here. Howeve6 futore large-scale 
utility i n f m s M u  picjects, like the pfvposed SunZia huthwest Transmission 
Prq*ect, may hav numemus negative impacts on wi@I#e in the San Pedro 

only contributes to the land's ecological health but can also be a 

va/iey. 
Second, largely because f the San Pedro River Valley's fecundity and this northern extent of 
the Madrean Archipelago this area is party to the highest biolbgical diversity in the American 
Southwest6 Biotogical iversity and unfragmented habitatsl are the two shining stars in 
identifying conservation 'orities and policy recommendations. Here they overlap in what is 
iikely the largest unfrag ented landscape with the highest spkies diversity in the American 
Southwest. That likely e lains the enormous investment of coqsenration monies by numerous 
agencies and NGOs in e lower San Pedro River Valley. The SunZia project will divide and 
seriously compromise thi tremendous environmental resource. 

nvironmental consequencek has enormous economic 
not long ago in the lBP Gulf oil spill. Maintaining 

e diversity and vitality bf an area's economy. This area 
ndscape, and it is Wr from the inhabitants' near 

Beyond negatively ranches and rural listyles, the prospects for exploiting 
recreationists in the a n Corridor will be severely dimidished. The economic benefits of 

reation sector in sputhem Arizona shouid not be 
nd wildlifea ociated recreation conducted in 
ts spent $2. 7 billion on fishing, hunting, and 

ation in Arizona (US. Depaitmqnt of the Interior 2006). In Pima 

I 

i 
1 

that this remains their wish. 

watchable wild 
County alone the su und in 2001 that: I 

effect of $327 million, 
in salary and wages, 

Associates 2003). 

fe The SunZia project 
financial interests 

those of a and energy induslty speculators. I sincerely I 

the meeting of a sweeping deral agenda with opportunistic 
the state of Arizona and its citizens. It would 

Commission staod-upfor cnrr~.in@resis over . 

implore you to do so. 
Thank you for your time b d  consideration. 

1 

Daniel Baker I I 

6640 N. Cascabel Rd. / 4ascabel, Arizona 85602 / (520) 212- OCT 1 9 2015 1 
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Cascabel Working Group, "Dr ft Environmental Impact Statement Contribu ons for Proposed SunZia 

<http://www.cascabelworkin roup.org/downlodds/DElS-~nal.pdf> 

"Cumulative Effects Analysis 
Majka, The Nature I 

Transmission Line Routes Tra ersing the San Pedro River Valley", July, 2010 7 I 2 

I 

Proposed Sunzia Transmission Line" by Rob Marshall, Dale Turner, and Dan 

ty Arizona Game and Fish Depa ent. 2012. Pima County Wildlife Connectivi Assessment: Detailed Linkages. 
Santa Catalina/Rincon - Galiu Linkage Design. Report to the Regional Transportation Authority of Pima County, 

Ibid., p. 31. 

p. 21. T 
I 5 

I 

6 Biodiversity Metria, William G Kepner, David F. Bradford, Anne C Neale, Kenneth I G. Boykin, Kevin Gergeiy, 
EPA/600/F-11/006, May 2011. I 

' Arizona Game and Fish Depa*, op. cit., p. 3. 
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Squaw Creek-Ranch 

Matt and Anna Magoffin 

34625 W. Klondyke Road 

Willcox, AZ 85643 

As hard is it seems for many 

on i t  Instead, these lands n q  to remain a working landscape that both p e w  open space and allows for 

believe, land that is not deve\oped is not wbrthless until a giant foot print is piaced 

range and wildlife managem such a way that it both preserves the western life m/re Arizona is known for and 

practice. What I would like for you to do is truly form one single reason to 

when other routes already compromised by technology are much better 

options'. 

. -  

Anna Magoffin 

1 
I I 
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October 19,20 15 

DW Siting Committee Members, I 

I apologize I am unable o participate in person- 1 am cmmtfy on an exaxiivc 
mission to Washington C - Please view this responx as my irtdicafinn o f s ~ ~ ~ ~ p x t  
for the SunZia project. 

As you know, Cochise ounty and the entire region h 
downturn. This project t as a positive impact on OUT region by not only povfdixig 
needed infrastructure an1 increased reliability of the eaisting trammission s y m - ,  
but jobs. 

P ,  1 b.2;en in m m m m i c  

I 

~ 

The county benefits g construction 51.2 million d focal tax r e s a w  jarst 
opera.hns c l m  to S12 m i h n  in p q a t y  taxes, from the solar PV 

I 

In terms of jobs during onstruction we Iook towards o -a 3,000 nnp10)lzzs and 

Thank you so much for eing the value of this muck n& cmnomic engine 
Should you have further questions for me, plzasz fez1 frw to reach m direczly. 

Sierra Vista Economic I evelopment Foundation 

Mignonne Hollis 
Executive Director 

I 
~ 

during operations close o 70. r 
~ 

f 
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I 
Dear Commission&: CJ 

ers Association (APOA), o anized in 1973, consists 
on the west side of Aravaipa C T nyon whose properties 
k, the major tributary of the Sa Pedro River. As fellow 

of about 60 Ian 

River watershed, we share !h e concern of our 
neighbors about the ial location of the SunZia Tr;fmsmission Line along the 

1 
r strong and unanimous opposition 
ental Compdtibiltty for the SunZia 

I 
river in the desert southwest and its 
tory bird rdute and a multitude of 
ntirely ne corridor in the valley, 
er devel 0" pment The relalivefy fragmenting wildlife 

intact ecosystem in e valley has attracted important qonservation investments 
in order to mitigate elsewhere. This projeM would not only devalue 
those investments the valley less for Mure mitigation 
investment. Future mitigation difficult, if not 
impossible, to locat4 the necessary properties required for approval without an 
intact San Pedro Vdley. 

There is no for the potential environmental 'damage this project would 

unnecessary, but harmful 7 to in-state renewable 

Riier VaHey. Arizona's capacitb to develop its own 
our need by several orde of magnitude. Importing it 



energy development or our own use and even for export. Nor do we need to 
harm our environme in order to transmit energy from Mew Mexico to California. 
That state is also poi ed to meet its own renewable energy needs. 

Finally, the SunZia 7 ansmission Project competes with a far better and much 
preferred alternative, the Southline Transmission Project, which should be 
coming up for your nsideration in the near future. 

For these reasons, e strongly urge you to reject the Chtificate of Environmental 
Compatibility for the SunZia Transmission Project. 

1 

Sincerely, i 
Richard Choate I 
President, Aravaipd Property Owners Association (APOA) 

I 
I 

I 

I 
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Comments Regarding S u 4 a  Project 
- ; i  

i ;i 
Re: Docket #lLooOOOYY-1~0318-00171 

heard of Cascabel, of the San Pedro Fdver Valley, of this beautif31 desert 

on the river, and w$&t it, and now this unexplored 
s, we found it, and ha found it, we could not ever be 

I I 

property, it is so huge. And it i6 huge because it was land set aside 
to ptotect the integrity oftbe riven, the habitat of the native flora and 

.- 
I 

I 

history it has enjoyed with0 

Denick Jenson and George JkfEm wrote in StmngeZy Like War: 

chent), plant upon it the most unnatural b i g s .  

I 

ww your relatiorrship with +ejit.ture? 

..., Those in power w m  't stop dliberately. Nmer forget Red Cloud's 
more than I can remember. Bzd they never kept but one. They promised to t& our land and they t o o d u  _ _ _  

M, then, can you do ifyou a of good heart? You can fight to keep this partidar tree standing, this pmticular 
forestfunctioning You can he open yourfriends' and coworkers' eyes to the 'wonder and intrinsic valtde and 
legitimate standing of forestr a forest-dweIler-s. I 

We don 7 need to stop the firest risk. Nature will stop it As the global ecom+y becomes more chaotic and the 
societies addicted to it become ore impoverished the best we can do is to keep some doors open, prevent those in 
powerjkm causing those we I e to go extinct. Defend what is inrpOrtant, unt$,rmhe what is superjluous, and 

Jenson arid DrafEm were 
everywhere. Everyplace 

"They mode up manyp&m~ises+ 

I I 

desb.oywhatisdatrucfive.(Em smine)  I 

yet they 7'" speak for wilderness 
that hump interests (be they economic or 

SunZia project brings is less 
itcanonlydiminish How 

t 
.-- -.-- I - ;2*,: -. Iliki 

I I 



And we mean to undermine 4 is superfluous. It is neither warranted nor n k w y  to transmit energy (clean or 
otherwise, and I have heard 
very clear that they are 
some to spare. And 
wilderness in order 

that it just may be otherwise) to th state of California which has made it 

this initiative, it does not hav to run roughshod over a pristine 
ample clean energy of their own, F enough to serve the entire state with 

of environmental harm 1 one simply by utilizing the 1-10 
g to this place is superfluous. , 
e Sari Pedro one of the last great pild places on earth. This makes me 

inteMew I heard one time. He wondered what might have been 
the very last tree on Eastq hland. We’re not there yet, but I 

f these individuals that are willing to sacrifice one of the last great wild 
e who may not even buy it. It begs $e question, What is redly going on 

Deb Longley 
4712 N. Cascabel Road 
Benson, AZ 85602 
deblongley @gmail.com 

mailto:gmail.com


Thomas Chenal, Chairman 

Arizona Power Plant & Transmissi 

Attorney General's Office 

Re: SunZia Transmission, LLC, ap IiCaffW-ae -.--___ ibiljty 
, 

The Tucson Audubon Society (Tu 

comments on the line siting case 

SunZia Southwest Transmission 

previous comments on the 

Audubon) appreciates the opportunity tp submit 

Docket No. L-OOOOOYY-15-0318-0017 ) for the 

(SunZia). Tucson Audubon has dubmitted 

Draft Environmental Impact 

t 
Statement for SunZia', as well as joint protest letter on the project's Final Environmental 

Impact Statement, Record of Decis on and Resource Plan Amendments *. PI ase refer to 

these detailed comments for Tucs Audubon's previously stated concerns, is ues and 

recommendations. In addition, we fer the Committee to the "issue matrix for arties and 

potential parties" for Tucson Audu n's position and concerns related to both the project as a 

whole, and our position and come s specific to the route segments. 

In summary, Tucson Audubon osed to SunZia because our research in icates there is 

not a demonstrated need for it, e extensive negative impacts to vital co servation lands 

and bird life in our focal region east Arizona far outweigh the project's purported 

benefits. The Tucson Audubon is opposed to SunZia's proposed route because of its 

unacceptable direct, indirect, a lative impacts to intact wildlife habitats, including 

riparian areas, Sonoran desert grasslands, bird migration corridors, and numerous 

wildlife habitat linkages. In An Zia would significantly and negatively  impact the San 

Pedro River Valley - a globall t bird migration corridor and biodiversity hotspot - 
opening up an entirely new 3 major infrastnrcture corridor on the west side of this 
currently pristine river valley. If peqitted and built, SunZia would inevitably invite other 

B 1 

1 
r 

proposals for co-located infrastru re, resulting in unacceptable cumulative i 

unique and sensitive landscape. 

T U C S O N  
A U D U B O N  

leaders in consemation 
and education since 1949 

Mail ofiice 
300 E. University BM., #120 

Tucson AZ 85705 
TEL 520.629.0510 
FAX 520.623.3476 

Tucson Audubon's Mason Center 
3835 W Hardy Road 

Tucson AZ 85/42 

Karen Fqas 
Executive Diredw 
m ~2om.1801 

kfogas@hicsonaudubon.org 

The proposed alignment would ad rsely impact mitigation lands protected by 

as part of the Sonoran Desert 

and the broader community is high(y invested in. Tucson Audubon does not seehow SUWqg3? 
can be deemed "environmentally 

Plan, which Tucson Audubon, our membersN9 13 m44 
803 zq 

which is w&fe 22d -. 

mailto:kfogas@hicsonaudubon.org
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acknowledged as an ecological1 and culturally rich region; one that has attracted significant public and 

private investments in conserva 1 ‘on, sustainable development and enterprde, scientific inquiry, tourism and 

successful land stewardship co peratives. SunZia would be deleterious to these enormous investments. 

Should the route under conside tion be permitted, we request that stipulati ns be required that no new 

access roads will be constru d in previously undisturbed grasslands, Wnoran Desert uplands and 

riparian areas. In order to avoid he construction of new access roads, and the numerous deleterious impacts 

associated with them, segment 4 of the line that are not already co-located ith other infrastructure and 

existing access roads should be constructed and maintained using helicopt rs. 

Collision hazard for birds is a s ’ous concern, especially with the proposed alignment. Stipulations to avoid, 

minimize and mitigate for avian I! ortality should be required. Implementatiob of the best available science 

and technology, to include best anagement practices, monitoring and adaptive management, can help to 

prevent and reduce bird collisio s and electrocutions with transmission lines, towers, guy wires, overhead 

ground wires, and other infrast ture ’. The use of bird diverters should be ~required, particularly within 

proximity to bird migration corridors and designated and proposed Important Bird Areas. Tucson Audubon 

recommends selecting tower de igns that eliminate or minimize the need for guy wires, which can pose an 

unnecessary collision risk to bi 

Tucson Audubon suggests ther should be a stipulation for total avoidance of riparian forests. Complete 

avoidance will also obviate the n ed for any vegetation clearing or mainten nce. If permitted, there should be 

a stipulation that requires suffici ntly tall towers to span riparian areas, can 1 ons, and wildlife movement 

linkages I migratory corridors for birds and terrestrial species. 

The attached map depicts the p posed SunZia route in relation to publicly vailable spatial data for the 

threatened Western Yellow-bille ! Cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus). Tucson Audubon partners with the 

Arizona Game and Fish Depart ent (AZGF) to exchange survey data for WYBC and other birds in the Mid 

and Lower San Pedro River thro gh the Heritage Data Management Systeq. Tucson Audubon works jointly 

with Audubon Arizona and AZGd to house and manage the AZ Important Bird Area Bird Survey Database. 

P 

1 
:: 
I 

. I 

a 
1 

We refer the Committee to Tucs n Audubon’s recent comments on the draft Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo 

Critical Habitat Designation4. 0 r research of the scientific literature and cokpilation of available survey data 

demonstrate that in addition to t classic riparian gallery habitats WYBC have been associated with 

historically, WYBC are utilizing h her elevation habitats in sky island mount in ranges during the breeding 

season, where we have consist tly documented them displaying breeding ehaviors. 

During the summer of 2015, Tu on Audubon conducted a focused, yet intensive WYBC survey in eight sky 

island mountain ranges under a ntract with the Coronado National Forest. We found that while surveyed 

1 
1 I 

drainages occasionally included T bttonwoods and willows, they rarely prese n ted a typical gallery forest, 

which does not match the 

of Critical Habitat. Most 

Constituent Elements as described in the August 2014 Draft Designation 

were dominated by oak, juniper, and rpesquite trees with the 



immediate riparian zone intersp rsed with sycamore, hackberry, and other pesic species. Our 2015 survey 

documented 19 breeding territo ’es and 24 occupied territories for a total of 43 territories. Surveys 

documented recurring individua and territories with evidence of breeding ih seven of the eight mountain 

ranges surveyed. Multiple territ ries were documented in five of the eight mountain ranges surveyed. This 

survey demonstrates that cucko s can and do utilize the Madrean pine-oald woodland habitat type within the 

sky islands of southeastern Ariz na during the breeding season (final survey report is pending review). 

I 
1 
b I 

On 08/03/2015, a WYBC pair 

Canyon of the Santa Catalina 

by a Tucson Audubon survey team in Peppersauce Wash / 

(see attached map). This highligh(6 the importance of this elevation 

gradient, and connection for W 

watershed along its major tribut ries. This recent WYBC detection is locateh approximately 5.24 miles to the 

west of SunZia’s proposed align ent, upstream in this tributary of the San Pedro River. We hypothesize that 

during migration and breeding, ,” me WYBC likely travel up and down-gradimt between major riparian 

comdors located in the elevations that contain 

suitable habitat, especially 

C between the San Pedro River and habitats located higher in the f 
such as the San Pedro River, into 

drainages of sky island mountain and intervening valleys. 

SunZia is clearly located betwee high quality riparian gallery WYBC habitaj astride the San Pedro River and 

higher elevation sky island habit t, such as that found in Peppersauce Wash. This is an issue of concern as 

it relates to the proposed alignm nt of SunZia - particularly through the Sad Pedro River Valley, where there 

is a remarkably high concentrati n of this threatened species. The San Pedro River is an internationally 

significant riparian corridor that i a vital stronghold for the cuckoo, and pro des vital habitat and passage for 

millions of birds that depend up0 the river valley for their annual migrations 

We appreciate the Committee’s reful review of the scientific evidence and information provided herein, and 

hope that the Committee will am e at the same conclusion that Tucson Audhbon has: SunZia is incompatible 

with the ecologically and cultural1 i rich and sensitive lands it proposes to trayerse in southeast Arizona. 

vi 
f 

t 
:: 

Sincerely, 

Karen Fogas 
Executive Director 
Tucson Audubon Society 

+- 
Matt Clark 
Conservation Policy Analyst ~ 

Tucson Audubon Society 

I ‘ Tucson Audubon Societv commentb on the Draft Environmental IrnDact Statement k r  the DropOSed SunZia Southwest 
Transmission Proiect: http://tucsona 

SunZia Protest Letter from TUGSO 
httpY/tucsonaudubon.orgiimages/st inal- -12-2013.pdf ’ Sussested Practices for Avian P 
Committee: httpY/www.dodpif.org s/APLIC_2006-SuggestedPracti~s.pdf ’ 
a Tucson Audubon Societv corn 
(March 13,201 5): http://tucsonaudubcjn.orgiimages/stories/conservation/2015-3-13~T~S~WYBC~CHD.pdf 

in 20%, Avian power Line l tewon 

e ProDOSed Westem Yellow-billed Cuckm Critical Habitat Desianation 

http://tucsona
http://httpY/www.dodpif.org
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October 19,2015 

Thomas K. Chenal 

I 

I 

I 

Phoenix, AZ 85007 
United States of America 

California‘s new 50% renewable 
the capacity on SunZia will be d 
greenhouse gase reduction 
California will be able to 
firm offers for 
prices take 

likelihood that all or most of 
(Given California‘s 

states. I 

I I 

I 

I 

Sonoran 175:‘tu:e 44 E. Sroadbvay 31vd., Suit1 350 Tucson, Arizona 85701 fel 520-2gb-0828 far 520-2go-og6g 

I 

I 

I 

Re. Docket # L-OOOOOYY-15-03 
I 

18-00171; Case No. 171; SunZia Trywmission, LLC. 



I - -  

I I 
Moving away from fossil 
Transmission lines, like 

Sincerely, I 

ill require new transmission to share clean resources across state lines. 
play an important role in realizhg a regional clean energy fbture. 

John Shepard 
Senior Director of Programs 



October 20,2015 
i 0 ,'.J - .. * ,  ! > !  3 8 
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Arizona Corporation ComrnjsSjOrl 
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DOCMETEE Thomas Chenal, Chair 
Arizona Power Plant 
Attorney General's 
1275 West 
Phoenix, Arizona 8500 

300 N. As? A'ley TLxon, AZ 357.31 
phone 52C-8Q-6946 fax 520-982-6948 

OCT 2 2 2015 
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corridors for invasiv s who thrive on newly disturbed lands. The ultimate 
outcome from thes and indirect consequences of the proposed Sunzia 
Power Transmission is significant degradation nd fragmentation of a very 

the Committee to hether there are any valkys where, collectively, we 
can seek to minim I of human intrusion or s everything essentially up 

important minimall ed natural and cultural la 4 dscape. It is important for 

i 
I 

Archaeology Sout 
archaeological sit 

architecture and 
inhabited by 75-250 

previous researchers have identified over 500 
races above the floodplbin in the lower San Pedro 
About one third of thes/e sites are associated with 
ntain human burials. At1 least 40 sites were villages 

e and associated with largei cemetery areas. Many of 
centuries, generating donsiderable archaeological 

in these locations is ery valuable for scientific 

rican communities. Our previous studies have 
g historical connecfions and strong cultural 
by the Hopi Tribe, the Pueblo of Zuni, the 
San Carlos and White Mountain Apache 

the cultural values th J t these sites represent are 

established tha 
interests in th 

I 

An element of our p 
interests in real pro 
bit of putting our m 
River we have prot 
small contribution 

Department, Ariz 
Bureau of Recta 
Project, The Nature Co 
Copper Company ha 
Congressionally-a ppr 

ion work also includes acquiring reaf property or 
rotect significant archaeol gical resources. ‘A little 
re our mouth is so to spea ! . In the lower San Pedro 
rat resources on 4 properl$es totaling 162 acres. Our 
uch greater level of inves ment by a number of 

s Department, Bureau of Land, Management, 
unty, Saguaro Juniper C rporation, Salt River 

ancy and US. Fish & Wildlif Service. The Resolution 
osed to protect additional Ian s in the valley through a 
land exchange. Together, the e partners and other 

ed nearly 200,000 acre and invested over $42.7 
tion lands and appurtedant water rights. That 
land transactions, begi ning in 1970 and 

ns that include the the A I izona Game & Fish 

! 
d 
n investment re 

2 



I 
continuing throug 

transmission of r I 

he value of these public and private investments is 
hich remains speculative ad best with respect to 

of this project and the proposed alignment 
er valley, particularlv in light of the proposed 
on be before this Committee. It is our 
ents be denied a Cdrtificate of Environmental 
Nonetheless, with 1 respect to the proposed 

specific areas that we drqw your attention to and 
e included in the Cdrtificate of Environmental 
e be so inclined to ispue one to this project. 

alignment there are 

I I where survey 
oponent's consultants identifiled archaeological remains 

eferred to as Sobai uri. Historical accounts of 
Pedro river in 169 indicate that a Sobaipuri 

not be underestimated as it remains one of 
s known in the ioker San Pedro River valley 
h Eusebio Kino suBgest that i ts eligibility on 
s would qualify uhder Criterion B as well as 
were an O'odhah speaking people and of 
people who nqw reside on the Tohono 

Gila River Indian Community. The Tohono O'odham 
garding the currknt alignment in this area. 

fically that explicit measures be identified 

efforts by the proj 

I i. The significance of 
! 

village was encounter 

O'odham Nation and 

I 

dditional publid access to this site. 
a.  

I 

_. We d not believe that moving 
tion will acco plish the protection we 
Utes must avod this area and following 

road rem0 al for any access and 
of the site. If necessary, the project 

- .  _ .  . 

I 
3 

I 1 



and run the 
construction. 

Sincerely, I 

power lines using a helicopt$r to avoid any new road 
I 

I 

Southwest Field Repres ntative 1 

4 

I I 
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October 23,2015 

Mr. Thomas K. Chenal, Chair an 
Assistant Attorney General 
ARIZONA POWER PLANT AN 
TRANSMISSION LINE SITING 
COMMITTEE 
1275 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 
thomas.chenal@azag.gov I 
Re: Docket No. 1-OOOOOW-1 -0318-00171, SunZia Transmission Line Siting 

Dear Chairman Chenal and J embers of the Committee: I 

Please accept these 
Biological Diversity, Audubon Society, and Desert Protection. All of 
these groups planning process and submitted public comments to the Bureau of 

addresses, and phone numbers 04 contact persons representing 
in Section 9 of this letter. We incorporate by reference the 
of Land Management (BLM) on the Draft Environmental Impact 

s on behalf of members and rs of Sierra Club, Center for 

Transmission Project submitted by these respective gr0ups.l 

According t o  ARS 5 40-360.06/, there are several relevant criteria tq consider before issuing a 
Certificate of Environmental qompatibility (CEC). You must consider a number of factors relative to  
the proposed including, but ot limited to, the following. 

l 
e Existing plans of the sta e, local government and private entities for other developments a t  or 

in the vicinity of the pr posed site. 

d in Appendix J of the SunZia 

1 
For ease of reference, comments 

ents identified by Comment No. 

comments are ideatifid as Comment 
No. 1912 (J-330) and Comment (J-356). Coalition for Sonoran D Protection comments are identified as 
Comment No. 1830 (J-324) and  NO. 2100 (J-356). 

mailto:thomas.chenal@azag.gov


0 Fish, wildlife and plant ife and associated forms of life upon which they are dependent. 
0 

0 The total environment f t he  area. 
0 

Existing scenic areas, hi toric sites and structures or archaeological sites at or in the vicinity of 

Any additional factors hich require consideration under ap licable federal and state laws 
pertaining t o  any such 3 ite. 

I 

q 

the  proposed site. i 
The statute states, “The co mittee shall give special consideratidn to the  protection of areas 
unique because of biologic wealth o r  because they  are habitats for rare and endangered 
species.” I 

The Arizona Power Plant a 
or approve with 
the harm far 

impacts to t h e  San Pedro gdt lost in t h e  mix. The Committee can bnd must consider those. The 
Committee can and should eny approval of this line siting. 

Transmission Line Siting Committee (Committee) can deny, approve, 
CEC based on these factors. The Oommittee can determine that 

The BLM looked a t  more than 500 miles of t h e  proposed 
New Mexico and, in our opiqion, the real and significant 

b I 

From the Willow-500 kV Sub ation, the route heads southwest an c crosses the Sulphur Springs 
Valley 7 miles north of the To n of Willcox, and continues along a 345 kV transmission line corridor, 
generally parallel to and nort of t h e  1-10. The route crosses the  Sdn Pedro River approximately 11 
miles north of Benson, turns orthwest, and it continues a t  a distance ranging from 2 to 6 miles 
west of the San Pedro River t rough portions of Cochise and Pima ounties. The route continues 
northwest along a pipeline co i ridor into Pinal County, turns west ati a point 5 miles northwest of 

The Proposed Route: 

San Manuel, then proceeds 
portions of 115 and 500 kV 
turns north from a point 
Picacho Mountains, to 
in Pinal County. 

ci 
sterly, north of Oracle and the  Santa Catalina Mountains, and along 

line corridors, north of theITortolita Mountains. The route 
Substation toward SR 79, and then west, north of the 

Pinal Central Substatiop located 8 miles north of Eloy, 

A portion of t he  route cuts nohhward through the Lower San Pedrd River Valley. The Lower San 
Pedro River Valley supports o e of the  last major free-flowing rivers in the  desert Southwest and, a s  
such, provides important habi a t  for many species. The San Pedro iver Valley provides habitat for 

migration corridor for neo-tro ical birds. It is internationally recognized as a globally important 
birding area and an important tourist destination. 

a great diversity of avifauna a d is a hemispherically-important mig 7 atory flyway, providing a key i 
The Lower San Pedro River is n important Bird Area of Global Signi icance as recognized by BirdLife 
International. The San Pedro 1 iver Valley provides habitat for a gre I t diversity of birds, including 
nesting raptors such as gray h wk (Asturinu nitidu=Suteo nitidus), Mississippi kite (Ictiniu 
mississippiensis), common bla k hawk (Buteogailus anthrucinus), anb zonetailed hawk (Buteo 
ulbonotutus). Western yellow billed cuckoos (Coccyzus urnericunus occidentuiis), a federally-listed 
threatened species with criticdl habitat designation pending, includi g areas proposed along the 

I n 
1 



SunZia route, nest in numbers on the lower reaches of San Pedro River. The high importance of the 
lower San Pedro River for thb recovery of the southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii 
extimus) contributed to i ts  d signation as critical habitat for the species. The Lower San Pedro is 
important to State Species o Conservation Concern, including wektern yellow-billed cuckoo, belted 
kingfisher, red-naped sapsu ker, southwestern willow flycatcher, tropical kingbird, thick-billed 
kingbird, western purple ma tin, gray hawk, common black hawk,lzone-tailed hawk, and Mississippi 
kite. r: 

I 
This hemispherically-import nt migratory flyway provides a key migration corridor for neo-tropica I 
birds. During spring migrati n the riparian zone of the San Pedro provides food and cover for birds 
and is  one of the most imp0 ant pathways in the region for passerines on their journey north. The 
Lower San Pedro River is  a gl bally important destination for ecot urists. 

The San Pedro River Valley a o supports one of the greatest diver ity of mammal species in North 
America, including mountain r lion, black bear, coatimundi, javelina, fox, coyote, badger, four skunk 
species, mule and white-tail eer, ringtail, raccoon, bobcat, beave , porcupine, black-tailed prairie 
dog and 24 species of bats, a 1 well as many other lesser known m mmal species. 

During the last 20 years, the igh quality, unfragmented riparian hbbitat of Lower San Pedro River 
Valley has resulted in many I nds being acquired for biological mitigation purposes. Recently, the 
lower San Pedro River Valley as been proposed by the U.S. Fish ahd Wildlife Service (USFWS) for 
the establishment of a new ational Wildlife Refuge and Collaborative Conservation Initiative. This 
is a proposal that involves ".-. interested landowners, land managivg agencies, local communities, 
nonprofit organizations and t e pubic who share a vision of a healthy river system contributing to 
people's livelihoods and a fu ctioning, hydrologically healthy riparian corridor that supports a 
diverse and rich nature flora nd fauna." The BLM preferred alterdative (subroute 4C2c) would 
bisect the lower San Pedro R i  er Valley and would negatively impa t the lands and habitat values in 
this proposed new wildlife re uge. 

P 
f 
d 

n 
I .  I 

1 i 

I 1" 
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1. issues Related to the Ne d for the SunZia Project 

When new transmission line are proposed such as the SunZia Project, they must serve a true need 
and be appropriately locate to prevent unnecessary and undue qegradation to lands and to avoid 
or minimize harm to wildlife, wildlife habitat, wilderness values, and other important natural and 
cultural resources. The prop sed SunZia Transmission Line is neit er justified by demonstrated 
need nor located so as to su iciently avoid or minimize negative i pacts to sensitive wildlife 
habitats and resources. The bumerous negative environmental i pacts of the SunZia Project to 
areas of high conservation vdlue outweigh the need and the purp rted benefits of the project. We 

Power Plant and Line Siting Co mittee deny approval of a 
Certificate of Environmental for the SunZia 
therefore request that the A 

The purpose of the SunZia 
for increased capacity 
sources." When the 

has been repeatedfy framed by the Applicant as meeting a need 
of electricity generated from "renewable energy 

Group (SWPG), the prinqipal investor in the SunZia 

~ 



than focusing on renewable 

2. issues Related to Environmental 

a. Issues Related to Air h uality 

We are concerned that dhere would be adverse air quality impacts associated with an increase 
in fossil fuel-generated dlectricity associated with the SunZia project. The SunZia Project could 
encourage developmen of natural gas-fired power plants like the Bowie Generating Station, 
and the likely result will e increased nitrogen oxide emissionk, toxic air emissions, and other 
pollutants. This would ake it more difficult for Arizona to  meet its obligations relative to  the 
new ozone standard an could also affect Arizona’s Clean Power Plan State Implementation 

I 

I 

Plan. 1 I I 

energy. I 

Impacts l 

b. Water Resources I I 

The San Pedro River is 
United States, and it i s  
The San Pedro River V 
Sacaton grasslands pr 
The San Pedro River 
cottonwood/willow 
of these riparian are 
Riparian National C tion Area in the United States in 19 1: 8. 

The San Pedro Rive 
black bear, coatim 

of only two major rivers that flow dorth out of Mexico into the 
of the last generally undammed ri ers in the entire Southwest. 
is  a globally Important Bird Area. 
critical stopover habitat for milfio s of migrating birds each year. 
contains one of the planet’s most ignificant Fremont 
forests. Because of the hemisphe ic  significance and importance 
upper San Pedro River watershed as designated as the first 

s home to  more than 80 species of In ammals, including jaguar, 
s, and beaver. Fourteen species oflfish, including imperiled native 

he riparian forest and adjacent 



species such as Gila ch b, longfin dace, desert sucker, roun t a i l  chub, Sonora sucker, and 
speckled dace, may be u found here. The diverse habitats are also home to 4 1  species of 
reptiles and amphibia s, including the Sonoran tiger salamander and lowland leopard frog. 
There are more than 1 0 species of breeding birds, includink the imperiled and federally listed 

d 

I 

1 
yellow-billed cuckoo, a d, seasonally, more than 250 species of migratory birds moving 
through the San Pedro 

Impacts to surface 
result from the 
work areas. 
from project-related 
associated with the 
bank alteration, 
material, damage to w tlands, and introduction of non-nati e species of plants and animals. 

resources, including the San PedrolRiver and its tributaries, could 
of structures and the construction of access roads and temporary 
to the San Pedro River and its triputaries include sedimentation 

fugitive dust deposition, temporary and permanent fill 
roads and access routes, removal of riparian vegetation, 

associated with spills of environmentally harmful 

Y 4 
The construction of ac ss roads would likely require crossin many intermittent and 
ephemeral stream cha $ nels in the lower San Pedro River Val k ey. These crossings could require 
the placement of temp 
support the crossing 

or permanent fill into stream channels, as well as structures that 
water resources (e.g., bridgb pilings, culverts, wing walls, 

etc.). Temporary impa ts  would result from temporary crossings or fill used t o  cross 
intermittent or ephem 1 ral tributaries with little to no stream flow or on temporary access 

Ephemeral and 
given proper 

roads. 
I 

ent waters can be just as important as perennial waters and were not 
by the BLM or the applicant. Thefe waters are often more 
because of the relative absence of perennial waters. Eighty-one 

and semi-arid Southwest are e hemeral and intermittent P functions and values: 

“These streams brovide landscape hydrologic connecdions; stream energy dissipation 
during high-wat r flows to reduce erosion and improve water quality; surface and 
subsurface wate 1 storage and exchange; ground-watdr recharge and discharge; 
sediment transp rt, storage, and deposition to  aid in floodplain maintenance and 
development; n trient storage and cycling; wildlife halbitat and migration corridors; 
support for vege ation communities to help stabilize stream banks and provide wildlife 
services; and wa er supply and water-quality filtering. Because of their significance, it 

“[c]onsideration bf the cumulative impacts from anth opogenic uses on these streams 
is critical in watershed-based assessments and land m nagement decisions to maintain 
overall watershe heatth and water quality.” 

1 a is recommended 1 that these streams not be looked a t  ndividually, but that 

P 
Modification of stream 
years to recover. 

could result in the removal of vygetation that could take many 
potential would increase, delpending upon the extent of 

disturbance and the am 
stream channel crossinl 

unt of re-contouring needed. Permanent impacts would result from 
, into which structures would be pladed in the streambed, potentially 



I I 
causing an irreversible oss of riparian vegetation on either side of the crossing. The removal 
of  unique riparian habi at, increased sedimentation, and red ced water quality are among the 
primary adverse enviro \ mental effects on surface water res P urces associated with the Sunzia 

Project. i 

Direct impacts to  
although vegetation and, 

ittent surface water features are similar t o  those for perennial waters, 

soil erosion due 
The construction of access roads would likely require stream 

crossings could require the placemknt of temporary or permanent 
well as structures that support the crossing and protect water 

culverts, wing walls, etc.). I 

from the construction of temporary crossings or the 
or ephemeral tridutaries with little to  no stream 

roads. These crossings would have the potential 

take many years to recover. Sedimentation 
o f  disturbance and the amount of 

of skdimentation to  the San Pedro 
disturbances. Permanent impacts 

which structures are placed in 

I 

function. The odification of stream banks m 

vegetation on either side of 
the crossing. 

Transmission line acces roads typically cross, or are close to, perennial and intermittent 
streams. It has been w k II-documented that construction of npw access roads increases 
erosion and sedimentadion of  water resources. All constructiion activities within the lower San 

tributaries. Periodic ve 
sedimentation to  the San Pedro River or its 

or repair to access rbads could have indirect effects 
because of soil increasing sedimentation. 

3. Issues Related I 

The proposed route 
wild lands. We 
Lower San 

includes unacceptable im pacq to  sensitive wildlife habitats and 
maintained that proposed transmission lines through the 

unacceptable due t o  high levels of ecological sensitivity of 
is a globally significa n t area that is a well-documented 

designated critical habitat for 



I 
landowners, land man ging agencies, local communities, nonprofit organizations, businesses 
and the public who sh I re a vision o f  a healthy river system bontributing to  people's 
livelihoods and a functfoning, hydrologically healthy riparian corridor that supports a diverse 
and rich nature flora add fauna" The route would run astridd this new wildlife refuge. This is 
not an appropriate areb through which to  route a major nevy energy corridor. 

Construction of a large~transmission line involves developin$ temporary construction roads as 
well as a permanent ro d under the line. This causes significant habitat fragmentation and 
invites off-road vehicle . Roads and motorized uses can h a d  serious detrimental effects on 
habitats and ~ i l d l i f e . ~ t ~  These effects include direct, indire t, and cumulative impacts, 
ranging from mortality rom collisions with vehicles, modification of animal behaviors, altered 
use of habitats, facilita ion of the spread o f  exotic, invasive, qnd parasitic species, adverse 
genetic effects, and fra mentation of connected habitats. 

Further road-building, onstruction, and improved off-road vehicle access in this area will also 
contribute to  erosion a ,  1 d sedimentation that could travel d wnstream through tributaries 
and impact threatened (native fish populations and other s p e p e ~ ~ ~ ~  

7 

I 

d 
t 

I 

a. Specific Concerns a 
concerns about 

i .  Wildlife 

animal and plant species. (We hbve included some specific 
but it is not a comprehensive list.) 

I 

I 

I 
American pronghorn [ ntilocapra amerkana) 
a) Mammals 

The management of p nghorn and their habitat represent an important conservation issue 
for North American gr sslands, as pronghorn are an indicatdr of  grassland ecosystem health 
and are valued as a wi e-ranging, native game animal. Because pronghorn range widely to  
access the most succul nt forage available at different locatilons and a t  various times of the 
year and often return t specific fawning grounds, they are if landscape-connectivity 
dependent species. Th s means that their life history requirements necessitate an ability to  
move freely between r :: source patches, which are often sprdad out across large landscapes. 

1 I 

1 I 
I 

I 
Trombulak , S.C., and C.A. FrisselL 000. Review of ecological effects of roads op terrestrial and aquatic communities. 

Wisdom, M.J., A .k  Aga, HK. Prei ler, N.J. Chon, and B.K. Johnson. 2004. E f L  cts of off-road recreation on mule deer 
'can Wildlife and Natural Resources Conf ence 69: 53 1-550. 

northern Arizona. Proceedings Intemation Conference on Wildlife Ecology and 

and e k  Transactions of the North 

antelope over a fragmented landscape 

Conservation Biology 14: 18-30. 

Transportation (ICOWET). 

van Riper, C. IIL, and R Ockenfels. 998. The influence of transportation comdo 7 s  on the movement of pronghorn _j 7 
* Envkonmental Protection Agency. 1 95. Erosion, Sediment and Runoff Control for Roads and Highways. EPA-840-F-95- 
0086 P 

Grace, J. M. m. 2002. Sediment f?om Forest Road Systems: Roads: a Major Contributor to Erosion and 



i 
c 

I I 

Pronghorn have declided in Arizona over the past two decapes. In 1987, the statewide 
population of prongh rn was estimated a t  nearly 12,000, bht by the year 2000 the 
population estimate h d declined to  less than 8,000. Gras land habitats in Arizona and New 

from urban and agric ltural development, and woodland encroachment. Therefore, the 
conservation and rest i ration of remaining viable pronghord summer and winter ranges, as 
well as seasonal 

Mexico continue to  b subjected to  extended drought, habi 9 a t  conversion and fragmentation 

ion corridors, is even more important if pronghorn populations are to  
recover. especially sensitive to  developmend and habitat fragmentation. 

coastal tundra dominated 

Bats 
I 

by grasses and sedges. During migtation they use both fresh and 

I 
~ 

Because many bat spebies are highly specialized and can be /difficult t o  locate within their 
roosts, it is critical thaq highly trained and qualified biologists conduct any bat surveys. 
Likewise, the surveys should be conducted at different time of the year and at  various times 
during the night. Bats bse different roost sites during different times of the night and in 
different seasons. Jus because a roost is not occupied a t  th time of  the preconstruction 
survey does not mean t hat it is not utilized or of importance. 

Impacts to  tree-roosti 1 g bat species, such as the western red bat (Lasiunrs blossevillii) or 
western yellow bat (La iums xanthinus), are of concern. Note that both of these species are 
special status and hav f a high likelihood of being present or bre present [respectively) in the 
project area. 

f 

r 

n removal is a primary threat to these species. When roosting, these 
I 

b) Birds 



I I 

P saltwater marshes, p nds, lakes, streams, meadows, and agricultural lands. Wintering snow 
geese inhabit a varie y of marine and freshwater wetlands!, including grassy marshes, wet 
fields, rice plantationp, farm fields with waste grain, and oyen pastures. 

This proposed line shbuld have avoided migratory flyways hnd important habitats for this 
species in order to vent collisions and population-level impacts. We recommend avoiding 
spanning bodies of ter or placing lines between heavily-used bodies of water and 
landscape the overhead static wire is  obkured or hard to see. 

I 

c) Amphibians I 

Typically, it is assume that amphibians will be affected in $reas where perennial water 
occurs. However, as iscussed in the section on special sta us species, intermittent and 
ephemeral waters ca be very important to a variety o f  species, including various 

I 

It 
amphibians. Y I 

I 

I 

There is potential for 
there are impacts 
created by the 

activity to cause direct mortality to reptiles, plus 
caused by road construction. Additional access 

greater mot-tahy to snakes as some people 
I 

d) Reptiles 

e) Fish 

Many fish species utili e ephemeral waters for dispersal, etc. 

f) Invertebrates 

I 

I 

t 

Information regarding nvertebrate species is, unfortunately, completely lacking, as was 
acknowledged in the F IS. As noted above, without an understanding of what species occur 
in the project area, it i i impossible t o  know the full extent of impacts caused by this project. 
Many invertebrate sp ies are highly endemic and may only occur in relatively small areas. If 
such species occur wit in the project area, this project has the potential to disrupt the ' 

required habitat and h ve significant negative impacts on th species, including impacts a t  
both the population or 1 species level. 

g) Special-status wildlife species I 

le 
I 

The project would affe special status species and traverse and potentially negatively affect 
habitat for the southw f stern willow flycatcher. 

The most prudent and ost effective way to achieve these objectives is close consultation 
with the USFWS and th I Arizona Game and Fish Departmentl(AZGFD), avoidance through 

I 



mitigation, and app ication of the precautionary 
principle. ! 

I I 

The Final Environmen 4 a1 Impact Statement for the project skated that  a “significant impact on 
biological resources c uld result if any of the following were to  occur from construction or 
operation of the prop sed action.” [See SunZia Project FElS L/ RMPA a t  4-68] One of the 
impacts listed is “[flra mentation resulting from the addition of  new infrastructure to  large, 
currently intact blocks of  habitat.” As such, we anticipate t ~ a t  habitat fragmentation 
associated with the co struction and/or improvement of roads, as well as disturbance from 
maintenance activitie associated with SunZia and subsequqnt disturbance associated with 
increased public acces , would have a significant impact on the following terrestrial special 
status wildlife species 
jaguar, ocelot, jaguaru di (if present), Mexican gray wolf, desert bighorn sheep, New Mexico 
meadow jumping rnou e, Arizona striped whiptail, Sonoran esert tortoise, Tucson shovel- 
nosed snake, northern I Mexican garter snake, northern aplo ado falcon, cactus ferruginous 
pygmy owl, and Sprag e‘s pipit, among others. Most, if not all, of these species have been 
documented to  be sen 4 itive to  habitat fragmentation and h man disturbance. 

Should the project mo e forward to  construction, the projedt proponent must consult with 
the USFWS and Arizon Game and Fish to  determine site-specific and/or off-site mitigation 
measures to avoid, mi  imize, and offset impacts from fragm~entation and disturbance t o  
these species. A crucial mitigation measure that should have been included and 
implemented globally i to tightly restrict vehicular access to/ transmission line access roads, 
so as t o  avoid an incre se in human-related impacts that are facilitated by access, such as 
direct mortality from v hicle collisions and poaching and dislurbances that  affect habitat 
quality such as noise, p Ilution, accelerated erosion, and the accidental introduction and 
spread of non-native s ecies. Additional information about ome of  these species follows. 

Chirica h ua leopard fro (Litho bates ch iricahuensis) 

Ephemeral and intermi ent drainages can be of great importance to  this species. With 
regards to  this species, ith reference t o  both perennial andlephemeral waters, the USFWS 
states that, “for Chirica ua leopard frogs, defining the action area of a proposed project must 
consider the reasonabl dispersal capabilities of the species, bnd the likelihoodlextent of any 
downstream or upstre m effects that might arise from the proposed action.” 
Other amphibian speci i s are likely to  be similarly affected. 1 

t 

ith relatively large, intact habitat blycks in the affected region: 

t 
ll 

1 
7 I I ! 

I 

Lesser long-nosed bat ( eptonycteris curasoae yerbabuenae) 

The lesser long-nosed b t i s  listed as endangered under the ndangered Species Act. 
Because it migrates Ion distances and is one of the nectar-f eding bat species, it must time 
i t s  travel t o  coincide wi h the flowering or fruiting activity of i food plants. The floral 
resources they depend pon have been threatened by wildla d habitat conversion and 

sensitive to  human 

1 
fragmentation, and ma i ,” 

roost sites (located in caves 
The proposed SunZia 

abandoned mines) are 
ission tine is located a t  the 



northern limits of  th 4 range of the lesser long-nosed bat. however, there is also a significant 
possibility that additi nal, undocumented roosts could exist within the study area, as it 
contains concentrati ns of agaves that could be used as f y d  sources by this species. The 
lesser long-nosed ba is known to be capable of  traveling long distances, in the range of  30 t o  
60 miles, in a single night 1 to  forage. The proximity of  the skudy corridor to  other known 
roosts makes it likely khat these populations forage within Fhe study corridor occasionally. 

Lesser long-nosed ba s are likely to  use different roosts in different years t o  be closer to  
better foraging areas If an important roost site is disrupteld or destroyed as part of this 
project, it could have significant impacts on this species. 

Agave and saguaro th t would need to be removed shouldlbe transplanted near the removal 
site, and additional pl nts should be planted for mitigation (and to  account for possible 
unsuccessful transpla ts)  a t  a minimum of a 3:l ratio. 

Mexican long-nosed at (Leptonycteris nivalis) 

Thorough surveys must be done for species such as this. 

Mexican gray wolf (C nis lupus baileyi) 

I I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
4 I 

and is the most endangered 
States and with only a 
captivity and reintrodi 
reintroduction prograri, 
100 wolves t o  the wild 
scientists recommend. 
in Arizona and New 

A wolf reintroduction 
wolves is established 
affected by the proposed 
boundary of the l O j  

type of wolf in the world. After being extirpated in the United 
few animals remaining in Mexico, Mexican wolves were bred in 
ced to  the wild in Arizona beginning in 1998. The goal of the 

by 2006, but that did not occur and is certainly not the number that 
At the end of 2014, there were still only about 110 wolves in the wild 

which is only a first step toward full recovery, was to  restore at least 

Mexico. This species remains critically dndangered. 

c!ffort is  also underway in Sonora, Mexico. If a strong population of 
there, it is quite likely they would rangk northward, including into areas 

project. Much of the proposed co ridor borders the southern 
reintroduction area for the species and o may particularly affect 

those in the US. The 
be identified as a key 

entire SunZia planning area is within th Sky Islands region, which could 
recovery area in the revised recovery Ian that is  now underway. 



I I 

I 

I 
I I 

I I 

I I 

Even with the curredt low numbers in the wild, Mexican gray wolves have ranged across 
various portions o f t  e proposed SunZia project planning drea in search of new territory. 
Such occurrences will likely occur more often as the populktion grows and disperses. The 
Five-Year Review of he Mexican gray wolf recovery progrqm found that movement distances 
for lone wolves averdged 87 f 10 km (54 k 6 mi). In additipn, introduced Mexican wolves in 
northern Sonora, Mekico, could also range into the SunZia iproject planning area. 

Jaguar (Panthera on ) 

The United States PO ion of the jaguar’s range coincides with the proposed transmission 
route in Cochise and ima counties, making it essential that SunZia planning limit habitat 
fragmentation and pr serve movement corridors for this sbecies. Areas with moderate to 
high quality jaguar ha i t a t  should be given particular consi{eration, including the area in and 
surrounding Steins Pa s a t  the Arizona/New Mexico border, the area within approximately 25 
miles east of Willcox, brizona, and between Tucson, Arizona, in the west and State Highway 
191 in the east. Nortfi/south habitat linkagesfor this species are particularly important to 
protect, and tend to c incide with areas with riparian corridors, lands with moderate to  high 
vegetation cover, and rough terrain. 

1 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I: 1 I I 

Ocelot (Leopardus pa 

Ocelots have been PO itively identified in Arizona and may tkavel through the study corridor. 
A new recovery plan i being developed by the USFWS for t t l i s  species. According to the draft 
recovery plan for the celot: I 

I 

[the species] is 1 sted as endangered throughout i ts range in the western hemisphere 
where it is distri uted from southern Texas through Chtral and South America into 
northern Argent na and Uruguay. No critical habitat has been designated for the 
ocelot. Current1 the US. population has fewer than 400 ocelots, found in 2 separated 
populations in s uthern Texas, a t  the northern limit ofi the species’ distribution. A 
third and much 1 rger population of the Texas ocelot dccurs in Tamaulipas, Mexico, but 
is geographically isolated from ocelots in Texas. The Sbnoran ocelot was last 
documented in s uthern Arizona in 1964, and presently occurs in northwestern 
Mexico but little is known about i ts abundance and distribution. I r I 

I 

I I 

1 
Until more field resear 
northern portion of i t s  ange, all vegetation types with denselcover and an adequate prey 
base should be conside ed potential ocelot habitat. 

The Committee must al$o consider that changing habitat - due to drought, climate change, 
and other factors -will bhift the range and movement patterris for a variety of species, 
including the ocelot. Th fact that five ocelot have been identified in Arizona in the last four 
years may indicate that uch incidences may be increasing. 

is  conducted to study and determink ocelot habitat selection in this 

1 I I 

Golden eagle (Aquila ch I 

I 

I 



The Applicant should 
predict potential eagle 
take permit. Althougt- 
electrocution and colli.rion 
and layout of SunZia’s 
eagles. We recommer 
practices laid out by 

Bald eagle (Haliaeetus 

Much of the information 
eagle. While it is true 
can be seen in areas w 
migration periods. In 

consult with USFWS regarding what surveys should be conducted to  
mortality and, if warranted, consider applying for an eagle incidental 
fatalities most often occur at smaller (I 69 kV) distribution lines, 

are known causes of  mortality folr the golden eagle. The design 
towers, transmission lines and guy wires should minimize risk to  
d SunZia develop an Avian Protectio Plan (APP) and follow best 

USFWS and the Avian Power Line Inter 1 ction Committee (APLIC). 

leucocephalus) I 

e 
regarding the golden eagle provided above also applies to the bald 

that bald eagles are most often found in areas with open water, they 
thout these permanent sources, esp cially during non-nesting or 

fact, some bald eagles spend a significhnt amount of time in areas far 



. 
Pygmy-owls are curre 
drainages and as well as palo-verde-cacti-mixed scrub associations. it primarily 

found primarily in Sonoran desert scrub vegetation and riparian 

so additional loss of saguaror associated with this project 
could negatively impaa this imperiled species. To improve habitat for this species, it is 
important to both 
upland vegetation 
transplantable size is it/rtportant to  reduce impacts to pygmy owl habitat. Any activities 
should also avoid mes 

Because pygmy-owls 
they seek t o  cross 
home ranges, so 
devoid of 

tain and restore “woodland Vegetation along drainages and ta l l  
saguaros.” The ELM should avoid, dalvage, and relocate saguaros of 

bosque habitat. 

fly short distances a minimal distance above the ground when 

~ 

during natal dispersal and when flying across their 
given to this and creating much wider opening 

Sandhill crane (Grus ca adensis) 

Sandhill cranes are pri arily birds of open freshwater wetla I ds, but the different subspecies 
utilize habitats that ra ge from bogs, sedge meadows, and fens to  open grasslands, pine 
savannas, and cultivat d lands. Sandhill cranes occur a t  thei highest breeding density in 
habitats that contain o en sedge meadows in wetlands that L re adjacent to short vegetation 
in uplands. A portion f three distinct populations of sandhill cranes winters in Arizona. 
Cranes from both the ocky Mountain (RM) and mid-Continent (M-C) populations winter in 
the Sulphur Springs an Gila River valleys of southeastern Ar zona. 

Areas of concern for 
southeastern 
migratory bird. I 

i 1 
dhill cranes in the project area include the Willcox Playa in 
hich supports the second largest ovgr-wintering concentration of this 

The USFWS estimates t a t  174 million birds die each year as a result of colliding with 
transmission lines. The project should have avoided spannin bodies of water or placing lines 
between heavily-used odies of water and landscape contexts in which the overhead static 
wire is obscured or har to see. 

Southwestern willowfl catcher (Empidonax traillii extimus) 1 
The endangered south estern willow flycatcher is found a t  v rious locations in the project 
area, with designated c itical habitat along numerous riparia corridors (the species’ 
breeding habitat) in the1 region. They are threatened by habi a t  loss, particularly in these 
riparian areas. 

Avoidance, minimizatio , and mitigation measures consisten with the recovery plan (and 
implemented in consult I tion with USFWS) may be warranted for any instances in which the 
transmission corridor c sses a floodplain or other riparian habitat area. Engineering of 
structures to span over ! ycatcher habitat is the preferred avqidance method, and vegetation 

B 

f t 
t 

1 
I 



I 

I 

I 

- 

.. 
I I 

preservation and/or Astoration actions should be implemented where SunZia interacts with 

Sprague’s pipit (Anth s spragueii) 

flycatcher habitat. I 

I 

I J 
Sprague’s pipits significantly affected by this projdct. This species is very sensitive to 

it also avoids areas with structulres such as those proposed in this 
restoration in areas of habitat sqitable for Sprague’s pipit may not 

habitat 

be an effective mitigation, since the birds would likely not qccupy areas near tall structures” 

I I 

I I 

(FEIS, pg. 4-84). 

Sonoran desert tortoisk (Gopherus morafiai agassizii) 

As i t s  common name 

’ 

it is found in the Sonoran Depert. Sonoran desert tortoises are 
Arizona Upland and Lower Colorado River subdivisions o f  
desertscrub vegetation types. They occur most commonly 

and in paloverde-mixedlcacti associations. Core, higher 

most closely 

density populations ofithis species tend to be “island like” ahd associated with steeper 
disruptions, especially 

I 

Tucson shove/-nosed snbke (Chionactis occipitafis klauberi) 1 

This small, 10-17” sho 
flats on 

I-nosed snake is primarily restricted fo sand dunes and sandy-silty 
floodplain valley floors, but they 

of Pima and Pinal counties. 

also be found in washes and 

shovel-nosed snakes 
of sand. The geographic ran this subspecies is currently 

burrow as well as crawlland are adapted for “swimming” 
species is nocturnal/cre uscular, typically staying 
and foraging for insects above ground a t  night. 

loose sand. The 
heat of the day P 

Endangered Species listlin late 2014, they are 
habitat loss and fragrnebtation due to  
agriculture, wildfires, add lack of adequate management and Iregulation. 



The proposed project 
both Arizona and New 
managed for biological 
support a wide variety 
Many of them are relatively 
species they support. 

The proposed SunZia 
conservation plans and 
surrounding landscapes. 

Pima County‘s 
County) 
San Pedro River 
USFWS proposec 
easements) 
Pima County 
AZGFD-identifiea 
Willcox Playa 

The above list is not 

I) Wildlife linkages and t 

i would have impacts to  wildlands, wild1 fe, and conservation areas in 
Mexico. This project would affect several conservation areas that are 
.esources, as well as several Importadt Bird Areas. These lands 

cif plant and animal species, including numerous special status species. 
undeveloped and provide increasingly important refuges for the 

pr3ject and related energy development projects will harm these 
weas and compromise the integrity of the following areas and the 

as well as others: I 

I 
Sonoran Desert Conservation Pian Conservation Lands System (Pima 

Valley and migration corridor (Globally Significant Important Bird Area, 
National Wildlife Refuge and numergus private land conservation 

pre.;erves (Pima County, State of  Arizona) 
wildlife linkages (Arizona) I 

exhaustive, but merely highlights some o f the areas most affected by the 

“Habitat fragmentation 
biodiversity” (FEIS, pg. 4 
(from the transmission I 

Ditat fragmentation 

\d loss are currently recognized as the principaf threats to  
16). We are concerned about the e cts of the linear fragmentation 
e and associated roads and other the potential effects 



I . . . ~ - -  . -. . . . . . . . 

In Arizona, the utility corridor 
using the Arizona National Scenic 
the high to  moderate-high impacts 
in the lower San Pedro River Va 

The SunZia Project would have 
other scenic roads and byways 
relatively unmodified landscapes 
River Valley [See FEIS, p. 2021. 

It is difficult t o  visualize the impbct 
access roads cutting a 1,000 
difference between scenery 
Project FEE and in the material:; 
residents and visitors to  the 
1974 my wife and I were awake7ed 

I 
I I 

that may radiate outw rd (e.g., increased recreation, illegal spur roads, etc.), and the edge 
effects associated with hese. Natural, undeveloped areas a e critically important to  a variety 

areas are just as imp0 ant. Any source o f  fragmentation in these areas - whether new 
development or additi i to other development - should be qvoided. 

of  species that will be a ected by this project; natural, unde i eloped corridors between these 

I 
4. Issues Related to  Cultural R!esources and Tribal Concerns 

? 

would have high to moderate-high imdacts to  views observed by hikers 
Trail and the Buehman Canyon Trail. Again, the reason given for 

on visual resources is because the SunZia Project would be viewed 
ley, described as a “landscape with f w modifications.” [FEIS, p. 2021. 

iigh to  moderate-high impacts on visual resources to  travelers on 
,:hat don’t have official scenic byway designations but which traverse 

like the Cascabel Road and Redingt n Road in the lower San Pedro 0 
of the construction of 135 foot tr nsmission line towers and 

foot-wide swath through unmodified Ian il scapes. There is a huge 
desltruction as described by the dry bureaucratic language of the SunZia 

provided by the applicant and the real world impacts seen by 
desert. For example, Mr. Peter Edgell wdote, “On a Sunday morning in 

by the sound of a helicopter across the San Pedro River from us. 

There are numerous cultural r sources located along or in close pro4imity to  the route. Direct 
impacts to  these resources co e primarily from ground disturbance. Indirect impacts include erosion 
and increased sedimentation f ‘om construction related activities. Another concern relates to the fact  
that the transmission line corri or will open up miles of previously u fragmented landscape with the 
likely result of increased vanda a ism and illegal art i fact  collecting due to  increased public access. n 

i 



a. Ecotourism 

Many of the areas that would 
River and its tributaries, and tt 
hikers, and wildlife watchers 
Birders are particularly drawn 
migrate through these ecologically 
event that focuses on the birdi.rg 
event, an important componer 

I 

I 

I 

3e most significantly affected by this proposed project - the San Pedro 
e Willcox Playa -are well-known ecortourism attractions. Birders, 

come from all over the United States ahd the world to  enjoy this region. 
‘:o these areas due to  the amazing divkrsity of birds that inhabit and 

significant lands. Willcox hosts ap annual “Wings Over Willcox” 
in the area. In 2015, it celebrated the 20th anniversary of this 

t of the local economy. 
I 



A 2011 study by the National F sh and Wildlife Foundation estimate the combined value of outdoor 
recreation, nature conservatio b and historic preservation a t  creatin 1 more than 9.4 million jobs, 
generating $107 billion in 
economic impact 
billion in 

and federal tax revenues resulting in a minimum total 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service contributed about $4.2 

32,000 jobs through its management of 553 National 
areas throughoutlthe country. 

expenditures were generated 
percent) nor hunting (5 percent). 
research to determine the value 
that visitors showed a consum 
attributed to  non-consumptive 

8. Issues Related to the Impact 

Roads pose significant threats 
and indirect mortality and habi:at 
disturbed areas, many of the si 
opposed to  construction of roads 

Roads inflict a horrific toll on w 
America's highways. Roads, p2 
wildlife. According to prominent 
threat t o  biological diversity and 

t!y non-consumptive activities, meaning it was neither fishing (27 
The authors of this study also conqucted willingness-to-pay 

of these refuges beyond what it actually cost to  visit. They found 
?r surplus of more than $1.3 billion, with $816 million of this amount 
visitation. I 

I of Roads 

'0 the land and resources, including impacts on wildlife through direct 
fragmentation. In addition to  credting new roads in already 

broutes would cross currently roadless areas. We are strongly 
in these areas. I 

Idlife, with an estimated one million vertebrates killed daily on 
ved or primitive, facilitate inadvertedt or deliberate disruption of 

conservation biologists, habitat fragmentation is the most serious 
is the primary cause of the present Fxtinction crisis." 



I 

vegetation. In addition, off-ro d vehicle (ORV) use can cause unsust inable erosion rates, exacerbate 
the spread of non-native inva ive plants, cause user conflicts, and d mage cultural sites. 

9. Groups Interested in the SdnZia Transmission Project. 
Our groups have members wh/, use public lands affected by the prolposed action for activities such as 
hunting, hiking, camping, bird hatching, nature viewing, and other dorms of outdoor recreation and 
enjoyment. These groups and~their interests are described in more detail below: 

I I 
Sierra Club -Grand Cabyon (Arizona) Chapter 
514 W. Roosevelt St. 
Phoenix, Arizona 85 
Phone: (602) 253-863 
Contact person: M 

Sierra Club’s mission is “t 
promote the responsible 
humanity to  protect and 
has more than 2.4 millio 
members and supporter 
the proposed SunZia P r  

may be adversely affe 
lands. 

otect the wild places of the earth; to practice and 
stems and resourtces; and to educate and enlist 

natural and hu an environments.” Sjerra Club 
s nationwide, including more than 35,000 
pter. Our me bers have significant interests in 
ural resources. Many of our members enjoy 
tdoor and educational activities on lands that 
me of our mehbers live near the affected 

watching wildlife, hikin 1 
Sierra Club is committed to  helping reduce greenhouse gas emissions and limiting global climate 
change and disruption. Thr#e of the four Sierra Club priority campaigns, Beyond Coal, Beyond Oil, 
and Beyond Natural Gas are related to transforming the nation’s electricity sources from polluting 
fossil fuels to clean renewa le energy and reducing energy use through efficiency and 
conservation are al l  essenti I to  meeting our carbon reduction goals. Sierra Club members are 
working to  rapidly increase ur nation’s energy efficiency and the use of renewable energy 
resources by advocating for improved appliance and building efficiency and standards to  promote 
them, as well as a rapid ram -up of distributed generation (mainly rooftop solar), community scale 
and large-scale renewable e ergy projects, including solar, wind, gnd geothermal generating 
plants. All of these will be n cessary to  meet our greenhouse gasireductions goals. In the short 
term, some proposals for la ge-scale renewable and associated tr nsrnission lines will be needed. 
We seek t o  minimize any im acts of that proposed transmission n wildlife, air and water quality, 
and other important enviro fl mental values. 

Sierra Club has participated in the planning process for the Sunzia Project since BLM initiated the 
process in 2008. Members dnd staf f  have participated in public meetings; we, along with many of 
our conservation partners, s bmitted several sets of scoping comments on the project in 2009 as 
well as a final set of scoping r comments in 2010, and comments on the Draft EIS/RMP in 2011 [see 
SunZia Project FEIS/RMPA, 4ppendix J, Comment ID Number 1600, Page J-1591, and also objected 
t o  the Final Environmental lttnpact Statement in late 2014, along with several other parties. 

I 



Audubon Arizona, representing 
County, Arizona and in the Sari 
restore ecosystems so that 

I 
Center for Biological Diversity 

Tucson, Arizona 85 02-0710 
P.O. Box 710 

I 

4 I 

Phone: (520) 
Serraglio, Southwest Conseqation Advocate 

approximately 300 members who 
Pedro River Valley. The mission 

in Cochise 

birds and other wildlife can flourish and enrich the Earth's diversity" 



1 I 

I I 

The HAS participated in th planning process by joining in the cdmments submitted by the Tucson 
Audubon Society by letter ated August 22, 2012 [See SunZia Project FElS / RMPA, Appendix J, 
Comment ID Number 160 Page J-2091. 

Coalition for Sonora Desert Protection (CSDP) 
300 E. University Bo levard, #120 

Phone: (520) 388-99 5 
Contact Person: Ms. Carolyn Campbell, Executive Directok 

Tucson, AZ 85705 

! I 

I 4 I I 
I i I 

The Coalition for Sonoran esert Protection was founded in 1998 and is comprised of 41  
environmental and commu ity groups working in Pima County, Arizona. I ts mission is to achieve 
the long-term conservationlof biological diversity and ecological function of the Sonoran Desert 
through comprehensive 
Desert Conservation 
and conservation of 
appropriate land, 
species. [See 

-use planning, with primary emphasis on Pima County's Sonoran 
achieve this mission by primarilyi advocating for: 1) the protection 

most biologically rich areas, 2 )  directing development to 
mitigation for impects to habitat and wildlife 

J, Comment ID Numbers 1830, Page J-324.1 
I 

Thank you for I 

Sandy Bahr 
Chapter Director 

Sincerely, 

s 
/s/ I 
Randy Serraglio I 
Southwest Conservation AdvocTte 
Center for Biological Diversity 1 

! /s/ 
Carolyn Camp bel I I 

Coalition for Sonoran Desert Pr 
Executive Director 

/s/ 
Tricia Gerrodette 
President 
Huachuca Audubon Society 
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- ~ ? W i t l c o x  , I  Chamber 

of CEwnmerce & Agriculture 

1500 N. Circle I Road 

Arizona Corporation Comrni&ion 
Docket Control 
1200 W Washington St 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

L-OOOOoyY-154318- 

Re: 

I 

2015 OCT 26 A m  10 11 Willcox, AZ 85643 

I 

Dear Arizona Corporatio 

Greetings, The Willcox 
having a public hearing r 
allowed for rural citizens 
project without traveli 

The Willcox Chamber 
spoke about the Sun Zia P 
speak for the Willcox 
which is wholly owne 
There is a concern th 
to Wings Over Willco 
to speak on behalf o utiv Director or the Chamber 
President may spe 
Commerce and Agriculture. 

The Willcox Cham 
Mr. Hansen is not 

merce and Agriculye wants to thank you for 
g the Sun Zia Transmission Line Project in Willcox, AZ. I t  
al governments to voice their concerns or support for the 

I 
e has a concern about one person who 

and the Chamber would like to clanfy who can officially 
to include Wings Over Willcox 
of Commerce and Agriculture. 

insinuated that he had a connection 
r who has never had any authority 

r W P llcox or the Willcox Chamber of 

que ting that the record reflect that 
t W b gs Over Willcox and any 

ornithological, conservation, nvironmental, or any other related to Wings Over 
Willcox. Thank you for your eful consideration of our c 
Alan Baker, Executive Direct r 0 



C.H. HUCKELBERRY 
County Administrator 

November 13, 201 5 

Arizona Power Plant and T nsmission Line Siting Committee 1 
Office of the Arizona 
1275 W. Washington 

Thomas Chenal, Chairman 

Phoenix, Arizona 85007 I 
L 

Re: SunZia LLC, application for Certificate of $nvironmental Compatibility 
Y-15-0318-00171 

I 

Dear Chairman Chenal: 
I 

As a principal landowner a d land manager in the San Pedro Valley, Pima County provides 
these additional comment to reiterate those factors that Pitpa County continues to be 
greatly concerned about. Our core issues are preserving thb biological integrity of our 
Conservation Lands Syste , protecting the public's significa t investment in the Valley, 
and our ability to fulfill ou long-term mitigation obligations f 1 r our Section 10 Incidental 
Take Permit from the US ish and Wildlife Service. We are also compelled to provide 
greater detail on those me sures we believe are absolutely ndcessary to avoid, minimize, 
and mitigate impacts fro this project should the requested right of way alignment 
through Pima County be ecommended for approval by th Arizona Power Plant and 
Transmission Line Siting C and approved by the Arizo a Corporation Commission. i 1 
Avoid the San Pedro River 

Starting with the prescop' g phase of the Bureau of Land anagement's environmental 

San Pedro River Valley. s I have previously communicate , our community has made 
remarkable investment in securing property (fee title) and d property interests (grazing 
leases, conservation easem I nts, etc.) to conserve the biologicgl wealth of these nationally 
and internationally significb t lands. Furthermore, possession of these Conservation Lands 

review process 120101, Pi a County has consistently oppos Yj an alignment through the 

n 



' b '  



Mr. Thomas Chenal 
Re: SunZla Transmission, 
November 13, 201 5 
Page 3 

Mitigating Impacts 

I 

I 

Docket NO. L-OOOOOYY-16-0318-0017 1 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 



Re: SunZia Transmission, 
Mr. Thomas Chenal 

November 1 3, 20 1 5 
Page 4 

No. L-OOOOOYY-1 W318-00 

Adaptive be effective for no less t 
means. Development of 1 
will be completed within o 

71 

an 20 years and will be 
e Long-Term Monitoring 
3 (1 1 year of the Arizona 

Corporation Commissio 
within Pima County wh 

approval of the right of way or initiation of construction 
occurs first. 

1 strongly encourage the ne Siting Committee to incorporate these conditions into your 
recommendation to the Arizona Corporation Commission. Thank you for your 
consideration. 

Sincerely, 
1 

C.H. Huckelberry 
County Administrator 

CHH/mjk 

C: 

Albert H. Acken 
Samuel L. Lofland 
Ryley Carlock & Applewhite 
One North Central Avenue, S 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 
aacken@rcalaw.com sloflanc 
Counsel for Applicant 

Lawrence V. Robertson, Jr. 
Of Counsel to Munger Chadv 
P.O. Box 1448 
Tubac, Arizona 86646-1 44E 
tubaclawyer@aol.com 
Counsel for Applicent 

Lat J. Celmins 
Margrave Celmins, P.C. 
817 1 E .  Indian Bend Road, 
Scottsdale, Arizona 85250 
Icelmins@mciawfirrn .com 
Counsel for Winkleman and I 

1 
uite 1200 

Brcalaw .corn 

,ick, PLC 

uite 101 

edington 

mailto:aacken@rcalaw.com
mailto:tubaclawyer@aol.com
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Re: SunZia Transmission, ocket No. L-OOoOOYY-15-O3~8~~171 
Mr. Thomas Chenal 

November 13,201 5 
Page 5 

I 

I 

Executive V.P. and General 
Robson Communities, Inc. 
9532 E. Riggs Road 
Sun Lakes, A2 85248-7463 

' Peter.Gerstrnan@Robson.co 

Cedric I. Hay, Deputy 
Pinal County 
P.O. BOX a87 
Florence, Arizona 85 1 32 

Counsel for Pinal County, Atizona 
I 

Counsel 

n I 

Norm Meader 
3443 E. Lee Street 
Tucson, Arizona 8571 6 
nrneader@cox.net 

Peter T. Else 
P.O. Box 576 
Mammoth, Arizona 8661 8 
binbackyardfar@gmail.com 

Christina McVie 
4420 West Cortaro Farms Rc 
Tucson, Arizona 85742 
Christina. McVie@nmail. corn 

Marta T. Hetzer 
Coash & Coash, Inc. 
1802 N. 7th Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85006 
mh@coashandcoash. com 
Court Reporter I 

id I 

SHAPIRO LAW FIRM, P.C. I 

181 9 E. Molten Avenue, Suit 
Jay L. Shapiro (No. 014050) 

Phoenix, Arizona 85020 
Attorneys for Robson Ranch dountains, LLC 

mailto:nrneader@cox.net
mailto:binbackyardfar@gmail.com
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Re: SunZla Transrnlsskm, ocket No. L-00000YY-16-O318-O0171 
Mr. Thomas Chenal 

November 13, 201 5 
Page 6 

Janice Alward, Chief Couns I 

Arizona Corporation Commi ion 
1200 W. Washington Street 1 Legal Division 

Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
jalward@azcc.gov 

Arizona Corporation Commis ion 

Charles Hains 
Legal Division 

1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Counsel for Utilities Division taff 

Assistant Chief Administrati e Law Judge 

1200 W. Washington Street 

Arizona Corporation Commis ! ion 

chains@azcc.gov 

Dwight Nodes 

Hearing Division 

Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Thomas Broderick, Director 
Utilities Division 

1 200 W. Washington Street I 

Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

I 

mailto:jalward@azcc.gov
mailto:chains@azcc.gov


. I  

C NTY ADMINISTRATOR'S OP'FICE 
PIMA C O u N n  GOVERNMENTAL CENTEq 
W. CONGRESS, FLOOR 10, TUCSON, AZ 85701.1317 13 

(520) 724-8661 F A X  (520) 724-8171 4 
C.H. HUCKELBERRY 
County Administrator 

November 13,201 5 I I 

I I 

Thomas Chenal, Chairman 
Arizona Power Plant and T nsmission Line Siting Committee 
Off ice of the Arizona Attor ey General 

Re: 

1 275 W. Washington Stre 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

I 

I 

SunZia Transmissfo 
Docket NO. L-00000 

LLC, application for Certificate of 4 nvironmental Compatibility 
-1 5-0318-001 77 j_ I 

Dear Chairman Chenal: 
I 

As a principal landowner 
these additional 
greatly 

land manager in the San Pedro VBlley, Pima County provides 
reiterate those factors that Pintra County continues to be 
core issues are preserving the biological integrity of our 

the public's significant investment in the Valley, 
obligations for our Section 10 Incidental 

We are1 also compelled to provide 
necessary to  avoid, minimize, 

right of way alignment 
Arizona Power Plant and 
Corporation Commission, 

Avoid the San Pedro River V 

Starting with the pre-scopidg phase of the Bureau of Land Mdnagement's environmental 
review process (2010), 
San Pedro River Valley. 
remarkable investment 
leases, conservation 
and internationally 

County has consistently oppose an alignment through the 

to conserve the biologicall wealth of these nationally 
possession of these Conservation Lands 

I have previously communicated, d our community has made 
property (fee title) and yroperty interests (grazing 



. , '  

Mr. Thomas Chenal I 
Re: SunZia Transmlrsion, /Dockat No. L-OOOOOYY-15-0318-0017 1 
November 13, 201 5 
Page 2 

I 

I 

I 

I 

(See Pima County's S f Limited Appearance - Figdre 2) allows us to protect a 
unique land and aquatic rce base that will provide impowant mitigation lands for our 
Section 10 Incidental t from the US. Fish and y l d l i f e  Service. For two very 
important reasons, w pressed to provide substitute mitigation lands if we are 
not able to make full onservation Lands in the Sbn Pedro River Valley. First, 
these lands and resour no match elsewhere in Pimq County and second, voters 
earlier this month did th7 would be used to secure 
replacement lands. Rer a County's Conservation Lands in 
the San Pedro River Valle 

Regarding the subje e alignment, Pima bounty's August 22, 2012 
comments on the nmental Impact Stdtement (EIS) criticized the 
insufficient range of alte presented for analysis. It is qistressing that this tendency 
continues with SunZia's ation of a single alignment tq the Line Siting Committee. 
The very recent release Transmission Project's Final EIS is telling in that 
the analysis of the selec te documents a lesser degree df environmental impact than 
was originally expe ests that there is likgly a Tucson route, perhaps 
along Interstate 1 e alternative route fpr transportation of energy, 
including renewab uthern Arizona. That said, there are aspects of 
a potential Tucson route we have consistently opposed: 'the far west Tucson route, 
the Rillito RiverPantano ent Through the Cienega Valley. 
Our present posit i 

Several measures are liste In Pima County's Statement of ILimited Appearance which 
would significantly minimit impacts to County interests. Thpre are repeated here with 
some slight amendment (th fourth item is amended to address riparian crossings) for 
your convenience. Again, would request that these measures be applied as conditions 
should the project be reco mended for approval and should rdrouting of the right of way 
alignment not avoid the San Pedro River Valley. 

I 

Minimizing Impacts 

No new access or m intenance roads. 
lr Employ aerial techni es to construct towers, tower sit s, and power line stringing 

stream flow is ephem ral. 

Pima County Region I Flood Control District to span t ees such that vqetation 
maintenance and cle i ing is not necessary (See Stateme@ of Limited Appearance - 

and tensioning. 
e Establish the project s crossing at the San Pedro R i d  at a location where the 

0 Elevate the tower hei ht at all regulated riparian habitat rossings as mapped the by 

Figure 5.). 

I 

I 

I 

I 

l 

$ e 
9 

1 
Realign the project to  lavoid the right of way from parallel g Paige Canyon. 



I 

Re: SunZia Transmisslon, ocket No. L-00000YY-16-0318-0O171 
Mr. Thomas Chenal 

November 13, 201 5 
Page 3 

I 

I 

Mitigation Measure # 7 .  
County with ownershir 
undeveloped natural 
System designation or 
land will be located wit 
adjoining counties. 
on all mitigation lands 
approval of the right of 
mitigation land has not 
current owner(s) of the 
in a sum sufficient for 
determination as to 
with Pima County. 

History demonstrates that t 

I 

The current ownerts) of the right Of way will provide Pima 
or a property interest in a minirpum of 9,600 acres of 

ocen space lands that have the same Conservation Lands 
tetter than those lands within the light of way. Mitigation 
iin the San Pedro River Valley lying within Pima County or 

Ownership or property interest will be cpnveyed to Pima County 
within 2 years of the Arizona Carporation Commission's 
way. Alternatively, if property interest to all 9,600 acres of 
been provided at the conclusion of the 2-year period, the 
right of way will make in-lieu fee p yment to  Pima County 

whether mitigation lands are acceptable for that purpose rests 
purchase or lease of the mitigation a d" reage balance. The final 

I 

3e construction and operation of lihear infrastructure projects 



e . '  

l 

I 

Adaptive Managemen Plan will be effective for no less dhan 20 years and will be 
codified through an en orceable means. Development of the Long-Term Monitoring 
and Adaptive Manage ent Plan will be completed within ope (1 1 year of the Arizona 
Corporation Commissi n's approval of the right of way or initiation of construction 
within Pima County w ichever occurs first. I 

I 

I 

I 

t 
1 strongly encourage the ine Siting Committee to incorporade these conditions into your 
recommendation to Arizona Corporation Commissim. Thank you for your 
consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Re: SunZia Transmlssbn, 
November 1 3, 20 1 5 
Page 4 

C.H. Huckelberry 
County Administrator 

Docket No. L-OOOOOYY-16-0318-0Q171 

I 

I 

C: 

CHH/mjk I 

Albert H. Acken 
Samuel L. Lofland 

One North Central Avenue, S ite 1200 

aacken@rcalaw.com slofland rcalaw .corn 

Of Counsel to Munger Chad i ick, PLC 

Ryley Carlock 81 Applewhite 

Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

Counsel for Applicant 

Lawrence V. Robertson, Jr. 

P.O. Box 1448 
Tubac, Arizona 86646-1 448 1 
tubaclawyer@aol.com 
Counsel for Apph'cent 

Lat J. Celmine 

817 1 E. Indian Bend Road, S ite 101 
Margrave Celmins, P.C. 

Scottsdale, Arizona 85250 
lcelmins@mclawfirm,com 1 

Counsel for Winklemen and Rtfdington 

I 
I 

t 

mailto:aacken@rcalaw.com
mailto:tubaclawyer@aol.com
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Re: SunZia Transmlssion, /Docket No. L-OOOOOYY-15-0318-00171 
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I 

I 

I 

Counsel for Pinel County, 

Peter Gerstman 
Executive V.P. and General 
Robson Communities, Inc. 
9532 E. Riggs Road 
Sun Lakes, A2 85248-7403 
Peter, Gerstman@Ro bson. coin 

Arizone 

Izoonsel 

Coash & Coash, Inc. 
1802 N. 7th Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85006 
mh@coashandcoash. corn 
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I 

ialward@azcc.gov 

Charles Hains 
Legal Division 
Arizona Corporation Commit 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
chains@azcc.nov 
Counsel for Utilities Division 

Dwight Nodes 
Assistant Chief Administrative 
Hearing Division 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Thomas Broderick, Director 

sion 

Staff 

Law Judge 

mailto:ialward@azcc.gov


I 1  10 WEST WASHINGTON * SUITE : 

Douglas A. Ducey 
Governor 

November I O ,  201 5 

Mr. Thomas Chenal, Chair 
Arizona Corporation Comn 
Power Plant and Transmis 
1275 West Washington Sti 
Phoenix, AZ 85007-2926 

Re: SunZia Soutl 
ACC Docket 

Dear Chairman Chenal: 

In regards to Case No. 17' 
Compatibility ("CEC) fort 
"Project"), the Residential 
CEC by the Line Siting Co 

RUCO represents the sta 
the Arizona Corporation ( 
aware of and support the 
Arizona's electric utilities 
reliable and economic SOL 
In addition, because the 
ratepayers stand to benef 
construction of the project. 

VTIAL UTILITY CON$.JMER OFFICE 

w.azruco.aov I 

1 * PHOENU(,ARIZONA 85007 - PHONE1 (602)364-4835 * FAx:(602)364-4846 

David P. Tenney 
Director 

an 
ision 
m Line Siting Committee 
3t ~ 

rest Transmission Project 
0. L-OOOOOW-15-0318-00171 

concerning an Application for 4 Certificate of Environmental 
? SunZia Southwest Transmissiion Project ("SunZia", or the 
tility Consumer Office ("RUCO'l) supports the issuance of a 
nittee and the Arizona Corpori$ion Commission. 

s residential utility ratepayers In regulatory proceedings at 
mmission and is an advocate1 for their interests. We are 
;unZia Southwest Transmission Project, which will provide 
ith additional transmission to procure adequate, 
:es of electrical power for residential customers. 
inZia Project is a project, Arizona 
tvithout bearing the and 



I appreciate the to support the issuance of a for the SunZia Project. 
RUCO looks successful completion of Sun an integral component 
to the state’s 

November 10,201 5 
Page 2 

David P. Tenney 
Director 
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tIGINAL 
BEFOE THE ARIZONA CORPORATION 

SUSAN BITTER 
COMMISSIONERS 

BOB STUMP 
BOB BURNS 
DOUG LITTLE 
TOM FORESE 

[N THE MATTER 
3UNZIA TRANSMIS 
ZONFORMANCE 
REQUIREMENTS OF ARIZONA REVISED 

CERTIFICATE OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
ZOMPATIBILITY AUTHORIZING THE 
SUNZIA SOUTHWEST TRANSMISSION 
PROJECT, WHICH INCLUDES THE 
ZONSTRUCTION OF TWO NEW 500KV 
JXANSMISSION LINES AND ASSOCIATED 
FACILITIES ORIGINAI’ING AT A NEW 

ZOUNTY, NEW M 
TERMINATING A 
SUBSTATION M PINAL COUNTY, ARIZONA. 

S LOCATED WITHTN GRAHAM, GREENLEE, 
ZOCHISE, PINAL ANQ PIMA COUNTIES. 

STATUTES 40-360, ET. SEQ., FOR A 

SUBSTATION (SUNZIi4 EAST) IN LINCOLN 

rm ARIZONA PORTI~N OF THE PROJECT 

’- 
During the 

Siting Committee 

pestioned 

4, 2015 session of the Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line 

meeting regarding the above captioned matter, the Coxrimittee 

Commission (“Commission”) Utilities Division Staff (“Staff’) 

with the Comrnission’s Renewable Energy Standard Rules. 

of filing the attached Staff Memorandum that describes the 

Public Service Company, Tucson Electric Power 

SUBMITTED this 13th day of 

Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
(602) 542.3402 
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Docket Control 
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1200 West Washington Street 
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MEMORAMDUM 

TO: Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee 

FROM. Tom Broderick 
Director 
Utilities Division 

DATE: November 13,2015 

RE: STAFF RESPONSE TO COMMITTEE REQUEST FOR INFORMATION ON 
ARIZONA UTILITY COMPLIANCE WITH COMMISSION RENEWABLE 
ENERGY STANDARD AND TARIFF REQUIREMENTS (DOCKET NO. L- 
0OOOO~~-15-0318-00171) 

At the November 4,2015 session of the Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siung 
Committee (“committee”) meeting, Arizona Corporation Commission (“Commission”) Utilities 
Division Staff (“Staff”) presented its testimony and answered questions from the Committee and 
various parties. During the proceeding, the Committee asked Staff to provide information regarding 
Commission Renewable Energy Standard and Tariff (“REST’) rules compliance by the three largest 
jurisdictional utilities, Arizona Public Service (“APE?’), Tucson Electxic Power Company (‘TEIJ’’), 
and UNS Electric, Inc. (“UNS”). Potential renewable generation carried over the proposed SunZia 
transmission project could qualify for consideration under the portion of the REST rules utility scale 
requirement, that is, that portion of renewable energy that is normally not met by distributed 
generation (“DG”). The utility scale requirement comprises 70 percent of the overall REST 
requirement at this time and in future years. Staff would note that a utility can use DG to help the 
utility meet the 70 percent requirement, but the utilities typically have not done so. Thus, Staffs 
response focuses on the 70 percent of the REST requirement that can be met by utility scale 
renewable generation. 

For TEP’ and UNS’, their July 1,2015 REST plan filings with the Commission each include 
a graph showing their utility scale resources and how that compares to their annual target for the 
non-DG portion of the REST requirement. The July lst f h g s  also include a table showing the 
current and future utility scale generation facilities. The graph and table for TEP’s and UNS’s filings 
are provided in response to the Committee’s request. In both cases the utilities are projected to 
have enough utility scale generation to meet the 70 percent of the REST requirement that can be 
met by utility scale generation through approximately 2020, after which they would need additional 
renewable energy resources to meet this portion of the REST requirement. 

1 See TEP’s REST Plan hling made on July 1,2015 in Docket No. E-01 993A-15-0239 
2 See UNS’s REST Plan tiling made on July 1,2015 in Docket No. E-0424h-15-0233 



Arizona Power Plant and Line Siting Committee ~ 

Docket No. 
Page 2 

APS also filed Plan on July , 2015.3 APS's has an exhibit (Exhibit 1A) that 
generation that will meet 

by utility scale genera$on). The exhibit shows that APS 
years of the Plan period (2016-2020). Since APS wiU 
can be '%banked" by APS for use in future years, after 

shows the RES and the ex jdng and 

Thomas M. Broderick 
Director 
Utilities Division 

ORIGINATORS: and Ray Williamson 

TMB:RGG:RTW:red\CH 

See APS's REST Plan Filing m e on July 1,2015 in Docket No. E-01345A-1 Y 0241. 
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UASTP III 5.00 7.835 FbcedPV Operationa Yes 
Solon Prairie Fire 5.00 7.835 FiwdPV Operationa Yes 
IGatos Montes 6.00 10.303 F d P V  Operationa No 
Cogenra 1.38 2650 LCPV Operationa No 
AmonLvUA STP 2.00 4.049 CPV Operationa No 
EOn Tech Park 6.60 15.300 SATPV Onsratinnai Nn 

e 

Table 1. Utili@ Scale Generation 

Capacity Ll Owned 1 

Future Renewable Generation 

Avalon Solar 11 1 21.00 1 49.787 I SATPV I ISDec I No 

* 

* N o t e s  AC Capacity 
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Table 1. Utility Scale Generation 

* 

capcity LNSE 
Owned 

Expected In* 

Date 
Annual MWh Technology S e r ~ c e  

M@c) 
Project 

Kingman WindFarm 10 23,652 Wind Operational No 

Kingmn Wind Farm(So1ar) 0.3 692 FmdPV Operational No 
Black Mountain Solar 9.9 2238 1 SAT Operational No 
La Senita 1.2 2,095 FwdPV Operational Yes 
Rio Rico 7.2 1 1,427 FmdPV Operational Yes 

I Existing RenenaMc Generation I 

I I I I I 

Total Existing I 28.6 I 60.747 I I I 

Total Future - BASBP I 5 I 9,152 I 1 I I 

*Note Capacity reported in AC value 

B. Bright Arizona Solar Buildout Plan 

Decision No. 74877 ( December 23,2014), the Commission approved $5 million each 

for 2015 and 2016 for the UNS Electric Buildout Plan. Under the Buildout Plan, the Company 

will complete a procurement solicitation to build a new solar PV facility in 2016. This process 

will reduce design, engineering, and procurement costs, allow the use of a single interconnection, 

and create an opportunity to satisfy the minimum 5 MW requirement to qualify for a state 

production tax credit. The UNS Electric Buildout Plan has becn an essential component of the 

Company’s renewable energy strategy; however, as shown in Table 2 below, the Company will 

4 
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Native-born Arizonans and ly ‘’transplanted” residents as web, will relate to my reasons for 
s thru the San Pedro River V ley. 

personal reasons for my oppqsition to the Valley-destroying 
to M e r  destruction of our d l e y  in the future. 

on presented by the CWG in 3 pposition to the SunZia project. 

I 
At the beginning of this 
opposition to the power 
Quote: “There is a 

Lines process my family, the Araiza family, submitted a letter in 
in part, speaks to OLE “or@llo hispano”-- our ethnic pride. 

in the Valley with regard to the early settlements by 
Many of the Valley’s rksidents live on the same land 

ago. Eviden e of this history will be lost and 
begin the 1 estruction of the Valley.” **** 

I 
So as you tour the San Pedro Ri er Valley on Wednesday on your way to Cascabel, think about these 
early settlers. But in particular, t y Hispanic ancestors who left a wealth of “historical value” for us to 
acknowledge, preserve 
residents call “home” 

Think about my paternal gr 
modest dairy operation at th 
Rincon mountains by wag 
undoubtedly, damage and 
homesteading land in th 
raise their family of 1 
“home”. 

ir contribution to this beautiful place that we present-day 
uld say it, “nuestro valle dennoso y nuestro hogar.” 

nts, Blas and Dolores Sanchez who in the 1880’s sold their 
A” mountain in Tucson, traveled over the Redington Pass in the 

dington Pass the SunZia power lines will cross and 
forever. My great-grandparents were following their dream of 

d a special place where they could farm and ranch and 
ful Valley -the valley *e present-day residents call 

I 

Think about my mate 
and Fort Lowell area in Tuc 
their 8 children in 

guel and Maria Gamez Yho traveled from the Tanque Verde 
1897 to pursue their similar dream of ranching, farming and raising 

-- the valley we present 1 day residents call “home”. 

za, born in 1900 in Mahmoth, Az., the little town situated 
River Valley. He became a cowboy for the Mule Shoe, 
ars. **** He wab a fence and trail builder, a “roust- 
es from Cascabel to p l lcox  and beyond. 

rn in Cascabel in 19 f 0 and who out of necesssity, 
became caretaker of her 2 yo siblings at the age of 10 when h a  mother passed away. And while 

of schooling at the Soza School, lwhich at that time was located on 
herself to read and write English and Spanish. This was 
guel Gamez. You see, h could neither read nor write but 

in this beautiful SP V.--this valley we present-day 

ide in the SPRV, I 
f fortunate for her fathe 

residents call “home”. 
t my children, my grandchildren 

ciated for its ric history --the place in the SPRV we 
a place that is valu T d for it’s natural beauty, a place 

h-l 
I 

In closing, IF the SunZia Powe Line project becomes a reality, regrettably, my birth place “mi valle 
hermoso y mi hogar” (my valley & my home) will never bk: the same. 



Power Plant and TransmissiA Line Siting Committee I 

Re: SunZia Transmission, LL 

1200 W. Washington Street, 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

October 12,2015 

2. 

To Whom it may concern: 

I I 

I 
7 1  

1 

For a host of reasons, 
project. From its inc 
“stranded” wind-gen 

~ markets of Californi 
at best a pipe dream 

State of Arizona’s best interesqs to permit the SunZia transmission 
has been promoted as a renewbble energy project to transmit 
om eastern New Mexico to thq supposedly lucrative energy 
hat have become obvious as thf project has dragged on, SunZia is 
cam that,is not in the best interpsts of the State of Arizona. 

til the project achieved a NEP permit, Arizona was little more 
I 

than an obstacle o 
southern Calif0 

Mexico wind fields to supp sedly insatiable energy markets of 
ain, the proponent declared 1 at California, not Arizona, was the ’ 

ping its own renewable enerhy sector based on solar energ 
ts to permit out-of-state eneFy projects to compete with its own 

e cqnstruction and operational jobs that 

I 
, 2) Arizma me 

I 

ith only greater turbine siz offering greater efficiency, and 
m turbine factories to win c l  fields. Solar energy technology, 
cient and cost effective. *hat trend is expected to continue 

e required undergroundi g portions of the project which d 

4 
at will be unlikely to bq financed by private investors. The 

line will, in the unlilqely event that it is ever built, I 

I 

izona’s diminishing and irreplaceable 
ectacular landscape and environm ntal gifts, both of which are an 
its current citizens and a signific t reason why people desire to 

I 

wild lands, degrading 
increasingly importan 
move here. 

. ,  

n the flroject was granted NEPA 
ion is fhat the project has, from its 
city $om the proponent’s permitted, 

I 



southwestern quadrant of the 

For the same reason, since the 
an opportunity to co-locate natr.ra1 

y. . For the&above reasons, the prop' ?d SunZia Transmission Project isinot in the best interest of Arizona 

state, in relatively close proximity to e state's major energy markets 

1 3  Paso Natural Gas Pipeline bisects the southwest quadrant, it affords 
gas power plants with solar facilities in relatively close I 

and I ask you to deny approval 

Thank you for your consideratic 

David Omick 
6146 N. Canyon Road 
Benson, AZ 85602 

this project. 
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the SunZia Transmission  line^ Proposal to the 
Plant and Transmission Line $iting Committee 

Marshall Magruder 
22 October 2015 I 

I 

Before I begin, let Committee of the First Law of Transmission Line 
and undeveloped. 

rred of a new one. 

to have the state 
on since they had a 

Final EIS and RO the federal lands and NOT the state and private 
d where you have complete authority. 

project but a private venture to place a 
llecting “wheeling char$es” and FERC rebates. This 

I 

transmission li 
is not a line de 

onsored by DOE‘S WAPA, that will 
ne to a two circuit 230kV lines that 

sion nearly parallel to the SunZia route that will be much 
use an existing corridor 
will provide two-way tr  

authorized by the Energy 
viable alternative to the S t this project as it will improve 

AC transmission line 
re are prior cases 

have required a new CEC, thqs you must not approve an 
EC approved for the 

and a possible AC o 
where changing fro 



fl  

% second line, whenever, if ever, it is “needed” that is doubtful. Since this second line will 
probably not be required within five years of the ROD, a Supplemental EIS will be 
required, so granting this CEC during these hearings is giving a premature approval 
when additional EIS with public comments will be required for the federal part of this 
project. Thus, recommend only approve the AC line during these hearings. 

Fifth, the Bowie Generation Station substation interconnection is the only potential 
benefit for Arizona; however, this is a “new” project sponsored by the SunZia sponsor 
and one if its main reasons for being here today. This generation station needs to be 
moved to be co-located near the coal-powered Apache Generation Station near Willcox 
to replace the coal with natural gas. This will use the existing corridors and provide 
access to the grid by the Southline system. This resolves the ongoing environmental 
challenges at  Apache, gives the “Bowie” station its interconnection and does not require 
a new SunZia transmission line. 

Sixth, one original goal for SunZia was to remove “congestion” on path 49, northeast of 
El Paso, who receives electricity from the Palo Verde Nuclear Generation Plant. If this 
line going East is near capacity, and a new Southline will carry WAPA electricity East, 
then why do we need another SunZia line to carry power going west. Power flows to the 
demand, thus less power is required and SunZia large capacity is a waste. Why have one 
line going one way and another going the other way, nearly between the same points? 
This is in the dumb category of waste. 

Seventh, the US Army Electronic Test Range in Cochise County is a national treasure 
and any interference from this project will harm national security. Based on my decades 
of military experience with such issues, I would not consider having this project with 
bare lines, radiating electric and electromagnetic energy near this Test Range. 

Eight, further, the electromagnetic radiation from the 500 kV lines will induce 
electricity any natural gas, water, or petroleum ferromagnetic pipelines and even cattl 
fences. The complex process used to determine these impacts is very challenging and 
must be verified by the Committee as to not damage the lifecycles of these pipelines. 
The consequences of induced electricity can be explosive or life-threateningly shocking. 
The conductivity of the underground soil in the vicinity of the lines must be taken into 
account. 

Ninth, and my final point, is these structures should be coated with dulled, galvanized 
plated poles to reduce their visibility, a major complaint concerning transmission lines, 
especially in rural areas and valleys. Also, a cap should be placed on top of any 
monopole, so that raptors do not have a new perch and thus change the ecology of the 
areas near these lines. 

Sincerely, 

Marshall Magruder 
PO Box 1267 
Tubac, AZ 85646 
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Comments on the SunZia Transmission Line Proposal to the 
Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee 

Marshall Magruder 
22 October 2015 

Good evening, my name is Marshall Magruder, a resident of Tubac, who has intervened 
in several line siting cases before this Committee and others including various rate 
cases before the Commission. 

My comments concern several areas, with the “need” for this system being severally 
doubtful, the new corridors having extreme environmental damages, and the entire 
project not beneficial for the state of Arizona. 

I 

Before I begin, let me remind the Committee of the First Law of Transmission Line 
siting, that is, to use what is there first before using something new and undeveloped. 
Modifying an old easement is preferred of a new one. 

First, this company tried to bypass this Committee with an attempt to have the state 
legislature “skip” the Committee and going directly to the Commission since they had a 
Final EIS and ROD. They only cover the federal lands and NOT the state and private 
lands. That is your responsibility and where you have complete authority. 

From your view, this is not a federal project but a private venture to place a 
transmission line with the goal of collecting “wheeling charges” and FERC rebates. This 
is not a line designed to support the electric utilities in this state. For example, there is 
only one substation along its Arizona route, specifically for the Bowie Generation 
Station. There are substations, thus no service for Pima County and service for other 
Arizena location is not an objective for this project. 

Second, there is another project, called Southline, sponsored by DOE’S WAPA, that will 
use an existing corridor to upgrade a single 115kV line to a two circuit 230kV lines that 
will provide two-way transmission nearly parallel to the SunZia route that will be much 
less expensive to build, less environmental impacts, and meets the needs of Pima and 
Cochise Counties, especially the cooperatives, for many years. This is a planned project 
authorized by the Energy Policy Act of 2005, Section 1222, and must be considered as a 
viable alternative to the SunZia project. I fully support this project as it will improve 
reliability and capacity in southern Arizona while SunZia does nothing. 

Third, the goal of the SunZia project is to provide renewable electricity (RE) from 
eastern NM to a Pinal County substation and thence to California. This was to provide 
renewable electricity so California could meet its RE requirements. There are no 
problems with CA meeting these goals, which have been increased since initiation of the 
SunZia project. This “need” does not exist, and furthermore, there are no lines with 
additional capacity to take this electricity to CA from Pinal County. 

Fourth, there are two projects in the SunZia proposal, one is for an AC transmission line 
and a possible AC or DC second transmission line in the future. There are prior cases 
where changing from DC to AC have required a new CEC, thus you must not approve an 
unknown second transmission line at  this time and have a second CEC approved for the 
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1, Docket Number L-OOOOOyY-15-03 1 8-001 7 1 

1 Siting Committee to closely ex la mine the purported need for the 
The stated purpose of the proje t is to deliver wind power from 
a and California. C 
)le energy resources of its own. IThere is no need for bringing 
to Arizona, and in fact doing SO could actually displace 

r resources. Californians are also concentrating on developing 
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ect would cut a 30-mile swath o new transmission corridor up 
River. As you have heard from other commenters, the San Pedro 
tally unique place that deserves fo be protected from a new utility 
a magnet for other infrastructure. 
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ere is an alternative proposal that makes use of already-existing 
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re the maps of the SunZia Proje t t with those of Southline you 
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arings all day, I had difficulty sleeping that night. One of the words 
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word was “spiritual.” I know that’s not a concept that usually is 
nless it relates to Native Ameri ans. I’m not Native American, and 

nt resident of the San Pedro Valley, spiritual is the only word that 
I look across the valley up tc) the Rincon Mountains. Last week 

bing Classes A, B, and C landscape qualities to the various parts 
the word spiritual in this context is just as relevant and just as 
It’s not just a beautiful landdcape and it’s not one that is 
place that is still essentially whole. All the elements of the full 
cluding water. I feel so incredibly grateful to live in such a 
there in such a way as to keep that wholeness intact. Would 

F 

I 

to the “Tucson route” on your tour tomorrow. I would ask you 
U t e  that although the SunZSa project proponent has declared 
which I mentioned to you Ipefore, and which you will no doubt 
d out a way to use a Tucsm route by upgrading existing 
uch better idea than cuttihg a new corridor through the San 

to approach this with an bpen mind. As I sat here last week, 
alert to what was being qresented, while others did not at 
ly ask you not to just rubberstamp this CEC, but to listen 

ions and to deeply condider whether this project is needed. 
lness, does it justify soch a grievous wound to the San 

I 

Pearl Mast 
6146 N Canyon Rd 
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Mr. Chairman, members 
speak. 

I'd like to expand on a cc 
concerning vulnerabilitic 
before you. I referenced 
subject of grid vulnerabi 

That website has since bc 
company specializing in 
response for law enforce 
around the country. 

Unbeknown to me, 8 yea 
the Department of Home 
Research Council to con( 
was published in 2007. 1 

study, Homeland Securit 
just 1 month after I publi 
Homeland Security frnall 

.ting Committee: Public Comment 

if the Committee, thank you for this opportunity to 

nment that I made previowly to the committee 
1 of the electric grid system as it relates to the case 
i website I published several years ago on the 

I 

zn adopted as part of the c iculum of a consulting 
:mergency management ankt critical incident 
lent personnel and critical incident responders fkom 

F 

s before I researched and published that website, 
md Security had commissioned the National 
uct a study of those vulner bilities. Their study 
gainst the wishes of the experts who wrote the 
immediately classified the report. Interestingly, 
hed Operation Circuit Bre@er in July of 20 12, 
r declassified the report. ~ 

a 



Although there were di between the National Research Council’s 
assessments and mine, 
of well planned electric gri were substantively the 
same. I’d like that report. 

regarding the potential consequences 

4 

“While the and cost of. ..disruptions of the nation’s 
system have been lar e, they pale in 
..&om a large, well planned, terrorist attack.” (P. 

g 



Approving a permit for ne more extra high voltage transmission line across 
a remote, sparsely pop ated landscape does not serve to increase the energy 
security of the metro ar a to nearly the extent that it simply adds one more 
easy target. i 
you to watch the intervilew 
Koppel, the well known. 
Lights Out. In the interview 
great the threat of terrorism 
our preparedness for such 

Our current electric g r i d .  

that aired just last week with Ted Koppel on PBS. 
veteran of ABC News, has authored a book titled 

and in his new book, he emphasizes out how 
is to our electric grid system and how abysmal 

an event is. 

system is antiquated. Instead of continuing to pour 

As I pointed out in 
vulnerabilities that 
Sun Corridor is 
in terms of 

to the committee on October 22, despite the 
metro area such a vulnerable target, the 

one of the nation's most resilient 

But to 

direction. I i 
er step in the wrong 

i 
I 



I'd like to end with a bri 
much traction in this 
we began this 

on another level, m e  that may not have 
one that I feel obligated to express. Since 

it has been extra rdinarily one-sided. We 

o dollars. 
pay our out of pro eeds fiom bake sales E 

unpolished, our fi-iends 

We are not motivated by b 
pull all nighters to prepare for something like this. 

money. We are motivated y love. Love of place, 

This might appear to be 
times. This is the moden 
crushed by profit. We 
sake of fbture generations, 
for the sake of wild places 

i ,  David and Goliath story. But these are not biblical 
world. Again and again in this world, love is 

appeal to you to make this a different outcome for the 
for the sake of the natu-4 beauty of this state and 
that cannot speak for the selves. m 
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Zia Line Earns Obama 
a fast-track permitting “SunZia ... seTM io un the federal g~~ernment;” [i J 

SunZia-Obama 
Plan [2]: 

... 

i 

Why Not ocal Trans-- and Use Ins 
Less than 1% of Arizona’s el t tricity is solar genersted, and electric@ 

wind generated. [3] 
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W REZ-smzia-corridor-map.pdf 
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EXHIBIT PIN00 1 

Greg Stanley 
County Manager 

November 4,201 5 

Mr. Thomas Chenal, Chairman 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
Power Plant and Line Siting Committee 
1275 West Washington Streat 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-2926 

Re: SunZia Transmission Line Project Case #171 

Dear Chairman Chenal: 

On behalf of Pinal County and the Pinal County Board of Supervisors, I would like to take this 
ortunity to convey the Cobnty's support for the SunZia Transmission LLC's application for a 

Certificate of Environmental Compatibility, Case # I  7 1, with the exception noted below regarding 
that portion of the route whicb transverses Saddlebrooke Ranch. I 

Specifically, Pinal County ha$ a concern about the portion of the r Ute which passes across 
Saddlebrooke Ranch in the area of State Routes 79 and 77. That p t3 rtion of the route has the 
potential to negatively impact future development and enjoyment of the area by curre 
Saddiebrooke/Pinal County residents. Therefore, it would be in the best interests of all involved that 
a continuation of the negotiations among SunZia, Robson Communities and the Arizona State Land 
be pursued and a mutually agpeed upon alternate route be developed for that portion of the line. 

Pinal County looks forward to the employment opportunities, tax revenue and renewable energy 
that the power line will bring and we hope that an alternate route which will lessen the impact to 
Saddlebrooke Ranch can be established. 

COUNTY MANAGER I 

135 North Pmal Street. Administrative Comple%, PO Box 827 Florence. AZ 85132 T 520-866-6212 FREE 888-431-1311 F 520-8666355 

www.pmalcountyaz gov 
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CONFORMANCE WITH THE 
REQUIREMENTS OF ARIZONA 

FOR A CERTIFICATE OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL COMPATABILITY 
AUTHORIZING THE SUNZIA 
SOUTHWEST TRANSMISSION 
PROJECT, WHICH INCLUDES THE 
CONSTRUCTION OF TWO NEW 500 KV 
TRANSMISSION LINES AND 
ASSOCIATED FACILITIES ORIGINATING 
AT A NEW SUBSTATION (SUNZIA 
EAST) IN LINCOLN COUNTY, NEW 
MEXICO, AND TERMINATING AT THE 
PINAL CENTRAL SUBSTATION IN PINAL 
COUNTY, ARIZONA. THE ARIZONA 
PORTION OF THE PROJECT IS 
LOCATED WITHIN GRAHAM, 
GREENLEE, COCHISE, PINAL, AND 
PIMA COUNTIES. 

REVISED STATUTES 40-360, ET SEQ., 
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SHAPIRO L A W  FIRM 
A P R O F E S S I O N A L  C O R P O R A T I O N  

SHAPIRO LAW FIRM, P.C. 
Jay L. Shapiro (No. 014650) 
18 19 E. Morten Avenue, Suite 280 
Phoenix, Arizona 85020 
Telephone (602) 559-9575 

Attorneys for Robsan Ranch Mountains, C 

BEFORE THE ARIZONA POWER PLANT 
AND TRANSMISSION LINE SITING COMMITTEE 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF 

STEVEN SORIANO 

October 13,2015 
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A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 

I. 

Q. 
A. 

Q. 
A. 

Q. 
A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 
A. 

INTRODUCTION, PURPOSE, AND SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY. 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

My name is Steven Soriano. 

Sun Lakes, Arizona 85248. 

BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND IN WHAT CAPACITY? 

I am employed as a Vice-president for Robson Communities, Inc. I also hold the 

titles of Vice-president and Assistant Secretary for Arlington Propem 

Management Company (“Arlington”), the manager of Robson Ranch Mountains, 

LLC (“RRM”). RRM is the developer of SaddleBrooke Ranch, a master planned 

adult active community. 

WHAT ARE YOUR RESPONSIBILITIES FOR RRM? 

As Vice-president of Arlington, I manage acquisitions, entitlement, product 

development, lead engineering and development, pricing and budgeting, sales 

contracts, and financial reporting. I perform these tasks as part of a larger team of 

professionals. 

WHAT WAS YOUR EDUCATIONAL AND EMPLOYMENT 

BACKGROUND BEFORE ROBSON? 

Before joining Robson Communities in 1995, I was employed as an auditor and a 

CPA with Kenneth LeventhaVErnst and Young in Phoenix and New York. 

In 199 1, I received my degree in business administration and accounting from State 

University of New York at Buffalo. 

WHAT OTHER POSITIONS HAVE YOU H LD WITH ROBSON? 

During my employment with Robson Communities, I have, at times, managed the 

various affiliated companies’ construction, engineering, marketing, finance and 

mortgage operations. Currently, in addition to my role in connection with our 

development activities, I am also responsible for the day-to-day operations of eight 

My business address is 9532 E. Riggs Road, 

E 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

11. 

Q. 
A. 

public service corporations providing water and wastewater utility services 

throughout central and southern Arizona. 

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED IN TRANSMISSION-RELATED 

REGULATORY PROCEEDINGS? 

No. But I have testified before the Arizona Corporation Commission in rate and 

financing proceedings for other Robson affiliates including Lago Del Oro Water 

Company, Pima Utility Company, and Quail Creek Water Company. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY IN THIS 

DOCKET? 

To express RRM’s concerns about the portion of the Bureau of Land 

Management’s (“BLM’) preferred routing for the SunZia Southwest Transmission 

Project (the “SunZia Project”). The route for these two 500 kV power transmission 

lines passes directly through SaddleBrooke Ranch, essentially altering the 

configuration and viability of our development. Fortunately, it is possible to move 

the portion of the proposed line intended to traverse SaddleBrooke Ranch to lands 

owned by the Arizona State Land Department (“State Lands”) not far away 

geographically but significantly distant in terms of the detrimental impacts. 

OVERVIEW OF THE SADDLEBROOKE RANCH DEVELOPMENT AND 
COMMUNITY. 

WHERE IS THE SADDLEBROOKE RANCH COMMUNITY LOCATED? 

SaddleBrooke Ranch is located north of Oracle Junction in Pinal County, Arizona, 

between Arizona Highway 77 and Arizona Stat Highway 79. The SaddleBrooke 

Ranch development encompasses more than 2500 acres and, upon build-out, will 

include more than 5,000 homes. 

4 
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A PROFESSIONAL C O R P O R A T I O N  

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

WHEN WAS THE SADDLEBROOKE RANCH COMMUNITE 

ESTABLISHED? 

The land was acquired in 1995. Final entitlements were obtained in Februq 

2000. The first home was closed in 2008 after construction of a water system 

a golf course, model homes, a clubhouse, and many other amenities. 

WHAT IS THE STATUS OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE 

SADDLEBROOKE RANCH COMMUNITY? 

The vast majority of SaddleBrooke Ranch, including the portion bisected b j  

SunZia’s requested route, has been zoned, and is subject to a planned area 

development overlay or PAD. In addition to nearly 400 occupied homes. 

SaddleBrooke Ranch currently has, among other things, a sales and design center 

with 11 furnished models, an 18-hole championship golf course with putting green 

and driving range, an extensive pickleball complex with 24 courts, a fitness centeI 

and spa with over 40,000 square feet that include indoor and outdoor swimming 

pools, men’s and women’s hair salons, massage rooms, aerobics and yoga 

facilities, a learning center, a creative arts room, billiards, and lighted tennis 

courts.’ A new pro shop is under construction. Construction of a large clubhouse 

and Creative Arts Center is also imminent. In fact, land development work for 

these amenities is already underway, and vertical construction should begin in a 

few months. The master plan provides for the construction of additional amenities 

and facilities, including golf and homes, unfortunately in the vicinity of the area 

that would be intersected by the SunZia Project.2i 

A Community Overview is attached as Exhibit SS-DT1. 
Exhibit SS-DT2 shows the details of the planned fbture amenities for SaddleBrooke 

Ranch. 
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A P R O F E S S I O N A L  C O R P O R A T I O N  

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

IT SOUNDS AS IF RRM HAS ALREADY MADE A SIGNIFICANT 

INVESTMENT IN SADDLEBROOKE RANCH. 

Yes, absolutely. RRM has always believed in the long-term potential of 

SaddleBrooke Ranch, and was making a huge investment back when other 

homebuilders were closing shop. Tens of millions of dollars have gone into 

developing the SaddleBrooke Ranch community. RRM’s affiliate, Mountain Pass 

Utility Com any, has also invested millions of dollars to construct a wastewater 

treatment fa ility that treats raw sewage for recharge to the aquifer and for golf 

course irrig f ion. 

DOESN’T SUCH A SUBSTANTIAL INVESTMENT BENEFIT PROVIDE A 

BROAD ECONOMIC BENEFIT? 

Yes. In fact, studies performed by the Center for Business Research at the Arizona 

State Univerfdy College of Business and by the Center for Economic Development 

and Research at the University of North Texas have confirmed the tremendous 

economic benefits of a Robson Resort Community. The study prepared by ASU, 

in June 2000, of the economic contributions of a Robson Resort Community 

estimated that the combined effects of spending for consumer goods and services 

by household, upon build-out, and the operations of the various homeowners 

associations would generate $1.9 billion in expenditures and $1 billion in earnings 

per year in 1999 dollars, and support 27,500 jobs. This is in addition to the direct 

construction and other jobs during the course of development. Respectfully, we 

onsideration to the effect of the do not believe that the BLM gave sufficient 

SunZia Project on SaddleBrooke Ranch and th investment being placed at risk, 

not to mention the employment considerations relating to SaddleBrooke Ranch. 
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III. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

THE IMPACTS OF THE SUNZIA PROJECT ON THE SADDLEBROOKE 
RANCH DEVELOPMENT AND COMMUNITY. 

DOES RRM AGREE WITH SUNZIA THAT THE TWO PROPOSED 

500 KV TRANSMISSION LINES ARE NECESSARY? 

We do not know if the entire 199-mile transmission line project is necessary. I am 

not qualified to offer an opinion on that issue and we will leave that up to the Line 

Siting Committee and other governmental agencies with jurisdiction to make those 

decisions. Our position is that if this major transmission line project is necessary, 

the portion planned to bisect our community should be moved where it will have 

far less impact. 

WOULD YOU PLEASE DESCRIBE EXACTLY HOW THE PROPOSED 

TWO, 500 KV TRANSMISSION LINES TRAVERSE THE 

SADDLEBROOKE RANCH PROPERTY? 

The requested route crosses the upper third of SaddleBrooke Ranch as shown on 

the map on page 13 of SunZia’s Application for Certificate of Environmental 

Compatibility (“CEC Application”) and the map attached to my testimony as 

Exhibit SS-DT3. 

BUT ISN’T THIS PORTION OF SADDLEBROOKL? RANCH 

UNDEVELOPED? 

We believe it inaccurate to consider any of the real property within the 

SaddleBrooke Ranch master plan as “undeveloped” in the same sense as the 

neighboring State Lands and agricultural land. This is land that currently is not 

sold but is still part of a large and ongoing construction and development project in 

accordance with the master plan. The zoning for the entire SaddleBrooke Ranch 

master plan is vested by virtue of the golf course, streets, infrastructure, amenities, 

and homes already constructed. A developer would never start a project as massive 
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A PROFPSSIONAL C O R P O R A ~ I O N  

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

as SaddleBrooke Ranch without the assurance of the ability to complete it. Now, at 

a minimum, the SunZia Project, as planned, threatens our ability to complete our 

development in accordance with the vested master plan. 

HOW EXACTLY WILL THE PROPOSED TRANSMISSION LINE 

IMPACT THE DEVELOPMENT OF SADDLEBROOKE RANCH PER THE 

VESTED MASTER PLAN? 

I think the starting point is to look at the substantial scope of the proposed SunZia 

Project. This project involves two 500 kV transmission lines passing through one 

mile of our property in a 2,500 foot corridor with 200 foot easements on either side 

of the transmission line.3 In addition, there will be 3-4 “transmission structures” 

ranging from 100 to 175 feet.4 Obviously, this major transmission project would 

impact anything we have planned for this portion of the community, and will 

detrimentally affect the marketability of other portions of the SaddleBrooke Ranch 

project. 

Specifically, projects in the northwest section of the SaddleBrooke Ranch 

community that would be directly impacted by the proposed SunZia Project 

include approximately 200 home sites, 18 holes of golf, and a clubhouse site. 

Beyond those direct impacts, the proposed line will impact the views and property 

values of other portions of SaddleBrooke Ranch. 

WERE THE IMPACTS ON SADDLEBROOKE RANCH CONSIDERED IN 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROPOSED SUNZIA PROJECT? 

The CEC application itself does not discuss the specific impacts on SaddleBrooke 

Ranch, though our development is referenced in some of the exhibits included in 

the 300+ page filing by SunZia. I do know that dve sent a letter to the BLM in 2012 

CEC Application at ES-1- ES-2. 
Id. 
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Q* 
A. 

Q. 
A. 

Q. 
A. 

Q. 
A. 

raising concerns with the portion of the line planned to go across SaddleBrooke 

Ranch.5 Obviously, given the result, our concerns were given inadequate 

consideration. 

SO WHAT YOU'RE REALLY SAYING IS "NOT IN OUR BACKYARD"? 

Yes. We have a 199-mile proposed project, less than 10 percent of which will be 

located on private lands. The SaddleBrooke Ranch community is private propertj 

that is paying a disproportionate price for the proposed SunZia Project, if it is ir 

fact necessary. 

WHAT DOES RRM PROPOSE THE LINE SITING COMMITTEE DO? 

Not approve the requested CEC Application if the line is going to continue to 

bisect SaddleBrooke Ranch. 

IS THERE AN AVAILABLE ALTERNATIVE? 

We believe there are alternative routes for the portion of the line that would 

traverse SaddleBrooke Ranch. Three possible alternatives are shown on the map 

attached to my testimony as Exhibit SS-DT3. These alternative routes would 

bypass SaddleBrooke Ranch primarily by crossing State Lands, leaving almost all 

199 miles of the two proposed 500 kV transmission lines on public lands. 

WON'T THAT IMPACT THE VALUE OF THE STATE LANDS? 

Possibly, someday. But we are talking about an existing master planned 

community already with nearly 400 homes and numerous improvements. RRM 
has invested tens of millions of dollars in bringing the SaddleBrooke Ranch 

community to its full potential. The 

from the existing jobs and tax 

community is already benefitting 

SaddleBrooke Ranch is already 

~ 

Exhibit SS-DT4. RRM recently raised similar conc rns to the Environmental Planning 
Group. See Exhibit SS-DT5. f 
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A P R O F E S S I O N A L  C O R P O R l T l O N  

Q. 
A. 

generating. SunZia touts the jobs and tax revenues its project will bring; we are 

already delivering these benefits to the community. 

And, I’m sorry, we fully support the efforts of our State Land Department 

But there is simply no comparison between the current and near-term value oi 

lands in SaddleBrooke Ranch and the impact of this proposed project on those 

lands and our continued development plans, and the alternative routes over State 

Lands. Those State Lands might one day have uses that might be impacted by 

what would be an existing transmission line project. We are here now, with currenl 

and continued development plans, and it will cost much more to condemn the 

SaddleBrooke Ranch property than it will the State Lands, demonstrating the 

marked difference in the value of the properties. 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY? 

Yes. 
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N Ew Resort-Style Amenities Expansion Plans 
I OPENING IN LATE FAL4 2015 I 
I 0 Pickleball Complex - 24 Courts 

~ I A  AMFNITV PI ANC I 
0 Clubhouse & Restaurant 

Bailroom/Auditorium with Stage 
- BanquWMeeting room spaces 
Full-Service Grille and Bar with 
Patio overlooking the Lake 
Private Dining Room 
Relaxing Fireside Lounge Area 
Outdoor Terraces 

@ Event Lawri/Stage 

@ Creative ~ r t s  Center " I  

ADDITIONAL FUTURE AMENITIES 

0 Additional Tennis Courts 

0 Bocce Courts 

0 Ail Faith Chapel 

L 

I CURRENT AMENITIES 

La Hacienda Club 
WhlrlpoOl, vhra FltneSS M W ,  TWIhlS IP 
Picklebail C o u a  Esparams Spa, 
tiombres ~arber Shop, Blsm Wnt8, 
MUltl-purpoSe ROOIVIS 

0 18-hole Championship 
Golf Course 

Q Tennis Courts 

0 Nature Wail 
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a 
Peter M. Gerstman 

Executive Vice President 
General Counsel 

Email: Peter.Gerstciian(iilRobroa.com 
(180) 895-4297 

August 13,2012 

Via e-mail and US Mail I 

Bureau of Land Management, Ne+ Mexico State Office 
P.O. Box 271 15 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87502-01 15 

Re: SunZia Southwest Traiismission Project 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

I am writing this letter on behalf of Robson Ranch Mountains, LLC (”Robson”) to object to the 
Bureau of Land Management’s preferred routing for the proposed SunZia Southwest Transmission Lines as 
that routing is set forth in the proposed Environmental Impact Statement. The portion to which we object is 
located north of Oracle Junction in Pinal County, Arizona, between Arizona highway 77 and Arizona State 
highway 79. An aerial photo of the area at issue is attached to this letter. The BLM’s proposed route in this 
area is part of the sub-route identified in the BLM’s draft environmental impact statemenifor this project as 
sub-route 4C2c. 

Robson is the developer of SaddleBrooke Ranch, a master-planned active adult community that, 
upon full build-out, is expected to eiicompass in excess of 2500 acres and more than 5,000 homes. The vast 
majority of the SaddleBrooke Ranah property, including the portion of SaddleBrooke Ranch that the BLM- 
preferred route crosses, has been zoned, is subject to a planned area development overlay district (“PAD”) 
and is subject to a Phased Protected Developmziit Right Plan with Pinal County, and a substantial poition of 
the pro-iect has already been developed. We only just became aware of the SunZia project. 

Robson has invested tens of millions of dollars in the SaddleBrooke Ranch project, which currently 
includes, among other things, a sales and design center with 10 furnished models (plus an additional model 
under construction), an 18-hole championship golf course with patting green apd driving range, and a fitness 
center and spa of over 40,000 square feet that include indoor and outdoor swimming pools, men’s and 
women’s hair salons, massage rooms, aerobics and yoga facilities, a learning center, a creative arts room, 
billiards, and lighted tennis courts and pickleball courts. In addition, a Robson afiliate has invested millions 
of dollars to construct a wastewater treatment facility that treats raw sewage to drinking water standards for 
recharge to the aquifer and golf course irrigation. The PAD and master plan provide for additional amenities 
and facilities, including golf and homes, in the vicinity of the area that wou d be traversed by the BLM- 
preferred SunZia route. 1 

The addition of two 500 kv ~ transmission lines in the northerly porlioh of SaddleBrooke Ranch has 
the potential to significantly affect and impair future development of the project, particularly within the 
northerly portion of the master plan. Although we have not made any attempt to evaluate the need for the 
SunZia project, we understand the general need for appropriate infrastructure to support future development 
and we support efforts to meet that need. AfEliates of Robson have coopetated fully in the past in the 
location of electric transmission lines through other Robson Resort Coininunities when necessary and where 
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’ Bureau of Land Management, New Mexico State Office 
August 13,2012 
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appropriate. This, however, is a different case. Without commenting on fhe vast majority of the BLM’s 
preferred route, there are relatively small adjustments that could be made to the route in the vicinity of 
SaddleBrooke Ranch that would have significant and positive effects for SaddleBrooke Ranch and for Pinal 
county. 

We understand that there are many considerations and interests the BLM must balance when 
choosing a route. However, the BLM appears not to have given suMicient consideration to the effect of its 
preferred route on the SaddleBrooke Ranch master plan, the huge investment being placed at risk by Robson 
in this project, and the employment considerations relating to SaddleBrooke Ranch. Because of our belief in 
the long-term potential of the SaddleBrooke Ranch location, as demonstrated by the success of the 
SaddleBrooke community, which is approximately 7 miles from SaddleBrooke Ranch, Robson made a huge 
investment in SaddleBrooke Ranch even as other homebuilders were closing shop. Studies performed in the 
past by the Center for Business Research at the Arizona State University College of Business and by the 
Center for Economic Development and Research at the University of North Texas have confirmed the 
tremendous economic benefits of a Robson Resort Community for the local economy. The study prepared 
by ASU in  June, 2000 of the economic contributions of SaddIeBrooke and SaddleBrooke Ranch estimates 
that the combined effects of spendihg for consumer goods and services by hauseholds in these two projects 
upon build-out and the ongoing operations of the homeowners’ associations will generate $1.9 billion in 
expenditures and $1 billion in earnihgs per year in 1999 dollars, and support 27,500 jobs. This is in addition 
to all of the direct construction and other jobs during the course of development. 

The zoning for the entire SaddleBrooke Ranch master plan is vested by virtue of the golf course, 
streets, infrastructure, amenities and homes already constructed in the southerly portion of SaddleBrooke 
Ranch. Zoning vests for the entire master plan because a developer would never start a project as massive as 
SaddleBrooke Ranch without some assurance of the ability of completing it, For similar reasons, we believe 
it is incorrect to think of real property within the SaddleBrooke Ranch master plan as “undeveloped” in the 
same sense as the neighboring State land and agricultural land. Development has not yet reached the 
location of the BLM-preferred route in SaddleBrooke Ranch, but the location is part of a large and ongoing 
construction and development project in accordance with a master plan. 

A relatively small adjustment in the routing in the vicinity of SaddleBrooke Ranch, taking the line to 
the north of SaddleBrooke Ranch before converging with the BLM-preferred route could have a tremendous 
economic effect, not only for Robson, but also for the County. This change, which is indicated in pink in the 
attachment, would not have any effect on the route in the vicinity of the San Pedro River. This adjustment 
would affect only a very small portion of sub-route 4C2c, meaning that the vast majority of sub-route 4C2c 
could remain the same. We would appreciztite the opportunity to work with the BLM, Pinal County and 
others to eff‘ect this minor moditkation. Of course, the SunZia-preferred route, as well as many sub-routes in 
Route Group 4, would avoid SaddleBrooke Ranch entirely. 

TG the extent there is a mailing list or email list of interested parties with respect to the SunZia 
project, please add my name. Pleas let me know if you need any additional information in order to assist 
you in evaluating Robson’s request +Jadjust the proposed route. Thank you. 
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Peter M. Gerstman 
Executive Vice President 

General Counsel 
(480) 895-4297 

Email: Peter.Cersttnan@Robson.m 

Arizona Corporaon Commission 
DOCKETED 

September 8,2015 

SEP a 0 2015 
ORIGINAL 

Environmental Planning Group 
4141 North 32”d Street, Suite 102 
Phoenix, AZ 8501 8 
Attention: Mickey Siegel, Project Manager 

Re: SunZia Southwest Transmission Project 
ACC Docket No. L-OOOOOW-15-0318-00171 

Dear Mr. Siegel: 

I am writing this letter on behalf of Robson Ranch Mountains, LLC (“Robson”) in 
response to your August 12, 20 15 letter concerning the SunZia Sonthwest Transmission Project. 
As T discussed with Tony De Luca of your company and as 1 explained in my letter dated August 
13,2012, to the Bureau of Land Management, New Mexico State Ofice, a portion of the BLM’s 
preferred routing for the proposed SunZia Southwest Transmission Lines goes right through 
SaddleBrooke Ranch, which is a master planned active adult community. SaddleBrooke Ranch is 
located north of Oracle Junction in Pinal County, Arizona, between Arizona Highway 77 and 
Arizona State Highway 79. An aerial photo of the area at issue is attached. The BLM’s proposed 
route in this area is part of the sub-route identified in the BLM’s draft environmental impact 
statement for this project as sub-route 4C2c. 

As the developer of SaddleBrooke Ranch, Robson has already invested tens of millions 
of dollars in the community. The SaddleBrooke Ranch property encompasses more than 2500 
acres and upon build-out will include more than 5,000 homes. The vast majority of the 
SaddleBrooke Ranch propem, including the portion of SaddleBrooke Ranch that the BLM- 
preferred route crosses, has been zoned, is subject to a planned area development overlay district, 
and is subject to a Phased Protected Development Right Plan with Pinal County. 

SaddleBrooke Ranch currently includes, among other things, a sales and design center 
with 1 1  furnished models, 18-hole championship golf course with putting green and driving 
range, an extensive pickleb 1 complex with 24 courts, a fitness center nd spa with over 40,000 
square feet that include ind or and outdoor swimming pools, men’s a d women’s hair salons, 
massage rooms, aerobics an yoga facilities, a learning center, a creativ arts room, billiards, and 
lighted tennis courts. In addikion, a Robson affiliate has invested million of dollars to construct a 
wastewater treatment facilit4, that treats raw sewage to drinking water tandards for recharge to 
the aquifer and for golf course irrigation. Construction of a large clubh use is imminent, as is a 
new Creative Arts Center. Land development work for these new amenities is underway, and 
vertical construction should begin within a few months. The master plan provides for additional 
amenities and facilities, including golf and homes, in the vicinity of the area that would be 
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Environmental Planning Group 
Attention: Mickey Siegel, Project Manager 
September 8,201 5 
Page 2 

traversed by the BLM-preferred SunZia route. And, of course, there are hundreds of people 
living in SaddleBrooke Ranch who have invested significant amounts in their homes for their 
retirement years. 

The addition of two 500 kv transmission lines in the northerly portion of SaddleBrooke 
Ranch has the potential to significantly affect and impair future development of the project. We 
understand the general need for appropriate infrastructure to support future development and we 
support efforts to meet that need. Affiliates of Robson have cooperated fidly in the past in the 
location of electric transmission lines through other Robson Resort Communities when necessary 
and where appropriate. This, however, is a different case. Without commenting on the vast 
majority of the BLM’s prefemed route, there are relatively small adjustments that could be made 
to the route in the vicinity of SaddleBrooke Ranch that would have significant and positive 
effects for SaddleBrooke Ranch and for Final County. 

We understand that there are many considerations and interests the BLM must balance 
when choosing a route. However, the BLM appears not to have given sufficient consideration to 
the effect of its preferred route on the SaddleBrooke Ranch master plan, the huge investment 
being placed at risk by Robson in this project, and the employment considerations relating to 
SaddleBrooke Ranch. Because of our belief in the long-term potential of the SaddleBrooke 
Ranch location, as demonstrated by the success of the SaddleBrooke community, which is 
approximately 7 miles from SaddleBrooke Ranch, Robson made a huge investment in 
SaddleBrooke Ranch even as other homebuilders were closing shop. Studies performed in the 
past by the Center for Business Research at the Arizona State University College of Business and 
by the Center for Economic Development and Research at the University of North Texas have 
confirmed the tremendous economic benefits of a Robson Resort community for the local 
economy. The study prepared by ASU in June, 2000 of the economic contributions of 
SaddleBrooke and SaddleBrooke Ranch estimates that the combined effects of spending for 
consumer goods and services by households in these two projects upon build-out and the ongoing 
operations of the homeowners’ associations will generate $1.9 billion in expenditures and $1 
billion in earningsperyear in 1999 dollars, and support 27,500 jobs. This is in addition to all of 
the direct construction and other jobs during the course of development. 

The zoning for the entire SaddleBrooke Ranch master plan is vested by virtue of the golf 
course, streets, infrastructure, amenities and homes already constructed in the community. 
Zoning vests for the entire master plan because a developer would never start a project as massive 
as SaddleBrooke Ranch without some assurance of the ability of completing it. For similar 
reasons, we believe it is incoprect to think of real property within the SaddleBrooke Ranch master 
plan as “undeveloped” in q e  same sense as the neighboring State land and agricultural land. 

the location of the BLM-preferred route in SaddleBrooke 
large and ongoing construction and development project in 

in the routing in the vicinity Of SaddleBrooke Ranch, 
Ranch before converging with the BLM-preferred 
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Environmental Planning Group 
Attention: Mickey Siegel, Project Manager 
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vicinity of the San Pedro River. This adjustment would affect only a very small portion of sub- 
route 4C2c, meaning that the vast majority of sub-route 4C2c could remain the same. We would 
appreciate the opportunity to work with the BLM, Pinal County and oihers to effect this minor 
modification. Of course, the SunZia-preferred route, as well as many sub-routes in Route Group 
4, would avoid SaddleBrooke Ranch entirely. 

Sincerely, 

.*-- 

cc: Edward J. Robson 
Pinal County Board qf Supervisors 
Arizona Corporation ICornmission 
Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee 
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RYLEY CARLQCK 
& A  P P L E W H I T E 

Attorneys 

A P R O F E S S I O N A L  C O R P O R A T I O N  

One North Central Avenue, Suite 1200 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-4417 

P 602.440.4800 F 602.257.9582 

Offices in Arizona & Colorado 
www.rca1aw.com 

Albert H. Acken 
Direct Line: 602-440-4874 
Direct Fax: 602-257-6974 
Email: aacken@rcalaw.com 

October 16, 2015 

Via Email and U.S. Mail 

Robson Ranch Mountains, LLC 
c/o Jay Shapiro 
Shapiro Law Firm, P.C. 
18 19 E. Morten Avenue, Suite 280 
Phoenix, Arizona 85020 

Re: SunZia Transmission, LLC Responses to Robson Ranch Mountains, LLC’s 
First Set of Data Requests; Docket No. L-OOOOOYY-15-0318-00171 

Dear Mr. Shapiro: 

Robson Ranch ountains, LLC (“Robson”) provided the First Set of Data Requests to 
SunZia Transmission, C (“SunZia”) on October 14, 2015. Herein are the responses fi-om 
SunZia. Tom Wray an %. Mark Etherton provided the information that forms the basis for the 
response. Their addresses are: 

Tom Wray 
Project Manager 
SunZia Transmiqsion, LLC 
3610 N. 44th Street, Suite 250 
Phoenix, AZ 85018 

Mark Etherton 
Engineering Manager 
SunZia Transmission, LLC 
3610 N. 44th Street, Suite 250 
Phoenix, AZ 85018 

Should you have any questions regarding these responses, please contact the 
undersigned. 

Sincerely, 

cc: Peter Gerstman 

Enclosure 

3894 175. I 
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RYLEY CARLOCK 
& A P P L E  W H I T  E 

Attorneys 

SPONSES FROM SUNZIA TRANSMISSION, LLC 
ROBSON’S FIRST SET OF DATA REQUESTS 

DOCKET NO. L-OOOOOYY-15-0318-00171 
OCTOBER 16,2015 

GENERAL OBJECTION: SunZia objects to the extent that the requests are overbroad, open- 
ended, make certain commercial and operational assumptions, and are irrelevant to the 
proceeding, and because SunZia lacks information to fully answer the request. 

1.1. Admit that the portion of the SunZia Project proposed to cross SaddleBrooke Ranch 
could alternatively be located on State Land property. If you deny, please explain the 
basis for your denial. 

SunZia incorporates its General Objection. Additionally, SunZia objects because this Request 
for Admission (RFA) is vague and ambiguous, as it asks whether the SunZia Project “could” 
be located on State Tru t Land property. It is unclear whether this RFA is requesting that 
SunZia admit that it is p ssible, from an engineering perspective to locate the Project on State 
Trust Land, or whether t e RFA is asking, from a legal perspective, if it is possible to locate 
the Project on State T st Land. Subject to the forgoing objections, without waiving the 
same, SunZia answers as i follows: 

Land Department (ASL i ). See SUN-7. SunZia has previously met with ASLD to inquire 

SunZia Denies the Requ st For Admission. The Proposed Route was identified and selected, 
by the BLM, during the NEPA Process with the input and consensus of the Arizona State 

whether it would be willing to grant a ROW on State Trust Lands in the area north of 
SaddleBrooke Ranch. ASLD has, repeatedly, indicated that it would not be willing, at this 
time, to grant a right-of-way on State Trust Lands in this area. SunZia has likewise expressed 
to Robson that it would support efforts to work with ASLD for approval to modify the 
Proposed Route, subject to the timing and notice requirements of the CEC Process. To date, 
Robson has not asked SunZia to actively participate in any discussion with the ASLD. 
Because the ASLD has jurisdiction over State Trust Land, and has indicated that it would not 
support a route north of the Proposed Route in the portion traversing SaddleBrooke Ranch, 
the SunZia Project cannot legally, at this time, be routed on State Trust Land to avoid 
SaddleBrooke Ranch. 

1.2. To what extent did SunZia consider the impacts of the SunZia Project on 
SaddleBrooke Ranch? In responding to this data requdst, please provide copies of any 
and all documents regarding the SunZia Project that leference SaddleBrooke Ranch. 
If such documents have already been provided, pleask identify by specific reference 
the location of documents and pages responsive to this ldata request. 

SunZia incorporates its General Objection. Additionally, SunZia objects because this Request 
is vague and ambiguous, as it is a compound and string sei-ies of questions and requests, 
which cannot be meaningfully understood without breaking-up the same in constituent parts. 

-2- 
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RYLEY CARLOCK 
& A  P P L E  W H I T  E 

Attorneys 

Additionally, it requests all documents “regarding” the SunZia Project that “reference” the 
SaddleBrooke Ranch.” The terms “regarding” and “reference,” as used in this context, are 
confusing, vague, ambigiuous, and potentially misleading. Subject to the forgoing objections, 
without waiving the same, SunZia answers as follows: 

Please see the following portions of the Final Environmental Impact Statement and Proposed 
Resource Management Plan Amendments for the SunZia Southwest Transmission Project in 
New Mexico and Arizona 3-232 (June 2013), Exhibit B-1 to the Application, SUN-1, all of 
which consider the impacts of the SunZia Project on SaddleBrooke Ranch: 

0 Bureau of Land Management, Final Environmental Impact Statement and 
Proposed Resource Management Plan Amendments for the SunZia Southwest 
Transmission Project in New Mexico and Arizona 3-232 (June 2013) 
“SaddleBrooke Ranch Golf Club was identified to have moderate concern 
recreation viewers . . .” 
Bureau of Land Management, Final Environmental Impact Statement and 
Proposed Resource Management Plan Amendments for the SunZia Southwest 
Transmission Project in New Mexico and Arizona 4-186 (June 2013) “Low 
impacts are anticipated for high sensitivity viewers at Oracle State Park and 
SaddleBrooke Ranch Golf Club because the Project would be viewed within 1 
mile; however, terrain and vegetation would screen the Project, thereby 
reducing contrast.” 
Bureau of Land Management, Final Environmental Impact Statement and 
Proposed IResource Management Plan Amendments for  the SunZia Southwest 
Transmission Project in New Mexico and Arizona 4-279 (June 2013) 
(SaddleBrooke Ranch is a residential subdivision, partially constructed, 
approximately 9 miles west of Oracle (Pima County) and is a past, present, 
future, and reasonably foreseeable future activity within the cumulative area of 
analysis). 
Bureau of Land Management, Final Environmental Impact Statement and 
Proposed fiesource Management Plan Amendments for the SunZia Southwest 
Transmission Project in New Mexico and Arizona 4-337 (June 2013) 
(SaddleBrooke Ranch is a specific project that would alter landscape scenery 
within the study area. “Th[is] development when added to the direct effects of 
the proposed Project, would incrementally convert natural landscapes into 
industrial landscapes, which overtime would adversely affect landscape 

Bureau of Land Management, Appendix C - Previous Cultural Resource 
Surveys: FED and Proposed Resource Mana 1 ement Plan Amendments for the 

scenery.”). 

SunZia Southwest Transmission Project in New Mexico and Arizona C-60 
(June 2013) (there was a previously conducted survey in Arizona titled “A 
Cultural Resources Survey of a 5.0-acre Parcel and 2.6 Miles of Access Road 
for the Proposed SaddleBrooke Ranch Substatjon, Pinal County, Arizona.”). 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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& A P P L E  W H I T E  

Attorneys 

e Bureau of Land Management, Appendix 0 4  - Viewing Locations: FEIS and 
Proposed Resource Management Plan Amendments for the SunZia Southwest 
Transmission Project in New Mexico and Arizona D4-7 (June 2013) (the 
SaddleBrooke Ranch Golf Club has overall a moderate viewing concern level). 
Bureau of Land Management, Appendix J.02 - Comments and Responses on 
Draft: FEIS and Proposed Resource Management Plan Amendments for the 
SunZia Southwest Transmission Project in New Mexico and Arizona J- 14 1 
(June 2013) (Robson Ranch Mountains, LLC, sent a letter objecting to the 
BLM's pteferred routing for SunZia.). 

e 

In addition, the CEC application, SUN- 1, specifically references SaddleBrooke Ranch in the 
following locations: 

e Application Exhibit B, p. B-1 I 

e Application Exhibit E, pp. E-4 to E-7 

e Application Figures G-4-3 and G-4-6 in Exhibit G 

e Application Exhibit A-2, Panels 2-e and 2-f. 

e Application Exhibit A-3, Panel 3-e and 3-f. 

e Application Exhibit H, pp. H-5 and H-8. 

Hearing Exhibits SUN-13 and SUN-14 also reference SaddleBrooke Ranch. 

Because Robson has access to these documents, online, and a copy of the same, only the 
citations have been provided herein. 

1.3. Describe any and all mitigation proposed for the portion of the SunZia Project 
proposed to be located on andor with the SaddleBrooke Ranch development. In 
responding to thiis data request, please provide copies of any and all documents 
referencing mitigation efforts relating to SaddleBrooke Ranch. If such documents 
have already been provided, please identify by specific reference the location of 
documents and pages responsive to this data request. 

SunZia incorporates its General Objection. Additionally, SunZia objects because this Request 
is vague and it is a compound and string series of questions and requests, 

understood without breaking-up the same in constituent parts. 
without waiving the same, SunZia answers as follows: 

I 
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& A P P L E  W H I T E  

Attorneys 

Mitigation measures associated with the SunZia Project, which will include mitigation 
measures proposed for the portion of the Proposed Route “located on and/or with [sic] the 
SaddleBrooke Ranch development” are identified in the FEIS and Proposed Resource 
Management Plan Amendments for the SunZia Southwest Transmission Project in New 
Mexico and Arizona (June 201 3 )  and Record of Decision (January 201 5 )  regarding the same, 
at Appendix E thereof. The contents of the same are incorporated by reference, as though 
they are fully stated herein. The proposed mitigation measures which may apply to the 
portion of the Proposed Route “located on and/or with [sic] the SaddleBrooke Ranch 
development” have been previously provided to, or otherwise readily available to, Robson at 
the following: ’ 

0 Standard and Selective Mitigation Measures would be utilized. The Standard 
and Selective Mitigation measures are identified at 
littp://www.blm.~ov/style/i~edialib/bl~~/nm/pro~ams/~nore/lands and realty/s 
unzidsunzia docs.Par.89255 .File.dat/SunZia ROD Appendix%20E- 
Mitination%2OMeasures.~df (last visited October 16,201 5) .  
SunZia has agreed that modified tower design or alternate tower type would be 
used to minimize ground disturbance, operational conflicts, visual contrast, 
and/or avian conflicts. 
SunZia has agreed that at highway, canyon, and trail crossings, structures are 
to be placed at the maximum distance practicable from the crossing to reduce 
visual impacts. 

0 

0 

SunZia expressed to Robson, on October 14, 2015, a willingness to support efforts to 
coordinate with the ASLD to adjust the Proposed Route, subject to the notice requirements of 
the LSC. In addition, %unZia continues to be willing to work with Robson to identify 
additional mitigation measures within SaddleBrooke Ranch, subject to the notice 
requirements of the LSC. 

Please note that hardcopies cao be provided, if requested, but to expedite our response we have included I 

hyperlinks herewith. Please advise if hardcopies should be mailed. 



Arizona tribes that participated in general Project consultation and the Section 106 process 
include: Tohono O’odhbm Nation, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
Indian Community, Ak-Chin Indian Community, San Carlos Apache, and White Mountain 
Apache. 

Consultation with appropriate land management agencies, tribes, and State Historic Preservation 
Offices is ongoing. A Programmatic Agreement, which establishes a project-specific procedure 
for complying with the NHPA, including procedures to follow during the execution of the 
Project, has been executed by all requested parties. 

Visual Resources 

Changes to views from sensitive public viewing locations and modifications that would alter the 
landscape character (scenery) of natural lands were the primary factors considered for identifying 
and characterizing impacts related to visual resources. Impacts to scenery and views from 
residential, travel routes, and recreation areas were assessed. Additionally, compliance with 
visual resource management objectives and adherence with resource management plans for 
federal lands were also assessed. Standard and selective mitigation measures and Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) would reduce impacts to scenery and viewers. 

Visual impacts that may occur with construction and operation of the Proposed Route include the 
following: 

Moderate-High impacts to Class A landscapes are aqticipated at the San Pedro River 
Crossing. Moderate-High impacts are anticipated wher the Project would cross Class B 
lands where modifications to the landscape introduce s t ong contrast to scenery (e.g. new 
access roads over rolling hills and no existing structures). Moderate to Low-Moderate 
impacts would occur on Class B lands where modifications to the landscape are moderate 
as a result of project construction. Low-Moderate to Low impacts are anticipated for 
Class B and C landscapes where modifications to the landscape as a result of project 
construction are minimal. 

Limited areas of Moderate-High impacts are anticipated for residences north of Willcox, 
north of Eloy (near the Pinal Central Substation), and dispersed residences south of San 
Manuel and west of Oracle. Moderate to Low impacts were identified for residences 
associated with the following communities: Cascabel, Redington, San Manuel, and 
Oracle (including Saddlebrooke Ranch), and Eloy. 

High impacts to recreation viewers associated with the Arizona National Scenic Trail are 
expected to occur. Moderate and Moderate-high impacts are anticipated for Hot Wells 
Dune O W  Recreation Area and the recreation area access road, respectively. Recreation 
viewers would also have moderate-high impacts associated with the Buehman Canyon 
Trail and the A7 Ranch. Moderate to Low impacts are anticipated for Oracle State Park 
and associated trails. 

High impacts would occur for viewers along Pima county designated Scenic route 
Redington Road. Moderate-high impacts are anticipa ed for Cascabel Road, SR 77, 

Redington Road, and Park Link Drive. 
Muleshoe Ranch Road, Black Hills Mine Roadca taha  t Ridge, Webb Road, North 
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Class B lands that exhibit a unique agrarian setting in the arid southwest. Cultural modifications 
that have locally modified these landscapes include HVTLs (500 kV and 345 kv), Pinal Central 
Substation, local transportation routes, unpaved roads, and development associated with the 
agriculture processing facilities north of Eloy. 

Class C landscapes crossed by the Proposed Route are associated with the San Simon and 
Sulphur Springs Valleys and plains south of the Galiuro Mountains (links B 160b, B 170, C 1 10 
and C260, respectively), and in the creosote dominated Upland Sonoran Desert north of the 
Picacho Mountains (linQ C670 to C830). Cultural modifications that have locally modified 
landscapes associated with Class C include HVTLs (500 kV and 345 kV), pipelines, and paved 
and unpaved roads. 

A limited area of Class A landscape crossed by the Proposed Route is associated with the San 
Pedro River (link 201). These landscapes are characterized by the meandering form of the San 
Pedro River and the diverse riparian vegetation that is adjacent to and interwoven within the 
river itself. Cultural modifications that have locally modified landscapes associated with Class A 
scenery include HVTLs (345 kV), local transportation routes, and unpaved roads. 

Sensitive Viewer Inventory 

Visual Sensitivity reflects the degree of concern for change in the scenic qualit! of the natural 
landscape or existing conditions from a sensitive viewpoint in the study area. Sensitive viewers 
identified within the study area include residential, recreation, and travel route viewers as 
described below. 

Residential 

Concentrations of residential viewers, which are associated with a high sensitivity level, are 
located north of Willox in the San Maimel and Oracle area (including Saddlebrooke Ranch), and 
north Eloy along links C110, C450, C670, C680, and C880a. In these locations, there are 
residences that occur in close proximity to existing HVTL corridors. Smaller residential 
concentrations are located in Cascabel along links C261 and C201, Redington (Link C441) and 
west of Oracle (Link C680). Dispersed low-density rural residences are located in proximity to 
the aforementioned towns. 

Recreation I 

Sensitive recreation viewers associated with the Project include Wilderness Areas, Areas of 
Critical Environmental Co cern (ACEC), National Forest Lands, state park, trails, golf courses, 
OHV areas, and dispersed P recreation. High sensitivity level recreation viewers include portions 
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of the Peloncillo Mount ins Wilderness (including Peloncillo Mountains Wilderness Study Area 
[WSA] (Link B160b), t t e Hot Wells Dune OHV area (Link B160b), the Rincon Mountains 
Wilderness (Links C201 and C441), Oracle State Park (including Bellota Trail Loop, Granite 
Overlook Trail Loop, Manzanita Trail, Mariposa Trail, Nature Trail Loop, Wildlife Corridor 
Trail, and the Historic Kannally Ranch House) (Link C670), and the Arizona Trail Trailhead 
(Tiger Mine) and associated trail (Link C66 1). Moderate sensitivity level recreation viewers 
include the Northern Peloncillo Mountains ACEC (Link B160b), portions of the Coronado 
National Forest (Link C141), A7 Ranch (C441), San Manuel Golf Club, Saddlebrooke Ranch 
Golf Club, and Pinal Codnty Fairgrounds near links C441, C450, C680, and C880a, respectively. 

Project, (3) viewing 

Travel Routes 

condition, (4) visibility (screened or backdropped views), and ( 5 )  viewer 

Travel routes with associated scenic, historic, andor auto tour route designations include 
Redington Road (Link C441), Control Road (Mount Lemmon Highway FR38) (Link C661), 
SR 77, and SR 79 (Pinal Pioneer Parkway). Moderate sensitivity Ievel travel routes include 
portions of I- 10 and US Routes 19 1 and 287, Fort Grant Road, Three Links Road, Cascabel Road 
(Link 261), Ocotillo Road, and SR 76 (San Pedro River Road) (Link C441). Moderate sensitivity 
level recreation accesdfour-wheel drive roads include Muleshoe Ranch Road (link C260), Black 
Hills Mine Roadca taha  Ridge (Link C450), and Buehman Canyon Trail. 

Impact Methodology I 
The purpose of the visual impact assessment was to identify and characterize the level of visual 
change to the landscape and views from sensitive viewers that would result from the construction 
and operation of the Proposed Route. The following text describes the process used to measure 
visual contrast and associated visual impacts in context with landscape scenery and sensitive 
viewers. 



I .  

sensitivity (high or moderate). Generally, for sensitive viewers, as distance from the Project 
increases, the perception of visual contrast decreases. For this study, Project-specific distance 
zones were established based on visibility thresholds specific to 500 kV transmission line 
facilities. Visibility is the perception of form, line, color, texture, and other visual elements in the 
landscape. These elements become less detailed and obvious as distance from a viewpoint 
increases. 

Impacts are anticipated to be highest where new structures are introduced into the landscape for 
residential viewers with unobstructed views of the Project within the immediate foreground 
distance zone. Residences with similar viewing conditions would have reduced impacts where 
the Project would be co-located with or parallel existing transmission lines, because structure 
contrast is reduced. 

ImDact Results 

Scenery Impacts 

Scenery impacts for the Proposed Route are predominantly Moderate to Moderate-High for Class 
B landscapes, Low for Class Cy and Moderate-High for approximately one mile of Class A 
landscape associated with the San Pedro River crossing. 

Moderate to Moderate-H’ impacts for Class B landscape were identified in the San Simon 
(links B160c), the San Pe r ro Valleys (links C201, C441, and C450), and the Tortolita Foothills 
(Link C680, (2818). Thesq impacts are anticipated to occur within the bajada landscapes where 
the terrain is moderately dissected and does not parallel existing transmission lines. 

Low-moderate impacts are anticipated to occur within Class B scenery where the Project 
parallels existing transmission lines (Links C71, C110, C212, C260, C680, and C880a). Low- 
moderate to Low impacts would also occur within Class C scenery associated with valley plains 
(Links B160b, C110, C260, and C860). Low impacts to Class C scenery are anticipated where 
the Project would parallel existing transmission lines or pipeline facilities. 

Residential 

The majority of impacts for residential viewers range from Mod 
located adjacent to existing transmission lines. In these 

to Low where the Project is 
contrast would be reduced 

because existing access roads would be used for construction. These residences are located north 
of Willcox, in the San Manuel and Oracle area, including Saddlebrooke Ranch (refer to 
simulation Figures G-4-3 r)nd G-4-6 in Exhibit G), and north o Eloy along links C110, C450, 

CEC Application 
Exhibit E 

C670, C680, and C880a. Moderate to Low impacts were I lso identified for the smaller 
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traildtrailheads) (Link 
background (beyond two 

residential concentrations associated with Cascabel and Redington (along links C261 and C201 
and Link C441, respectively) and west of Oracle (Link C680). In these locations, the Proposed 

~ ~ 0 

C450). For this region of the Project, views would occur in the 
miles) and would be screened and baLkdropped by local topography 

Project is located over two miles away with partially screened views. 

sensitivity viewers at 0rac.e 
Ranch Golf Club (refer to 

Moderate impacts are anticipated for dispersed residences south of San Manuel (Link C450 and 
C441).These impacts are based primarily on distance from the Project to the viewer in context 
with rolling hills which would partially screen the Project. Moderate-High to Moderate impacts 
are anticipated in limited areas where residences are within 0.5 miles of the Project with partial 
screening based on topography and vegetation (Rosendo Road residence). 

State Park (and associated trails/vlisitor areas) and Saddlebrooke 
s.mulation Figure G-4-3 in Exhibit G). IFor these locations (links C66 1 

Dispersed residences in agricultural lands north of Willcox and Eloy would have level 
foreground views of the Project (links CllO and C880a, respectively). However, the Project 
would be seen in context with existing transmission lines, resulting in Moderate impacts. 
Moderate-High impacts would occur in limited situations where residences are located between 
the Proposed Route and existing facilities. 

Future Residences 

The Saddlebrooke Ranch subdivision is expected to expand with an ultimate build-out north of 
the Proposed Route. Effects are anticipated to be Moderate for high-sensitivity viewers in the 
future expansion. 

Recreation 

i 
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0 
industrial, and a utility 

trust lands, whether or not they are leased by the County for open space purposes. If these 
lands become privately held during the lifespan of this plan, they will be treated as 
Resource Sensitive unless otherwise designated through a plan amendment process. 
Residential Gross Density: None, other than allowances for life estates, ranch caretakers 
and similar uses. 

corridor. 

I 
, 

Pinal County 

The Pinal County Comprehensive Plan (2009) updated (2014) was reviewed in order to identify 
planned land use and growth areas located in the vicinity of the Proposed Route. The Proposed 
Route enters Pinal Comity on Arizona State Trust Land along Link C450 (milepost 5) and 
continues through and nbar multiple areas designated in the plan as “Moderate Low Density 
Residential,” in and around the communities of San Manuel and Oracle (Link C670). Existing 
homes in areas surrounding San Manuel and Oracle are widely dispersed and located within the 
area designated “very low residential” according to the plan. 

The Proposed Route crosses the Tri-Communities and West Pinal Growth Areas as described in 
the Growth Area Plan of the Comprehensive Plan. 

rn Tri-Communities Growth Area: The SR 77 corridor extending from the Tucson 
metropolitan area through Oracle Junction to the Town of Mammoth is the spine of the 
Tri-Communities Growth Area. Growth is anticipated to occur in this area due to its 
proximity to Tuc on, state highway access and environmental resources. The Tri- 
Communities Gr h Area identifies High and Mid-Intensity Mixed Use Activity 
Centers at Oracle f Junction, a Mid-Intensity Activity Center in San Manuel and Low 
Intensity Activity Centers in Oracle and Mammoth. 
West Pinal Growth Area: The West Pinal growth area encompasses much of the cities 
of Casa Grande, Eloy, Coolidge, Florence, and Maricopa. Within this growth area, the 
plan identifies a mix of High and Mid-Intensity Mixed Use Activity Centers and 
numerous large parcels of employment land identified by the municipalities. The 
development of these activity centers and employment areas will significantly add to the 
job base of Pinal County. The residential development planned within the activity centers 
will also change the development pattern considerably within this Growth Area. 
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