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Abstract: A DOE Presidential Permit is required before anyone can construct, connect, operate, and 
maintain an electric transmission line across the U.S. border. On August 17, 2000, TEP applied to 
DOE/FE for a Presidential Permit to construct a double-circuit 345,000 volt (345-kV) electric 
transmission line to transmit 500 MW of electricity.  The transmission line would begin south of Tucson, 
Arizona, in the vicinity of Sahuarita, cross the U.S.-Mexico border near Nogales, Arizona, and continue 
into Mexico. TEP anticipates using 400 MW of capability for transport of energy between the United 
States and Mexico.  The proposed transmission line would also provide a redundant path for the energy 
that is currently transmitted over an existing 115-kV transmission line from Tucson to Nogales.  The local 
Nogales utility, Citizens Communications, has committed to the purchase of 100 MW of transmission 
capacity to allow for future load growth.   
 
The issuance of a Presidential Permit for this project would constitute a major Federal action within the 
meaning of the National Environmental Policy Act.  Because the proposed transmission line would 
traverse lands managed by the BLM and the USFS, both the BLM and the USFS are cooperating agencies 
for this EIS.  Additionally, because TEP would undertake construction at the international border, 
concurrence from the U.S. Section, International Boundary and Water Commission is required.  
  
Three alternative transmission line corridors (the Western Corridor, Central Corridor, and Crossover  
Corridor) are analyzed in this EIS, as well as the “No Action” alternative.  The Notice of Availability of  
the Draft EIS was published by the Environmental Protection Agency in the Federal Register on August  
22, 2003 (68 FR 50768), which initiated a minimum 45-day comment period that ended on October 14, 
2003.  Volume II of this EIS contains transcripts from the public hearings, copies of all comments 
received, and the Federal agencies’ responses.  To the extent feasible, changes in the Final EIS are 
indicated by a double underline (for minor changes)  and by a sidebar in the margin (for larger changes).  
The Final EIS will be used by DOE and the Federal agency officials to ensure that they have the 
information needed for informed decision- making. The decisions themselves will be issued subsequent to 
the Final EIS, in the form of a Record of Decision for each agency, or as a letter of concurrence.  
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1.0 PUBLIC COMMENT PROCESS 

This chapter of the Comment Response Document (CRD) describes the public comment process for the 
Tucson Electric Power Company Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS).  Section 1.1 describes how comments were acquired and analyzed.  Section 1.2 discusses 
the public hearing format that was used to solicit comments from the public.  Section 1.3 describes the 
organization of this document and Section 1.4 provides guidance on the use of this document to assist the 
reader.  Section 1.5 discusses the major comments and changes to the Draft EIS (referenced in this Final 
EIS) resulting from the public comment process. 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

In July 2003, the Federal agencies published the Draft EIS, which assessed the environmental impacts 
associated with constructing a double-circuit, 345-kV transmission line approximately 65 mi (104 km) in 
length.  The proposed transmission line would originate at TEP’s existing South Substation, which is 
located approximately 15 mi (24 km) south of Tucson in Sahuarita, Arizona, and 1.4 mi (2.2 km) east of 
Interstate 19 (I-19) in Pima County, Arizona.  From the South Substation, the proposed transmission line 
would run south of Tucson, Arizona to a new Gateway Substation outside Nogales, Arizona in Santa Cruz 
County.  From the Gateway Substation, the proposed 345-kV line would continue across the U.S.-Mexico 
border and interconnect with the Mexico electric grid.   
 
The specific actions that would be taken to connect TEP’s 345-kV line to the Mexican electric grid are 
not known.  TEP has indicated that further consultation between TEP and the Comisión Federal de 
Electricidad [CFE, the national electric  utility of Mexico], is dependent upon TEP receiving a 
Presidential Permit for the Proposed Project.  Nonetheless, it is reasonably foreseeable that a transmission 
line would need to be built from the Santa Ana Substation in Mexico, which is located approximately 65 
miles (105 km) southwest of Nogales, to connect with TEP’s proposed 345-kV line that would terminate 
across the  U.S.-Mexican border.  The specific routing of such a transmission line has not yet been 
determined.  CFE and TEP would jointly determine what entity is responsible for designing and 
constructing the portion of the connecting transmission line in Mexico.  The most likely entity to be 
responsible for the construction in Mexico is CFE, although it is possible that TEP may construct a 
portion of the transmission line in Mexico.  It is also possible that CFE could construct a new substation 
in the Nogales, Sonora area that would serve as the connecting point to TEP’s proposed 345-kV line.  
However, even in that event, the  transmission line between the Santa Ana Substation and the new 
substation would still be required, as described above, in order to connect TEP’s 345-kV line with the 
Mexican electric grid.   The proposed line could both export  electricity to, and import electricity from, 
Mexico.  

The Draft EIS evaluated the environmental impacts associated with constructing a proposed transmission 
line in three alternative corridors: (1) Western Corridor; (2) Central Corridor; and (3) Crossover Corridor.  
The Draft EIS also evaluated the No Action Alternative of not building the proposed transmission line.   

The Notice of Availability of the Draft EIS was published by the EPA in the Federal Register on August 
22, 2003 (68 FR 50768), which initiated a minimum 45-day comment period that ended on October 14, 
2003.  During the comment period, public hearings were held in Green Valley, Arizona on September 25, 
2003 and in Nogales, Arizona on September 26, 2003.  Notification of the public hearings was 
accomplished through a variety of media.  The time and location of the hearings were posted in DOE’s  
Notice of Availability and on DOE’s project website at www.ttclients.com/TEP.  In addition, 
announcements were placed in newspapers and read on local radio stations in Tucson, Green Valley, and 
Nogales, Arizona.  In Tucson, the announcements were printed in the Arizona Daily Star/Tucson Citizen 
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on September 14, 21, 24 and 25, 2003.  In Green Valley, the announcements were printed in the Green 
Valley News on September 17, 19 and 24, 2003, and radio announcements were made from September 22 
through September 24, 2003.  In Nogales, the announcements were printed in Nogales International on 
September 19, 23 and 26, 2003, and radio announcements were made in Spanish from September 23 
through September 25, 2003, on Spanish language radio stations. 

At each hearing, DOE received oral and written comments on the Draft EIS.  In addition, the public was 
encouraged to provide comments via a toll-free comment line, U.S. mail, fax, e-mail or on the internet 
through the DOE website.  The Federal agencies have considered and responded in this Final EIS to all of 
the comments received.  This CRD describes the public comment process in detail and contains 
transcripts from the public hearings, copies of all comments received, and the Federal agencies  
responses. 

In addition to the public hearings, the public was encouraged to provide comments via mail, fax, email, 
internet through the DOE project website, or a DOE toll-free phone number.   

Attendance at each hearing is presented in Table 1-1.  Attendance numbers are based on the number of 
participants who completed and returned registration forms and may not include all of those present at the 
hearings.   
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Table 1-1.  Summary of Public Hearing Attendance. 

Hearing Date 
Total 

Attendance Speakers 
Green Valley Hearing, 3 p.m. 9/25/03 51 17 
Green Valley Hearing, 7 p.m. 9/25/03 31 14 
Nogales Hearing, 1 p.m. 9/26/03 30 14 
Nogales Hearing, 5 p.m. 9/26/03 17 5 
Total Number   129 50 

In addition to comments received at the public hearings, comments were also received during the public 
comment period through other means described above.  The number of comments recorded (i.e., the 
number of individual points within a comment document) and the number of documents received via 
other methods are presented in Table 1-2.  Chapter 2 of this CRD contains copies of the documents 
received by the Federal agencies and their responses to the corresponding comments.  

Table 1-2.  Document and Comment Submission Overview. 
Method of Submissiona Documents Received Total Comments Received 

Mail 128 1,007 
Fax 5 26 
Toll-free phone number 1 1 
Emails 177 525 
Public Hearing Transcripts 4 152 
Bulk email #1b 1,109 5,545 
Bulk email #2b 7 42 
Total 1,431 7,298 
a  Comment document was counted as one submission if the commentor submitted the same comments via  
    a number of methods.     
b  Section 1.3 of this CRD provides explanation of the bulk emails. 

1.2 PUBLIC HEARING FORMAT 

The public hearings were conducted by Federal agency representatives involved in the project.  A court 
reporter was also present to provide a verbatim transcript of the proceedings and record all formal 
comments that the public presented.  The transcripts are available in the DOE Public Reading Rooms, on 
the internet at www.ttclients.com/tep, and in Chapter 2 of this CRD. 

The format used for each hearing included a brief summary of the proposed project and a discussion of 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process.  The hearing was then opened for any attendee 
who wished to make a comment.     
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1.3 ORGANIZATION OF THIS COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT 

This CRD is organized into the following sections: 

• Chapter 1 describes the public comment process and contains tables to assist readers to locate 
attendees, commentors, and comments and responses in Chapter 2 of this CRD. 

• Chapter 2 contains scanned copies of comment documents received during the public comment period 
on the left side of each page and the Federal agencies’ responses to the comment on the right side.1    
The comment documents were categorized and appear in the following order in Chapter 2:                 
(1) Federal, Tribal, state, and local officials and agencies; companies; organizations; and special 
interest groups; (2) public hearing transcripts; (3) members of the general public; (4) bulk emails; and 
(5) multiple signatory letters.  

Table 1-3 identifies the individuals who attended public hearings.  An asterisk beside the attendee’s name 
denotes that the individual spoke at the hearing, and the table provides the pages (within Section 2.1) 
where the attendees’ comments can be found in the public hearing transcripts with the Federal agencies’ 
responses to the corresponding comments.   

Table 1-4 consists of Federal, Tribal, state, and local officials and agencies; companies; organizations; 
and special interest groups that submitted comments, listed by organization in alphabetical order with the 
names of the particular individuals who submitted those documents, and the pages (within Section 2.2) 
where the organizations’ comments and the Federal agencies’ responses can be found.  

Table 1-5 consists of a list of members of the general public who submitted comments.  The commentors 
are listed by last name and first name, followed by the pages (within Section 2.3) where the comments 
and the Federal agencies’ responses appear. 

Some commentors submitted the same comments via a number of methods (e.g., fax and mail).  In this 
instance, the comments were analyzed to ensure that they were the same comments, and if they were 
exactly the same, the comments were counted as one submittal.  The more legible submittal was included 
in this Volume.  

Some commentors submitted documents that were substantively very similar and have been classified as 
bulk email.  Two sets of bulk emails were received. These bulk emails were conducted by various 
organizations and special interest groups.  Although multiple copies were received of each bulk email, 
only one document of each set is included in Chapter 2 (Section 2.4).  The bulk emails include those 
submitted to the U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service (USFS) and to DOE.  Some bulk email 
documents contained unique comments in addition to the similar portion of the bulk email, and these 
comment documents were treated and evaluated as individual comment documents (listed in Table 1-5).  
Table 1-6 identifies the individuals who submitted documents as part of the bulk email (excluding those 
that contained unique comments as described above) and the page number where the bulk email and the 
Federal agencies’ responses can be found.   

Table 1-7 identifies the individuals who submitted multiple signatory documents and the page numbers 
(within Section 2.5) where the multiple signatory documents and the Federal agencies’ responses can be 
found.   

                                                 
1  In a few cases, when numerous pages with no comments were submitted by a commentor, scanned 
copies of those pages were put on the right side of the page in order to reduce the size of the EIS. 
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1.4 HOW TO USE THIS COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT 

Names and organizations are listed in each table as described above.  The page number listed in the table 
indicates where the document and the Federal agencies’ response appear.  Chapter 2 contains the 
document on the left side of the page, with sidebars identifying each individual point or comment and a 
comment number that corresponds to the Federal agencies’ response that appears on the right side of the 
page.  Note that the comment responses use the term “Federal agencies” to collectively mean DOE (the 
lead Federal agency) and the cooperating agencies (USFS and the U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau 
of Land Management [BLM]) preparing this EIS. Any references to Section numbers (e.g., “See Section 
3.3”) in the comment responses refer to text in the Final EIS, unless specifically noted as a reference to 
either the Draft or Final EIS. 

1.5 CHANGES FROM THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

The Federal agencies have changed the Draft EIS in response to comments or to reflect new information.  
A brief discussion of the more significant changes is provided below.  

Purpose and Need, Range of Reasonable Alternatives, and Background Information.  Chapters 1 
and 2 were reorganized and augmented to clarify the roles of each Federal agency in the review of TEP’s 
proposed project, and to describe the range of reasonable alternatives that a Federal agency is required to 
evaluate for an applicant-initiated project such as TEP’s proposed project.  The Federal agencies also 
included additional background information on the origin of TEP’s proposal and on the NEPA process.  

Connecting 115-kV Transmission Line in Nogales, Arizona.  The Federal agencies revised the EIS to 
evaluate TEP’s proposed 115-kV transmission line between the proposed Gateway Substation and the 
existing Valencia Substation in Nogales, Arizona. The construction of this 115-kV transmission line is an 
action that is connected to construction of the proposed 345-kV transmission line.  Chapter 2 has been 
revised to describe the proposed 115-kV transmission line, Chapter 3 has been revised to describe the 
environment that would be affected by its construction and operation, and Chapter 4 has been revised to 
present the potential environmental effects from its construction and operation.  Other sections of the EIS 
were revised as appropriate to reflect the proposed 115-kV transmission line.  A  Biological Assessment 
for this 115-kV transmission line was added as Appendix K.  

Additional Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study in the Final EIS.  Five new  
alternatives are briefly considered in the Final EIS because they were raised in the public hearings and in  
the written comments on the Draft EIS, but were not addressed in the Draft EIS.  As discussed in Section  
2.1.5 of the Final EIS, these alternatives have been considered but were determined to be unreasonable  
and were eliminated from further analysis: (1) upgrading existing transmission lines; (2) conservation of  
electricity; (3) underground construction of the 345-kV line in lieu of aboveground support structures; (4) 
construction of a 115-kV line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line; and (5) an optional route for the 
Western and Crossover Corridors that avoids the Caterpillar Facility.  In addition, Section 2.1.5 of the 
Final EIS has been amended to add a description of the potential environmental impacts that could be 
associated with a new power generating facility.  

Optional Sub-Routes Added for the Central Corridor and the Crossover Corridor.  Within one 
stretch of the Coronado National Forest, an optional sub-route for the Central Corridor and the Crossover 
Corridor was added to the analysis.  The Draft EIS only included a route (Option 1) that circumvented the  
IRA because there was a perceived need to avoid that portion of the existing EPNG pipeline ROW that is  
also designated as an IRA.  However, based on public comments, the Federal agencies decided that a sub- 
route following the EPNG pipeline ROW would be a reasonable option for the transmission lines through  
the Coronado National Forest.  Therefore, the new Option 2 follows the EPNG pipeline ROW and does  
not circumvent the 1.9-mi (3.1-km) stretch of the EPNG pipeline ROW that is also designated as an IRA.    
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Cumulative Impacts. The Federal agencies revised Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts, in the Final EIS to 
better assess cumulative impacts, including those from reasonably foreseeable actions. Table 5.4-1 was 
added to the Final EIS to provide a summary comparison of the cumulative impacts by resource area and 
identify any differences in cumulative impacts for the Western, Central, and Crossover Corridors.  The 
revisions to Chapter 5 provide additional information on new power plants in Mexico and southern 
Arizona in the vicinity of the proposed project, and air quality impacts in the U.S.-Mexico border region.  

Safety. Section 4.10, Human Health and Environment, of the Final EIS has been revised to include a 
discussion of the safety considerations of locating a 345-kV transmission line in the vicinity of the natural 
gas pipeline.  

Biological Resources. The Federal agencies revised Sections 3.3 and 4.3, Biological Resources, in the 
Final EIS to reflect revisions to the Biological Assessments, USFS Management Indicator Species Report, 
and Migratory Bird Treaty Act Report prepared for the proposed project.  In addition, information 
regarding newly-designated critical habitat for the Mexican spotted owl is provided in the Final EIS.  

Native American Consultations.  The Federal agencies revised Sections 3.4.2 and 4.4.2, Native 
American Concerns, in the Final EIS to better reflect the results of Native American consultations on the 
proposed project.  

500-year Floodplain/Wetlands Assessment. The Federal agencies revised the Floodplain/Wetlands 
Assessment in Appendix C, and the related discussion and analysis in Sections 3.7 and 4.7, Water 
Resources, of the Final EIS to identify and evaluate impacts to the 500-year floodplain. This change was 
based on a determination that the South Substation (which would be expanded as part of the proposed 
project) would be a critical facility.  

Forest Plan Amendment Appendix.  A new appendix (Appendix H) was added to identify the 
requirements of the NFMA and the amendments to the Coronado Forest Plan that would be necessary 
prior to implementation of the various project alternatives.    

USFS Visual Impacts Appendix.   A new appendix (Appendix I) was created to provide additional 
information on visual impacts.  

ACC Appendix.  A new appendix (Appendix J) was created to provide information regarding the ACC  
Orders that provide the framework for the proposed action and the alternatives in this EIS. 

There were also minor technical changes and clarifications made throughout the TEP EIS.  None of the 
changes had a major effect on the comparative evaluation of the alternatives or the conclusions that can 
be drawn from the EIS.      

 

1-6 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 
 

Table 1-3.  Public Hearing Attendees and Speakers 
September 25, 2003- Green Valley Hearing at 3 pm 

Attendees 
Document 
Page No. Attendees 

Document 
Page No. 

Ambrose, Jim   Horton, Jim   

Anderson, Jan   James, Robert   

Anderson, Patricia* 2.2-8 Lite, Jeremy*  2.2-10 

Averill-Murray, Annalaura   Lorenzen, Michelle*  2.2-24 

Beck, Ed   MacDonald, Allan H.   

Berry, Acasia   Macys, Sonja*  2.2-45 

Bowman, Mike   Magruder, Lucy   

Brandt, Libby* 2.2-43 Magruder, Marshall*  2.2-29 

Butler, Caroline  Meses, Sonia   

Chilson, D.G. (Gael)* 2.2-44 Morin, Volney*  2.2-28 

Coker, Clayton   Rees, Dora   

Collins, Fred   Romero, Joan   

Conner, Jerry   Sidoroff, Mary Joan   

Corrigan, Dan   Skroch, Matt*   

Darmitzel, Bill   Smith, Peggy   

Emrick, Roy* 2.2-43 Smith, Pete   

Falco, Emilio* 2.2-18 Smith, Tiana   

Finkelstein, Joyce  Stabel, Roberta   

Fleshman, Kenneth* 2.2-9 Tenney, James   

Foster, Jack* 2.2-21 Tobin, Mitch   

Gerganoff, Doris  Turner, Matt*  2.2-12 

Gray, Kaye  Valentine, Nancy*  2.2-16 

Gray, Philip* 2.2-6 Webb, Jim*  2.2-22 

Hansel, Glenn   Wood, Michael   

Henley, Colby   Wright, Ken   

Hodges, David     

*  Denotes that the individual spoke at the hearing. 
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Table 1-3.  Public Hearing Attendees and Speakers (continued) 
September 25, 2003- Green Valley Hearing at 7 pm 

Attendees 
Document 
Page No.  Attendees 

Document 
Page No. 

Abbott, Katharine Louise   Kurtz, Ellen*  2.2-87 

Back Jr., Donnie   Lane, Robert   

Barr, Jim 
  

Magruder, Marshall* 
 2.2-63, 
 2.2-79  

Darmitzel, Bill   Mikuckis, Gene   

DeVore, Jim*  2.2-58 Millinovich, Maggie*  2.2-85 

DiGiacomo, Jim*  2.2-67 Millinovich, Richard*   

Ferris, Jeanne   Paige, Richard*  2.2-68 

Graf, Randy   Ragan, Peter*  2.2-53 

Harris, Craig   Rueb, John*  2.2-71 

Huff, Robert   Schockett, Bruce*  2.2-79 

Kasulaitis, Mary*  2.2-60 Shelton, Ralph*  2.2-74 

Kasulaitis, Rob*  2.2-75 Skelton, Lynn*  2.2-86 

Knaub, Brad*  2.2-77 Spillios, Scott   

Knox, Richard   Teso, Violet   

Kurtenbach, Dewayne   Wood, Jamie   
Kurtz, Bill    
*  Denotes that the individual spoke at the hearing. 
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Table 1-3.  Public Hearing Attendees and Speakers (continued) 

September 26, 2003- Nogales Public Hearing at 1 pm 

Attendees 
Document 
Page No. Attendees 

Document 
Page No. 

Aitken, Lee S.   Johnson, Marilyn   

Avenll-Murray, Laurie   Kurtz, William*  2.2-124 

Barken, Erik   Kurtz, Helen*  2.2-137 

Bell, George*  2.2-104 Lucero, Lawrence   

Bohman, Nancy   Magruder, Marshall*  2.2-106 

Bowman, Rich*  2.2-133 Maynard, John*  2.2-96 

Bonorand, ME   Patterson, James*  2.2-130 

Brasha, Gary   Pheneger, Bruce*  2.2-123 

Culen, Carol   Rogers, Jean*  2.2-137 

Darmitzel, Bill   Rogers, John*  2.2-119 

Duffy, Steve*  2.2-100 Ruiz, Manuel   

Holub, Hugh*  2.2-129 Salkowski, Joe   

Hansel, Glenn   Swedkamp, Bob   

Hartigen, Zay*  2.2-132 Wilson, Earl*  2.2-115 

Hawn, Holly*  2.2-112 Wolfsong, Jennifer*  2.2-120 

*  Denotes that the individual spoke at the hearing. 
 

September 26, 2003- Nogales Public Hearing at 5 pm 

Attendees 
Document 
Page No. Attendees 

Document 
Page No. 

Bahti, Kurt*  2.2-166 Kurtz, Bill   

Bell, Dan*  2.2-167 Kurtz, Ellen   

Brown, Donla   Magruder, Lucy   

Brown, Jake   Magruder, Marshall* 
 2.2-158, 
 2.2-177 

Conner, Jerry   Santello, Barton* 
 2.2-149, 
 2.2-170 

Darmitzel, Bill   Scott, Greg*  2.2-144 

Hansel, Glenn   Swedkamp, Bob   

Hathaway, Paul*  2.2-164 Valentine, Nancy*  2.2-147 

Herteng, Earleen     

*  Denotes that the individual spoke at the hearing. 
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Table 1-4.  Federal, Tribal, State, and Local Officials and Agencies; Companies; Organizations; 
and Special Interest Groups Who Provided Comments 

Commentor Information 
Document 
Page No. 

Arizona Corporation Commission, Butler, Caroline 2.1-1 

Arizona Wilderness Coalition, Krienitz, Jay 2.1-22 

Arizona State Land Department, Beals, Linda 2.1-26 

Border Power Plant Working Group, Powers, Bill 2.1-29 

Californians for Western Wilderness, Painter, Michael 2.1-34 

Caterpiller, Inc. (see Quarles & Brady Streich Lang LLP) 2.1-83 

Center for Biological Diversity, Segee, Brian 2.1-37 

Clean Energy Corporation, Rauluk, Valerie 2.1-53 

Congress, House of Representatives, Grijalva, Raúl 2.1-55 

Crown C Ranch, illegible name 2.1-61 
DeConcini McDonald Yetwin & Lacy, on behalf of Sopori Rance/Croll family, Hannah, 
Nathan 2.1-62 

Escalante Wilderness Project, Allison, Juniper  2.1-67 

Friends of Arizona Rivers, Flood, Tim 2.1-69 

Friends of Buenos Aires National Wildlife Refuge, Zinsli, Gabriel 2.1-70 

Green Valley Community Coordinating Council, MacDonald, Allan H. 2.1-72 

Green Valley Recreation Hiking Club, Gray, Philip A. 2.1-70 

Isaacson & Duffy, P.C., on behalf of the Santa Cruz Valley Citizens Council, Duffy, Steven 2.1-75 

Nogales Alliance: Port of the Future, illegible name 2.1-80 

Nogales Santa Cruz County Economic Development Foundation, Barr, Jim 2.1-81 

Quarles & Brady Streich Lang LLP, on behalf of Caterpiller Inc., Lite, Jeremy 2.1-83 

Santa Cruz County Flood Control District, Hays, John (3 documents) 2.1-89 

Santa Cruz Valley Citizens Council (see Isaacson & Duffy, P.C.) 2.1-75 

Sky Island Alliance, Wolfsong, Jennifer 2.1-92 

Sopori Rance/Croll family, (see DeConcini McDonald Yetwin & Lacy) 2.1-62 

State of Arizona Game and Fish Department, Kennedy, John 2.1-112 

The Hopi Tribe, Kuwanwisiwma, Leigh J. 2.1-118 

Tohono O'odham Nation, Juan-Saunders, Vivian 2.1-120 

Tucson Audubon Society, Macys, Sonja (2 documents) 2.1-125 

United States Environmental Protection Agency, Hanf, Lisa 2.1-126 

University of Arizona, Morris K. Udall Professor of Law and Public Policy, Glennon, Robert 2.1-134 

University of Arizona,Department of Geography, Eisenberg, Dr. Amy 2.1-133 
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Table 1-5.  General Public Commentors 

Name 
Document 
Page No. Name 

Document 
Page No. 

Abbott, Doug  2.3-1 Clarke, Laurel W.  2.3-71 

Abbott, Kathi  2.3-3 Coffee, George   2.3-74 

Adamson, Bill and Marylee  2.3-4 Colbert, Michael  2.3-76 

Allison, Juniper   2.3-6 Collazo, David E.  2.3-77 

Althiser, Kenneth  2.3-9 Collins, Fred  2.3-78 

Ambrose, Jim   2.3-11 Condon, Paul  2.3-81 

Anderson, Greta  2.3-14 Cooper, Laurel, Ph.D.  2.3-83 

Anderson, Mike  2.3-15 Costa, Alisa  2.3-86 

Anderson, Walt   2.3-16 Coste, Robert  2.3-89 

Artley, Dick  2.3-18 Costigan, Cheryl  2.3-92 

Arush, Larry  2.3-20 Davis, Jonathan E.  2.3-95 

Austin, Valer  2.3-21 Devick, Dale A.  2.3-96 

Barr, Jim 2.3-23 Dewenter, David  2.3-99 

Barthelson, Roger   2.3-26 Dewire, Mary  2.3-102 

Becker, Suzanne  2.3-29 Diehn, Sonya A.  2.3-103 

Belov, Peter and Mary Alice  2.3-32 DiSpigno, Gona  2.3-105 

Bickel, Bettina  2.3-34 Drees, Kevin   2.3-107 

Bieber, Margaret  2.3-38 Eames, Cliff  2.3-110 

Bohman, Nancy  2.3-39 Egan, Veronica  2.3-113 

Bond, Monica  2.3-44 Elton, Wallace  2.3-116 

Boyle, Alice  2.3-46 Evans, Dave  2.3-118 

Bradley, Curt   2.3-48 Falco, Emilio  2.3-120 

Brady, Christine  2.3-49 Ferris, Jeanne  2.3-125 

Brewer, Leslie  2.3-50 Finkestein, Michael  2.3-128 

Brister, Bob  2.3-51 Finn, Tom  2.3-129 

Brown, Jamison  2.3-53 Fleshman, J Kenneth  2.3-130 

Brun, Janay  2.3-55 F (Illegible), C.   2.3-131 

Brunner, J. Robert  2.3-58 Fonseca, Julia   2.3-132 

Brydolf, Libby  2.3-61 Garty, Amanda  2.3-136 

Calabro, Richard  2.3-63 Garvin, Michael J.  2.3-138 

Caldwell, Mary  2.3-65 Genser, Richard  2.3-140 

Campbell, Nancy  2.3-66 Gerganoff, Doris  2.3-141 

Campbell, William  2.3-67 Green, Jonathan  2.3-142 

Carter, Frances C.  2.3-68 Grohman, Randall and Jessica Shinn  2.3-149 

Cellarius, Doris  2.3-69 Grover, Ravi  2.3-153 

  H., Zay  2.3-154 
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Table 1-5.  General Public Commentors (continued) 

Name 
Document 
Page No. Name 

Document 
Page No. 

Harayda, Ken  2.3-155 McDonald, Jerel  2.3-344 

Hare, Trevor and Family   2.3-156 McKimmie, Tim   2.3-345 

Hausam, Tom  2.3-162 McManus, Roger  2.3-346 

Hebeisen, Brian  2.3-164 Mertz, Robert A.  2.3-356 

Heisey, Adriel  2.3-165 Miller, Christine  2.3-359 

Herbert, Floyd  2.3-166 Millinovitch, Maggie  2.3-360 

Hicks, Gerry  2.3-167 Montgomery, Dorothy  2.3-364 

Hinman, Gary  2.3-168 Morello, Phyl  2.3-367 

Horowitz, Beth  2.3-169 Mossman, Robert  2.3-370 

Huebbe, William I and William II  2.3-171 Mullarkey, Mike  2.3-371 

Husband, Susan  2.3-172 Notestine, Jim  2.3-373 

  Orlando, Anne  2.3-374 

Jewett, Robert and Deana  2.3-177 Ortiz, Maria and Carl  2.3-376 

Kalil, Frank  2.3-180 Paige, Richard  2.3-378 

Kasulaitis, Mary  2.3-182 Pelech, Ronald A.  2.3-379 

Kesich, John  2.3-200 Pelech, Walter, Dorothy  2.3-381 

Kinkead, Margaret  2.3-203 Pelech, Walter, Dorothy, and Ronald A.  2.3-382 

Kroening, Nancy  2.3-206 Perifou, Marie Clark (illegible)  2.3-383 

Kurtz, William  2.3-208 Poppino, Marilyn   2.3-385 

Lancaster, Rodd   2.3-211 Porterfield, Jill and Donovan  2.3-387 

Landa, Hazel  2.3-215 Purdon, Kathryn  2.3-388 

Landin, Pam  2.3-217 Pybus, Brooke  2.3-389 

Lane, Dianne  2.3-223 Quinlan, Michael  2.3-394 

Lazar, Brenda  2.3-224 Ragan, Peter  2.3-397 

Levick, Lainie  2.3-226 Rhoades, Diana   2.3-404 

  Rodes, Jonathan  2.3-408 

Liston, Kamie  2.3-228 Rogers, John  2.3-410 

Loe, Steve  2.3-231 Rosen, Philip C.  2.3-413 

Lowell, J. David and Edith  2.3-234 Rudy, Michelle  2.3-414 

Magruder, Lucy  2.3-236 Rueb, John   2.3-416 

Magruder, Marshall   2.3-238 Sandlin, Betsy  2.3-418 

Marvin, Jenna  2.3-334 Santello, Barton E.   2.3-419 

Maurer, Christine  2.3-337 Schachat, Sandra  2.3-486 

McBride, Jim and Karen  2.3-339 Schmidt, Justin  2.3-489 

McBride, Karen  2.3-340 Schneller, Andrew J.  2.3-492 

McCleve, Scott  2.3-341 Schockett, Bruce  2.3-497 
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Table 1-5.  General Public Commentors (continued) 

Name 
Document 
Page No. Name 

Document 
Page No. 

Schweikhardt, Erik  2.3-498 Wrenn, George  2.3-564 

Scott, Mary  2.3-500 Wright, Anthony  2.3-566 

Seever, Nancy  2.3-502 Wyeth, Nathan  2.3-567 

Shainen, Lee  2.3-503 Yamate, Madeline  2.3-568 

Shelton, Ralph   2.3-504   

Shumaker, Jon  2.3-511   

skyblue46@juno.com  2.3-521   

Smith, Darrell  2.3-522   

Sotelo, Charlie Mazaira  2.3-523   

Spotts, Richard  2.3-524   

Stabel, Roberta   2.3-526   

Steere, Peter  2.3-530   

Stevenson, Mark   2.3-534   

Stone, Lee  2.3-535   

Taucher, Jamie  2.3-536   

Thomas, David  2.3-537   

Thornton, William C.  2.3-539   

Titus, Jonathan  2.3-540   

Truschel, Ann-Louise  2.3-543   

Turner, Dale  2.3-545   

Van Deven, Bob  2.3-549   

Vandeman, Mike 2.3-553   

Vollmar, Warren & Ann  2.3-555   

Weaver, Craig 2.3-557   

Whitaker, Linda 2.3-561   
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Table 1-6.  Bulk Emails 
Bulk Email #1  Page 2.4-1
Adams, (no first name) Barva, Anne Boralli, Celeste  
Adams, Antje Bateman, John Borden, Larry  
Adams, Lani Bauckham, Peggy Borg, Ener  
Adams, Roger Baukham, Peggy Boudreault, Alicia  
Adler, Alan Bayly, Bruce Bourgeois, Eric  
Agius, Brad Beazlie, Janet Boylston, Elizabeth  
Albo, David Beeson, C. Bradbury, David  
Alessi, Michael Begley, Ralph  Brady, Randall  
Alieva-Mier, Dina Belli, Joseph Brainard, Larry  
Allen, Janice Belov, Mary Alice Brandes, Susan   
Allen, Michael Belov, Peter Brauer, Mavis  
Allmen, B.T. Bendetti, Michael Braun, Ashley  
Alverez, Josefina Benedetti, Julia  Braun, Claitt  
Amandes, Sarah Benedetti, Michael Brechtel, Felicia  
Anderson, Alexandra   Bennett, Elizabeth Breen, Bob  
Anderson, Constance Bernardi, Nancy Breen, Pam  
Anderson, Kathryn  Bezy, Robert Breiding, Joan  
Anderson, Robert Bickel, Bettina Brenke, Richard   
Aransu, Nasus Biesanz, Karen Brill, Scott  
Aritt, SE Billo, Evelyn Brink, Kim   
Arkin, Don  Binnie, Alan Brinkmeyer, Tom  
Armbruster, Mary Ann  Biser, James Brister, Bob  
Armbruster, Merlin  Blais, Matt Broadbent, Katherine  
Arritt, SE Blaise, Sharlane Brock, Jerry  
Artemieff, Suzanne Blalack, Russell  Brodhead, Katerine  
Athey, Roger Blaney, Thomas Broeck, Jeanine  
Atwell, Julie Blaney, Thomas Brooker, Catherine  
Bacinski, Peter Blankenship, John Brookman, Gerald  
Baetz, Jacquelyn Blee, Virginia Brooks, Thedore   
Baker, Shelly  Bloom, Claudia Brown, Lauren  
Bakkum, Kathryn Bloom, Jaime Brown, Lisa  
Ballator, Mary Blunt, Pamela Brown, RJ   
Barancik, Steve Bluss, Bill Brown, Stephen  
Baranow, Raquel Bodane, Richard Brown, Steve   
Barber, Janet Boergers, Kathleen Brownlee, Sirena  
Barclay, Les Boggan, Ryan Broz, John  
Barker, Erin Boitano, Connie Brumbaugh, Diana  
Barnhill, David Boka, Erika Brydolf, Libby  
Barnshaw, Darla  Bolen, Debby Buchnolz, Shelley  
Barrett, Dave Bolyai, Melani Buck, Gregory  
Barry, Kevin Bond, Julie Buckner, Jocelyn  
Barthel, John Bontempo, James Buffum, Amy  
Bartl, Alan Boorman, Benjamin   
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Table 1-6.  Bulk Emails (continued) 
Bulk Email #1 Page 2.4-1
Buness, Cynthia Chen, Vicky Cunningham, Nancy  
Burns, Carolyn Chesner, Donna Cushing, Lara  
Burns, Vicki Chiang, Larry Cutler, Gayle  
Burton, David Chien, Benny Cutter, Dan  
Burton, Mary Christensen, Cathy Czerny, Brad  
Buskirk, Dale Christianson, Steve Daily, Erin  
Buss, Bill Christie, Sarah  Dakak, Alan  
Butterworth, L.  Chrostowski, Lenny Dallam, Beth   
Button, Ed Cichlar, Raymond  Davidson, Connie  
Cabrera, August Clanahan, Jen Davidson, Sally  
Callier, Laura Clapp, Richard  Davie, Dennis  
Calvo, Christopher Clarke, Susan Davis, Jonathan  
Campbell, Doug Clements, Joyce Dean, Robert   
Campbell, Howard Cleverley, Autumn Debolt, Ann  
Campbell, Richard Coan, Brian Decorte, Guy  
Canning, Stephen Cockerill, Joanne Dent, Dorothy  
Cantillon-Cuda, Susan Cohen, Howard  Derzon, James  
Cape, Christa Coker, Jonathan Desborough, Tami  
Capps, Dan Colbert, Mike Devine, Patti  
Carder, Erica Coleman, Randy Devine, Steve  
Carey, John Collins, Alysha Dewenter, Paul  
Carlino, Thomas  Colna, Robin Dickemann, Jeffrey  
Carlson, Brian  Combs, Philip Dickinson, Ralph   
Carlson, June Conheady, Matthew Diehl, Patrick  
Carpenter, Leha  Conklin, Erik  Dixon, Keri  
Carpenter, Scott Conway, Carole  Doidge, Robin  
Carpio, Anthony  Cook, Nancy  Dolan, Cori  
Carroll, Brenda Cook, Patricia Dolney, R. Renee   
Carroll, Jeremy Copeland, Mel  Donnelly, Stephen   
Carsen, Dan Corbett, Michael Doppke, Mark   
Carter, Marian  Corcoran, James Dorley, Susana  
Cassella, Jason Cordeau, Stephanie Dorsi, Sam  
Cassidy, Patti Cordoba, Yasmine Dorstenia, Kaj  
Cassidy, Virginia Coste, Robert Dryer, James  
Catron, Lisa Coumoutso, Jill Drysdale, Frank  
Caudill, Maya Cousins, Catharine Duerr, La   
Caudill, Rich Cox, Pamela Duke, Shawn  
Caughman, Erin Crabtree-Nelson, Eric Duncan, James   
Cavallero, Carolyn Craft, Randy Duncan, Mike  
Cavallo, Sharon Crafts, D.S. Dupont, Celette  
Ceballos, Hector Crafts, William Durek, Patrick  
Chambers, Joy Crawford, David  Eames, Clliff  
Chappell, Samantha Crom, Nancy Economou, Constintina  
Cheatham, Elizabeth Crowder, Tamara Edwards, Mark  
 Crusha, Connie Efross, Monnie  
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Table 1-6.  Bulk Emails (continued) 
Bulk Email #1 Page 2.4-1
Eich, Ronald Frappier, Alexandra Gougler, David  
Ellett, Bill Frazier, Georgia Grahn, Charlene  
Ellison, George Frazier, Sybil Gray, Melissa   
Elson, Mark Fredericks, Misha  Greenberg, Jesse  
Emmerich, Robert Frewin, Terry Greenleaf, Phyl  
Emmerson, Sarah Friend, Anthony  Greenlee, Jerry  
Enderson, Erik  Fritzinger, Dennis  Greenlee, Rebecca  
Ennis, Martha Frost, Christopher Greer, Gene  
Eppard, Michael Fullen, Karen Grenard, Mark Hayduke   
Evans, Dinda Furlong, Kevin Griffin, Alex  
Ewing, James Gaglio, Rubyann Griffith, Dian   
Ewing, Shelley Gaither-Banchoff, Kevin  Grondahl, Denise  
Fajack, Scott Gallegos, Susan  Grosjean, M.   
Fan, Paula Galli, William Gross, Michael  
Farinha, Melissa Galvin, Peter Grover, Roger  
Fatooh, Audrey  Garcia, Camilo Gugler, Thomas  
Faust, John  Garding, Louis Gurgevich, Joy  
Featherston, Patti Gardner, Richard  Hadley, Cami  
Felzer, Ron Gartland, Ron Haight, Susan  
Ferejohn, Laura Garton, Marci Haines, Kyle   
Ferry, Donald Garty, Amanda Hall, Aaron  
Feyerherm, Jennifer Gates, Michael Halley, Cathy  
Fiege, John Geikenjoyner, Mark Halligan, Mary  
Fields, Anne Geist, Cathy Hamlin, Edward  
Figallo, Cliff Ghergo, Emilio Hammond, Jeanne  
Fink, Brian  Ghosti, dRein  Hammond, Teresa  
Fisher, Joyce Gibbons, Allison Hampel, Robert  
Fitzell, Anne Gibson, Lee Hanlon, Colleen  
Flaus, Brighton Gierlach, Marian Hannum, Christine  
Fleetwood, Beverly Gierlach, Peter Hansen, Richard  
Fleetwood, Fred Giese, Mark Hanson, Marilyn  
Fleming, Jacalyn  Gilbert, William Harding, Kevin  
Flemmer, Jeff Gilland, James  Hardy, Linda  
Flounoy, Edward Gillespie, Ian  Harlow, Benjamin  
Flowers, Bobbie Glaser, Gus Harmon, Lori  
Floyd, Kim Glimp, Steven Harrah, Berton  
Forbes, Bill Goitein, Ernest  Harris, Ed  
Ford, Chris Goldman, Kenn Harris, Victoria  
Ford, Julie C. Golston, Steve Harrison, Paige  
Forsythe, Natalie Gonzalez, Dianna Hartwell, Meredith   
Fortier, John Goodburn, Jack  Hartwell, Roger  
Fort-Strietzel, JK Goode, Matt Harvey, Anne  
Franks, Steve Goodman, Arifa Harwell, Andrew  
 Gordon, Leslie  Hasbrouck, Marshall  
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Table 1-6.  Bulk Emails (continued) 
Bulk Email #1 Page 2.4-1
Hasson, Ed Hunnewell, Sarah Kender, Scott   
Hausam, Tom Hunnicutt, Christie Keoppen, M.  
Havey, Maureen Hunt-Walter, Sandra  Kesich, John  
Hawley, Maureen Hutchins, Todd  Khalsa, Mha Atma  
Hays, James Hutchinson, Marcia Kibby, Larry  
Healy, Patricia Hwenstein, David Kiddoo, Phill  
Hebard, Mark Hyman, Ruth Bernstein  Kinner, Jamie  
Hebeisen, Brian Ingram, Maia Kirk, Keith   
Hedstrom, Jonathan Jacobs, Sky Kirkpatrick, Renee  
Heikkila, Matt  Jacobson, Don  Kirschbaum, Saran  
Heinzig, Dennis Janik, Nina  Kirsten, Tracey  
Heisey, Adriel Jantz, Eric Kleber, Keith   
Helfrich, Don Jasensky, Jennifer Kleeman, Patrick  
Herdliska, Robert  Jasper, Marilyn  Klein, Jeanne   
Herner, Betty  Jenkins, David Klein, Stuart   
Herriott, Brian Jensen, Adam Klotz, Joy   
Hertz, Debbie Jensen, Lorraine Knuth, Philip  
Hibbs, Tim Jensen, Nancy Koehler, Drew  
Hicks, Aaron Jimenez, Blanca Koehn, Brian  
Highfield, DeAnna  Jimerfield, Shane  Koehn, Mary  
Hill, Harold Johnson, Christina Koelfgen, Wendy  
Hinman, Gary Johnson, Kim Koffler, Kaden  
Hirsh, Sidney Johnson-Grim, Anne Kolasky, Ellen  
Hobbs, Joel  Johnston, Denver Kolb, Marcia  
Hobbs, Susan Johnston, Timothy  Koopman, Mary  
Hoenberg, Adrienne Jones, Brian Koplick, Elaine  
Hoffman, Janet Jones, Bryn  Koplik, Mark  
Hogan, Jeff Jones, Leslie Koren, Kelly  
Hogan, Lori Jones, Mitchell Kosek, Shirley  
Hokin, HL Jones, Morgan Kotte, Merry  
Holden, William Jordan, Sterling Kozlowski, David   
Hollenbaugh, Deborah Juck, Edna Kramer, David  
Holtzman, Jed Jyleen, Ron Krantz, Lawrence  
Holz, Dennis Kahle, Judith E. Kreisberg, Jennifer  
Holzer, Jonathan Kane, Jack  Kreischer, Kyle   
Hooee, Cordelia Kangas, Charles  Krulewitz, Barabara  
Horowitz, Tina Kantauskis, Joseph Kuiper, GJ  
Houseworth, Bradley Karp, Michael Kurtz, Barbara  
Howard, David Karsh, Lynn Kurtz, William   
Howe, Alicia Katcher, Jennifer Kurtz, Ellen   
Hubbard, PJ Katula, Karen  Kutcher, Celia  
Hudak, Michael  Kay, Joni Kyke, Ruth  
Hudson, Rick Kecken, Joy La Fortune, Alyssa  
Hummel, Charles Kendall, Matthew   
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Table 1-6.  Bulk Emails (continued) 
Bulk Email #1 Page 2.4-1
Laffey, Kevin Louwsma, Sara Maurer, Christine  
Lane, Earl  Lowe, Kimberly May, Michele  
Lane, Sue Lowery, Karen Maynard, Debbie  
Langan, John Lundy, Linda Mayorga, Shannon  
Lange, Marlena Ma, Jessica Mazaika, Goldie  
Langello, G. James  MacDonald, Bob Mazik, Kim  
Laplaca, Nancy MacKendrick, Kimberly Mazor, Ralph   
Lauren Washuk, Mackowski, Frank McCabe, Bill  
Laverne, Tim Mahar, Timothy McCain, Edward   
Lavin, Elizabeth Mahdavi, Omid  McCall, Jordan  
Laws, Miki Mair, Dean  McCamant, Katherine  
Leavitt, David Makela, Lorri McClellan, Katherine  
Lebaron, Patricia  Malk, Andrew  McCormick, Bob   
Lee, Crystal  Malmid, Wendy McFarland, Tracy  
Lee, David Malone, Anne McGovern, Kelly  
Lefler, Susan  Maloney, Ken  McGuffin, Patrick  
Lehmann, David  Manchik, Alexandra McGuire, Matthew  
Leland, David Mandell-Rice, Bonnie  McLaughlin, Blair  
Lemkin, Mark Mankowski, Craig McLeod, Kevin  
Lenz, Dennis J. Manning, Meaghan McNeely, Camille   
Lenz, Evelyn Manning-Brown, Helen Meanwell, David  
Lesley, Philip Manoogian, Jone Mears, Lisa  
Lewis, J Marangio, Michael Megger, Alison  
Lewis, John  Marchand, Janet Mehra, Satya  
Lewis, Leslie Marcus, Lynn  Mei, Jennifer  
Lewis, Timonthy Mark, Marie Meiners, Anna  
Lewison, Rebecca Markowitz, Jonathan Meissner, Gregory  
Lewton, Quentin Markowitz, Susan Melnick, John  
Lickey, Edgar Marks, Elise  Meltzer, Daniel   
Liebling, Adamo Marks, Justin Merkle, Philip  
Lien, David Marlow, Benjamin Mertig, Barbara  
Lindbloom, Lynn  Marlow, Kimberly Mertig, Theodore  
Lindsey, Irvin Marshall, Lisa Metzler, Douglas  
Lindsey, Page Martin, Stephanie Michael, Edward  
Loeff, Peter Martinez, Vincent Michalk, Michael  
Lomber, Jonathan Martus, Carolyn Mier, Wade  
London, Trisha Masarik, Charlotte Mihok, Michael   
Long, Beth Massey, Linda Milan, Carlos  
Long, Nichole Matejcek, Patricia Milich, Len  
Lopez, Carlos Mathews, Andrea Milinovitch, Richard  
Lopez, Guy Mathewson, M. Millard, Tracy  
Lopez, Josephine Matthews, Thomas Miller, Barry  
Lotz, Jonathan Mattison, Ted  Miller, Brendan  
Loubsky-Lonergan, Lorena Mauck, Sandra Miller, Dusty  
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Table 1-6.  Bulk Emails (continued) 
Bulk Email #1 Page 2.4-1
Miller, Gerald Nieberg, Pamela  Pickering, Michael  
Miller, Joan  Noethen, Mark Pickering, Steve  
Miller, John Noll, Fred Pierce, Nuri  
Miller, Mary-Jo Nordholm, Tim Pihl, Eric  
Miller, Susan Nordlund, James Pillsbury, Cheri  
Miller, Vivian O'Connor, Maura Piper, Dawn  
Mintcheff, Micahella O'Donnell, Sean Pitchford, Gary  
Moehlman, Bruce Okuzumi, Margaret Pivoris, Paula  
Mohan, Kathleen  Olafsson, Erik Pons, Nanette  
Mohr, T. O'Leary, Cathy Pontbriand, Sue  
Moiseyev, Maya Oliver, Darla Poole Stacy  
Monje, Rose  Oliver, John Poorman, Ralph  
Montgomery, Stephen Olsen, Gary Porter, Robert   
Monyak, Michael Olsen, Tim Potts, Susan  
Morales, Jose Orahoske, Andrew Prasad, Pinglay Guru  
Morales, Rebecca  Orlando, Vikki Pratt, L.D.  
Morresi, Gian Orzechowski, Larry Prchal, Steve  
Morrison, Peter  Ostrouch, Carol Preucil, Chris  
Morrow, Andrew Ostrouch, Michael Price, Linda  
Moser, Rich Ouse, Andrea Priddy, Brenda  
Moshel, Dave Ozanne, Jonathan Prier, Jack  
Moss, Mikasa Pachutta, John Pritchard, Lisa  
Moss, Paul  Palmer, Merily Prola, Jim  
Mount, Aaron Palmer, Raymond Pruitt, Cheryl  
Moye, Joseph Palumbo, Jean Quijano, Sigfrido  
Mueller, Bob Parcelles, Robert Quintana, David   
Mueller, Sean Parker, Brian Radcliffe, Shawn  
Muhly, Ernest Parrish, Roberta Raghav, Shyla   
Mullarkey, Mike Parsons, David Rahardja, Adrian  
Mullen, Anne Parsons, Martin Raikar, Amit   
Mullen, Kathleen Paster, Jeremy Rambo, Jennie  
Munoz, Axhel Patrick, Gavin Rarick, Karen  
Murphy, Seileen Patrick, Wendi Ratner, Jonathan  
Murray, Cristy  Patrizzi, Lee Ravenwood, Denise  
Myers, Mary Patterson, D.R. Reed, Robert  
Narayan, Anupam  Payne, June Reed, Shannon  
Nasif, Maria Pearce, Scott Reichert, Robyn  
Nassimos, Sylvia  Pellicani, Andrea Rein, Guy  
Naurath, David Pellowski, Noelle Rescinito, Kitlyn  
Nelson, Derek Pelton, Margie Rettig, Meredith  
Nelson, Jen Peou, Lakhana Reynolds, Bryon  
Nelson, Tara Perry, Ronald Reynolds, Duane  
Nesbitt, Dale Peters, Doris Reynolds, James H. III  
Newton, Elizabeth Peters, Gene Reynolds, Toni  
Niblack, Mark Phillips, Ann Rhoades, Jean  
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Table 1-6.  Bulk Emails (continued) 

Bulk Email #1 Page 2.4-1
Rhodes, Dave Salvo, Mark Showalter, Jim   
Richard, Sharon Sandler, Norma Showalter, John  
Richmond, Dave Sands, Jennifer Shows, Johnnie  
Richter, David  Sands, Kris Shuman, Derek  
Rico, Carmen Santina, Denise Sigmund, Chandra  
Riddell, Jen Sartin, Mary Sikora, Victoria  
Riddle, Donna Sarver, Val Silverberg, David Scott  
Riddle, Mark Saunders, Alex Simon, Philip  
Rieber, Emily  Sauppe, Eileen Skudney, Dennis   
Riley, Bill Sawdon, Rosemarie Slack, Rhiwena  
Riley, Kelly Scalise, Janet Slider, Francis D.   
Roberts, Melissa Schaefer, John Smakal, Shaun  
Robinson, Dvora Scharwtz, Jennifer Smith, Colin   
Robinson, Richard Schaub, John Smith, Jill  
Robson, Michael Scherf, Brian Smith, Kathleen  
Rodin, Nick Schmitt, Richard and Kathy Smith, Pamela  
Rogers, Alan Schneider, Greg Smith, Tracy  
Roggow, Philip Schneider, Jane Smith, William  
Rohde, Justin Schneider, Joann Snow, Edward  
Rohm, Melissa Schubert, Dana Snow, Esther  
Rojas-Ramirez, Bernadette Schuessler, Gail Sommerer, Joy  
Rolfes, Kay Schuett, Greg Sommerfelt, Suzanne  
Romeo, Francesca Schulz, Martin  Soria, Cythia  
Ronstadt, Jeff Schwartz, Jennifer Sosa, Hector  
Rose, Pandora Sciacca, Barbara Sparrow, D  
Rosenberg, Jennifer Scovil, Geoff Spears, Tim  
Rosenfeld, Cheryl Scullion, Jason Spock, Richard   
Rosenkrantz, Stewart Seamster, Ginny  Stablein, Angela  
Ross, John Seeger, Trish Stafford, Sally  
Ross, Margaret J.  Sego, Barbara Stanley, Tracy  
Ross, Thomas  Sendler, Nancy Starkweather, Andy  
Rosson, Linda  Seney, Clysta  Steele, Volney  
Rouleau, David Senour, Jon  Steitz, Jim   
Rubin, David Sever, Florian Stephen, Mike  
Rubin, Michael Sewell, Patrick Stephenson, Trina  
Rudin, David Shaddox, James Sterling, Jordan  
Rugen, Nick Shapira, Susan  Stevens, Dane  
Russell, Anne Shapiro, Richard Stevens, Donna  
Russell, John Shaw, Janis Stieber, Frank   
Rutkowski, Robert  Shephard, Tiffany Stimpert, Jacqueline  
Safran, Roselle Sher, Anna Stinnett, Ken  
Sahm, Ken Sherman, Brenda Stoltenberg, John P.  
Salazar, Joe Sherman, Peter Stolzenberg, Gretchen  
Saltz, Charlene Shmid, George Stone, Kathy  
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Table 1-6.  Bulk Emails (continued) 
Bulk Email #1 Page 2.4-1
Strawder-Bubala, Jill Thompson, Mary Vincent, Thomas  
Stubblefield, Adrian  Thomson, Kurt Voelker, Roger  
Studenbaker, Hilary Thoron, Joe Vogel, Karen  
Sugg, Judy  Thurber, Dale  von Guilleaume, Holly  
Suitt, Joseph Tindall, Dorothy  vonHoldt, Diana  
Sukojuwono, Anggraeni Toush, Lawrence Voss, Randall   
Sukumar, N. Trammel, Dean Wages, Nancy  
Sulanke, Carol Traub, Susan Wagner, Robert   
Sulanke, Thom Treasurefield, Tara Waldron, Steven   
Sullivan, Kate Trebec, JD Walker, Anne  
Sunquist, Dave Triola, Dushana   
Sunquist, Marcia Trotter, Eleonora   
Svabenik, JP Tuler, Jeremy    
Swanes, Carl Turek, Gabriella    
Swanick, Connie Turner, Christopher   
Swanson, Scott Turner, Johanna   
Sweel, Greg Tyler, Steve   
Sybert, Brian Vacariu, Kim   
Szujewski, Sigmund Vaccaro, Tony   
Tasoff, Jack  Valdes, Francisco   
Tax, Wienke  Valentine, Susan   
Taylor, Sherry Vallone, Cheryl   
Teel, Julie  Van Dyke, Ruth   
Terbot, Charlotte Varga, John   
Terbot, Lee Varner, Alex   
Thigpen, Ron  Vassar, Kristen   
Thomas, Jon Vermillion, Eliza   
Thomas, Ronrick Vertrees, Gerald   
Thompson, David Vierra, Terry   
Thompson, Janet Villano, Juliana    
Thompson, Linda Vincent, Peggie   
Bulk Email #2 Page 2.4-3
Becker, Suzanne Kuhn, Hedy Sikora, Victoria  
Campbell, James Oliver, Darla Young, Rebecca  
Flanders, Meg    
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Table 1-7.  Multiple Signatory Letters 
Letter  #1-List of Signatories Page 2.5-1
Antonio, Elena Fregosi, Ralph Mandle, Ron  
Bailey, Fiona Huang, Jennifer Srit, Greg  
Cabrera, Rosaria Lao, Zili Van Zetphen, Casey  
Costy-Bennett, Seres Mandle, Jo   
Letter #2-List of Signatories Page 2.5-3 
Antonio, Elena Huang, Jennifer Rometo, Adonna  
Bailey, Fiona Lao, Zili Srit, Greg  
Costy-Bennett, Seres Mandle, Jo Van Zetphen, Casey  
Fregosi, Ralph Mandle, Ron   

 
 
 
 

1-22 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 
 

2.0  COMMENT DOCUMENTS AND RESPONSES 

This chapter presents the scanned images of original documents submitted to the Federal agencies on the 
Draft EIS, comments recorded as part of the transcripts of the public meetings (and any hand-ins), and the 
Federal agencies’ responses to each comment. The scanned images are marked with sidebars denoting the 
identified comments and Federal agencies’ responses corresponding to these comments. The responses to 
comments identical or similar in nature are repeated throughout the document.   

2-1 



 
 
 
 

2.1  Federal, State and Local Officials, Agencies, 
Companies, Organizations, and Special Interest 

Groups 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 
 

Arizona Corporation Commission     
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Arizona Corporation Commission     
Page 2 of 35 
 
 

1 

 

Comment No. 1 
 
The information provided by the Arizona Corporation Commission (ACC) 
Staff provides an explanation underlying the ACC’s decision to order the 
construction of a second transmission line to Nogales, Arizona.  Section 1.1.2, 
The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business Plan and the Proceedings of 
the Arizona Corporation Committee, has been added to the Final EIS to 
include an explanation of the relevant ACC decisions and the relationship to 
TEP’s proposed project.  Additionally, the relevant proceedings of the ACC  
have been placed in Appendix J in order for interested parties to review the 
ACC’s record regarding this matter. 
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1 
cont. 
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1 
cont. 

2 

 

Comment No. 2 
 
Comment noted.   
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3 

 

Comment No. 3 
 
In revising the EIS, the Federal agencies have included additional information 
provided by the commentor on the nature of the reliability concerns in Nogales 
and on the reasons why the ACC staff concluded that an additional 
transmission line is needed.  (See Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: 
TEP’s Business Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation 
Committee; ACC Decision No. 62011, dated November 2, 1999, in Appendix 
J; and Section 2.1.5, which discusses why a local power plant was eliminated 
as a reasonable alternative in the EIS.) 
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Arizona Corporation Commission     
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4 

 

Comment No. 4 
 
Impacts associated with the delay in building the transmission line are 
encompassed within the No Action alternative.   
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies recognize that many people value certain areas along the 
alternative transmission corridors as wild places and have a holistic concern 
for the natural beauty, undisturbed landscape features, and abundant plant and 
animal wildlife that characterize those areas. These unique natural 
characteristics give such wild areas their "sense of place," which includes 
peoples' visual and aural perceptions of the area's undisturbed sky, natural 
landscape, water resources, and plant and animal populations. The sense of 
place also includes the spiritual value that many people associate with these 
wild areas because of their cultural and religious significance. The Federal 
agencies recognize and appreciate this holistic sense of place and have revised 
the introductory text of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS to acknowledge 
these values. 

From: Jay Krienitz [jkrienitz@azwild.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 23, 2003 5:52 PM 
To: Pell, Jerry 
Subject: Concerning the Tucson Electric Power Sahuarita-
Nogales Transmission line DEIS 
 
Dr. Jerry Pell                                         
 
Office of Fossil Energy 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Washington D.C. 20585 
 
Concerning the Tucson Electric Power Sahuarita-Nogales 
Transmission line DEIS 
 
As a long time wilderness user and wilderness advocate, I have 
had the chance to experience the grandeur or Arizona's wild 
places, of which the Tumacacori and Atascosa Mountains are an 
unparalleled beauty.  The proposed powerline will forever 
degrade the natural features and character of this majestic place, 
and is incompatible with the public desire to preserve for future 
generations.  This area is a very important place for the people 
of Arizona as is indicated through the citizen's proposal of the 
Tumacacori's for wilderness designation.  This powerline would 
forever scar future wild and recreational qualities of the area.   
 
Both the Western and Crossover Routes are unacceptable
proposals.  The preferred Western Route is the longest, most
expensive, and most environmentally damaging of all alternatives
considered. The Crossover route is equally terrible. 
 
TEP proposes to build over 20 new miles of road for the Preferred
Route. The road density in the Tumacacori EMA is already above
acceptable limits as set forth in the current Forest Plan. More road
building, even with associated closures (often unsuccessful) would
be in gross violation of the Forest Plan. 
 
 

 
The agencies recognize that the natural and cultural characteristics that 
contribute to a sense of place cannot be measured in the same manner as some 
other resources in an environmental analysis. However, in order to analyze 
potential impacts effectively and document the analysis, it is necessary to 
consider the resource areas individually. Thus, the EIS discussions of affected 
environment in Chapter 3 and potential impacts in Chapter 4 are divided into 
distinct resource areas (e.g., visual resources, biological resources, cultural 
resources). For example, Section 3.2 of the EIS presents information about the 
visual resources of the Tumacacori and Atascosa Mountains, and Section 4.2 
presents an analysis of potential impacts to those resources for each 
alternative. Similarly, Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2, respectively, present 
information on existing recreational settings and activities and potential 
impacts to recreation from the proposed project, including impacts to 
characteristics such as remoteness and naturalness. 

1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 

 
Section 4.1.2 specifically evaluates impacts to indicators such as remoteness 
and naturalness, both of which would have changes that are not compatible 
with the existing Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) classes for much of 
the length of the Western and Crossover Corridors within the Coronado 
National Forest.  Section 4.1.2.4 (ROS Impacts Summary for Western, 
Central, and Crossover Corridors) in the Final EIS includes revised text  which 
concludes that the proposed transmission line is out of character with 
recreational settings in the area, but that when considering the overall impact  
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Comment No. 1 (continued) 
 
of the proposed transmission line for each area it crosses, it alone would not 
change ROS settings. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the 
re-classification of areas by USFS in terms of the recreational experience each 
area provides. The Federal agencies are aware that environmental groups are 
interested in achieving Federal wilderness designation for a large portion of 
the Tumacacori Ecosystem Management Area (EMA).  Maps provided by 
commentors  indicate that all corridor alternatives considered in this EIS cross 
the area suggested for wilderness designation.  Presence of a transmission line 
would not necessarily preclude wilderness designation, as the Wilderness Act 
of 1964 and Forest Service regulations (36 CFR 293.15) allow for the 
existence, establishment and subsequent maintenance of transmission lines in 
wilderness areas.  Information about the wilderness proposal has been added to 
Section 5.2.4 of the FEIS as a potential future action. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National Forest in and of itself does 
not exceed road density limits set forth in the Forest Plan.  Road density limits 
set forth in the Forest Plan are for the Coronado National Forest as a whole, 
not for individual land units or EMAs within the Coronado National Forest.  
On a Forest-wide basis, the density of existing roads and new road 
construction is limited to one mile of road or less per square mile.  Per the 
Coronado National Forest Forest Level Roads Analysis Report dated January 
13, 2003, the existing road density on the Coronado National Forest is 
approximately 0.8 miles per square mile based on the area of the National 
Forest Systems Land (1,717,857 acres (2,684 square miles) and 2,187.25 miles 
of jurisdiction road in the inventory).   None of the alternatives would change 
the existing road density because TEP would close 1.0 mi (1.6 km) of existing 
classified road for every 1.0 mi (1.6 km) of proposed road to be used in the 
operation or long-term maintenance of the project.  Any authorization issued 
to implement the proposed project on the Coronado National Forest would  
contain terms and conditions, as appropriate, to ensure road barrier 
effectiveness and maintenance. Based on the discussion above, the proposed 
project would be consistent with Forest Plan standards and guidelines for road 
density. 
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Arizona Wilderness Coalition, Western Deserts Regional Coordinator 
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Comment No. 3 
 
The EIS has been revised to include a more extensive explanation (in Section 
1.2, Purpose and Need) of the roles of TEP and the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project.  In permit  proceedings such 
as TEP’s, where an applicant seeks permission for a specific proposed project 
to meet the applicant’s specific purpose and need, the Federal agencies 
generally limit their review to alternatives similar to the one proposed, i.e., that 
is, alternatives that would meet the applicant’s purpose and need.  The 
agencies generally do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of 
the applicant’s proposals.  Similarly, the Federal agencies do not compel a 
permit applicant to alter its proposal or its purpose and need, but instead they 
decide whether a permit is appropriate for the specific proposal as the 
applicant envisioned it.  It is not for the agencies to run the applicant’s 
business or to compel an applicant to change its proposal: DOE evaluates the 
project as offered.  Therefore, in an applicant-initiated process, the range of 
reasonable alternatives analyzed in detail is limited to those alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s purpose and need and that the applicant would be 
willing and able to implement, plus the no-action alternative.  All of the 
alternatives analyzed in this EIS were either suggested by or similar to 
alternatives suggested by TEP.  

I agree with other concerned parties that there is no "Need" stated
for a 345 kV line by either the applicant (TEP) or agencies -
because most of the energy transmitted on the line would not
benefit Santa Cruz County, why is the 345 kV, and not a smaller
line, needed?  A smaller, less obtrusive powerline, such as a 115
kV line was not considered for any route. Why not? A 115 kV line
is cheaper, can more easily be buried in sensitive areas near homes,
and would serve the long-term needs of Santa Cruz County.  
 
I do not support the proposed routes because they do not serve
Santa Cruz County's interests, as originally intended under ACC
order 62011. They are an unnecessary economic, environmental,
and culture burden on Southern Arizona.  
 
In a time of shrinking wildlands, this is another attempt at the theft
of our God-given natural heritage.  This landscape has been wild
since the beginning of time, and is still in beautiful natural
condition.  This powerline will exist far into the future and is not
worth degrading what geologic and natural evolution has produced
in this beautiful landscape.  Please consider withdrawing the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement and issuing an assessment that
properly analyzes real solutions to power needs in Santa Cruz
County that include a smaller powerline and/or locally run power
plant. 
 
 
Jay Krienitz 
AWC Western Deserts Regional Coordinator 
www.azwild.org 
 
Office: (928)717-6076 
Cell: (928)713-0245 
 
"You can't hug a biogeochemical cycle" 
-Ed Grumbine, 1992 

3 
 

1 
cont. 

3 
cont. 

 
This approach is particularly apt where, as here, the proposed action reflects a 
state’s decision as to the kind and location of electrical infrastructure it wants 
provided within its boundaries.  The ACC is vested with the authority to 
decide how it believes energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders, 
including the need for, the location of, and the effectiveness of transmission 
lines within its borders.  See the discussion at Section 1.1.2 and 1.2.2 of the 
EIS with respect to the respective jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA review.  TEP’s proposal 
has the dual purpose of addressing problems of electrical reliability in Santa 
Cruz County, Arizona, and crossing the border to eventually interconnect with 
the Mexican electrical grid.  Alternatives that would not satisfy both elements 
of this dual purpose are not reasonable alternatives for the Federal agencies to 
consider in detail. 
 
Thus, during the course of this NEPA review, the Federal agencies have 
considered alternative routes for TEP’s proposed transmission line, but have 
not deemed feasible proposed alternatives that contemplate construction of 
power plants or transmission lines that differ in capacity from those that the  
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Comment No. 3 (continued) 
 
ACC has directed TEP to construct.  
 
Section 2.1.5 discusses why a new power plant in Nogales is not a viable 
alternative to a new, second transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). As 
discussed in that section, “new local generation does not pre-empt the need for 
a second transmission line.  This is because the system deficiency is not a 
supply problem but rather a delivery problem that new generation can not 
solve.  New local generation would be susceptible to tripping off line for a 
transmission line outage just like the existing Valencia units until a second  
transmission line connects Nogales to the Arizona grid.” Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line (e.g., a 115-kV line) 
would not meet the international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal. 
Therefore, these alternatives are not evaluated in detail in this EIS (see Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 

2.1-25 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 
 

Beals, Linda R.,  Manager, Arizona State Land Department 
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Comment No. 1 
 
State Trust Lands in the project area are shown in Figure 1.1–2.  The 
information submitted by the commentor has been incorporated, as 
appropriate, into Section 3.1.1 of the Final EIS. 
 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
This information submitted by the commentor has been incorporated, as 
appropriate, into Section 4.1.1 of the Final EIS. 

1 

Page 1 of 3 

2 
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Beals, Linda R.,  Manager, Arizona State Land Department 
Page 2 of 3 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 2 

cont.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Chapter 9 has been revised to indicate that construction on State Trust lands 
would require a right-of-way grant from the State Land Department. Also, a 
footnote has been added, stating: “Only the Federal government may exercise 
it's power of eminent domain and condemn State Trust lands.  TEP does not 
have condemnation power on State Trust lands.  It should also be noted, that 
the Arizona Corporation Commission has no authority to require the Arizona 
State Land Department to issue a right of way across State Trust lands.” 

3 

 
 
 
 
 
 

2.1-27 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 
 

Beals, Linda R.,  Manager, Arizona State Land Department 
Page 3 of 3 
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Border Power Plant Working Group     
Page 1 of 4 
 

1 
 

 
 

Comments No. 1 and 2 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project is to connect to electrical 
systems in both Nogales, Arizona, and Mexico. If TEP’s proposed project is 
approved by each of the Federal agencies, then there would still be a variety of 
events that could preclude TEP from implementing this project, such as the 
possibility of failure by TEP to secure a power sales contract with CFE. 
Issuance of a Presidential Permit by DOE would only indicate that DOE has 
no objection to the project, but would not mandate that the project be built.  
 
A double-circuit transmission line, such as the proposed 345-kV transmission 
line, is built for redundancy, so that if one of the circuits is out of service, the 
other circuit can carry the entire load that would normally be split between the 
two circuits. This effectively limits the maximum amount of power that would 
be put on this transmission line to 1,000 MW total, or 500 MW per circuit, 
which is what this EIS assesses 
  
If DOE issues a Presidential Permit, it would contain limits on the amount of 
power that could be placed on the transmission line.  These limits are based on 
reliability studies done in support of the application and also on the design 
limiting the transmission line to operate at 500 MW.  If TEP wanted to operate 
the transmission line above 500 MW, TEP would have to apply to DOE for an 
amendment to their Presidential Permit, and DOE would have to perform 
additional analysis required by NEPA. 
 
Section 2.1.5 discusses why a new power plant in Nogales is not a viable 
alternative to a new, second transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). As 
discussed in that section, “new local generation does not pre-empt the need for 
a second transmission line.  This is because the system deficiency is not a 
supply problem but rather a delivery problem that new generation can not 
solve.  New local generation would be susceptible to tripping off line for a 
transmission line outage just like the existing Valencia units until a second 
transmission line connects Nogales to the Arizona grid.” Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line (e.g., a 115-kV line) 
would not meet the international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal. 
The original ACC Decision No. 62011 (ACC 1999) mandates the construction 
of a second transmission line to serve customers in Santa Cruz County and 
does not reference the export of electricity to Mexico. However, a second 
ACC order (Decision No. 64536, issued in January 2002) grants a CEC to TEP 
to construct only a 345-kV transmission line with the dual purpose of  
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1 
cont. 

2 

3 

4 

 

Comments No. 1 and 2 (continued) 
 
addressing the service reliability problems in Santa Cruz County and providing 
interconnection with Mexico. Alternatives that would not satisfy both elements 
of TEP’s dual purpose are not reasonable alternatives for the Federal agencies 
to consider in detail. Therefore, these alternatives are not evaluated in detail in 
this EIS (see Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From 
Further Analysis). 
 
Regarding consumer electricity rates, the ACC controls what actions electric 
utilities can take in Arizona to serve its citizens and approves the necessary 
ACC, not the Federal agencies.  Because the Federal agencies cannot 
anticipate how the ACC may adjust consumer electricity rates in light of the 
proposed project, the potential change in consumer electricity rates is too 
speculative for inclusion in the EIS. Refer to the ACC’s website 
(http://www.cc.state.az.us/about/index.htm) for more information on how 
electricity rates are determined. In addition, the potential economic benefit to 
TEP from the proposed project is outside the scope of the EIS.   
  
Comment No. 3 
 
In permit  proceedings such as TEP’s, where an applicant seeks permission for 
a specific proposed project to meet the applicant’s specific purpose and need, 
the Federal agencies generally limit their review to alternatives similar to the 
one proposed, i.e., that is, alternatives that would meet the applicant’s purpose 
and need.  The agencies generally do not review alternatives that are not 
within the scope of the applicant’s proposals.  Similarly, the Federal agencies 
do not compel a permit applicant to alter its proposal or its purpose and need, 
but instead they decide whether a permit is appropriate for the specific 
proposal as the applicant envisioned it.  It is not for the agencies to run the 
applicant’s business or to compel an applicant to change its proposal: DOE 
evaluates the project as offered.  Therefore, in an applicant-initiated process, 
the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed in detail is limited to those 
alternatives that would satisfy the applicant’s purpose and need and that the 
applicant would be willing and able to implement, plus the no-action 
alternative.  All of the alternatives analyzed in this EIS were either suggested 
by or similar to alternatives suggested by TEP.  
 
This approach is particularly apt where, as here, the proposed action reflects a 
state’s decision as to the kind and location of electrical infrastructure it wants  
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cont. 

5 

6 

2 
cont. 

Comment No. 3 (continued) 
 
provided within its boundaries.  The ACC is vested with the authority to 
decide how it believes energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders, 
including the need for, the location of, and the effectiveness of transmission 
lines within its borders.  See the discussion at Section 1.1.2 and 1.2.2 of the 
EIS with respect to the respective jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA review.  TEP’s proposal 
has the dual purpose of addressing problems of electrical reliability in Santa 
Cruz County, Arizona, and crossing the border to eventually interconnect with 
the Mexican electrical grid.  Alternatives that would not satisfy both elements 
of this dual purpose are not reasonable alternatives for the Federal agencies to 
consider in detail. 
 
Thus, during the course of this NEPA review, the Federal agencies have 
considered alternative routes for TEP’s proposed transmission line, but have 
not deemed feasible proposed alternatives that contemplate construction of 
power plants or transmission lines that differ in capacity from those that the 
ACC has directed TEP to construct. Transmission projects with a capacity of 
100 MW, as suggested by the commentor, are not considered in detail because 
they would not satisfy one or both elements of TEP’s dual purpose. Section 
2.1.5 of the FEIS has been revised to provide additional information about the 
reasons why these and other suggested alternatives would not satisfy TEP's 
purpose and need. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
The facilitation of cross-boundary projects referred to on the DOE website that 
the commenter cites does not include promotion of specific projects. Rather, 
the DOE Office of Fossil Energy (FE) is responsible for facilitating 
international electricity trade by coordinating the review of regulatory 
proceedings among all jurisdictional Federal agencies and relevant agencies in 
Canada and Mexico. This facilitation takes the form of reducing duplicative 
reviews and streamlining internal administrative processes where possible. 
 
FE does not promote or otherwise pre-decide the merits of any Presidential 
Permit proceeding.  FE’s role in the facilitation of international electricity 
trade is limited to ensuring that review processes comply with all applicable 
laws.  The Department of Energy will determine in a Record of Decision 
(ROD) whether a Presidential Permit is in the public interest. 
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Comment No. 5 
 
There are negative environmental impacts associated with construction and 
operation of a power plant. Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But 
Eliminated From Further Analysis, has been revised to describe the types of 
environmental impacts that could be associated with a new power-generating 
facility. The major adverse impacts would be to air quality, water resources, 
and visual resources, along with impacts from land disturbance at the 
generating facility site and along required infrastructure such as connecting 
transmission lines or fuel supply lines. Impact from land disturbance could 
affect biological, cultural, and soil resources.  That section also explains why a 
new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to the proposed project. 
 
It is not within the discretion of the Federal agencies to determine the best 
means for providing for the energy needs of the state. If the ACC were to issue 
new or amended decisions (for example, in relation to ACC Decision No. 
62011) relevant to TEP’s proposed project, the Federal agencies would 
consider such amendments as they relate to the purpose and need for the 
proposed project.  
 
Comment No. 6 
 
A smaller transmission line (e.g., 100 MW capacity line) in lieu of the 
proposed 345-kV line would not meet the international interconnection aspect 
of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer to 
Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further 
Analysis).  See reply to comment 3 above. 
 
Comment No. 7 
 
It is technically feasible to bury both the 345-kV and 115-kV transmission 
lines. Burying transmission lines reduces the visual impacts of the 
transmission lines at ground level to only the disturbances associated with the 
cleared ROW, and aboveground level to facilities that are required along the 
transmission line for operational reasons. For approximately every 14 mi (22.5 
km) of buried transmission line, intermediate facilities are required to boost 
the conductor cables’ current-carrying ability.  
 
There are disadvantages to burying transmission lines, including technical 
difficulties (reliability and implementation) and potential impacts to  
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environmental resources other than visual resources. A major disadvantage of 
burying transmission lines is that reliability can be greatly reduced through 
lengthening power outages, as experience has shown that a failure 
underground is difficult to locate, and once located, is relatively more difficult 
to repair. Implementation difficulties include working with geologic 
conditions such as bedrock (necessitating explosives blasting), and needing to 
avoid existing underground utilities such as gas, sewer, phone, and electrical  
distribution lines in more populated areas.  The primary utility to be avoided 
by TEP’s proposed project would be the existing natural gas pipeline in the 
vicinity of portions of each of TEP’s proposed corridors. Given these 
implementation difficulties, the cost of burying transmission lines can be an 
estimated 7.5 to 12 times higher than traditional overhead construction for a 
given project (EEI 2003). Increased environmental impacts result from 
trenching for the length of the transmission line, resulting in disturbance to 
soils, biological, and cultural resources. The resulting disturbance is larger 
than that associated with support structures and access roads for traditional 
overhead transmission lines.  
 
Because of the disadvantages and cost differential associated with burying 
transmission lines, this alternative is not evaluated in detail in the EIS. Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis, has 
been revised to explain why the option of burying transmission lines was 
considered but eliminated from further analysis in the EIS.
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies are aware that environmental groups are interested in 
achieving Federal wilderness designation for a large portion of the Tumacacori 
EMA.  Maps provided by commentors indicate that all corridor alternatives 
considered in this EIS cross the area suggested for wilderness designation. 
Presence of a transmission line would not necessarily preclude wilderness 
designation, as the Wilderness Act of 1964 and Forest Service regulations (36 
CFR 293.15) allow for the existence, establishment and subsequent 
maintenance of transmission lines in wilderness areas. Information about the 
wilderness proposal has been added to Section 5.2.4 of the FEIS as a potential 
future action. 

Tucson Electric Power Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line 
DEIS              
 
From: Mike Painter [SMTP:mike@caluwild.org]    
To: Pell, Jerry   
 Cc:    
 
Subject: Tucson Electric Power Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission 
Line DEIS   
Sent: 10/14/2003 4:31 PM  
Importance: Normal   
October 14, 2003  
Dr. Jerry Pell  
Office of Fossil  Energy  
U.S. Department of  Energy  
Washington, DC  20585  
via e-mail: Jerry.Pell@hq.doe.gov  
Re: Tucson Electric Power Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line 
DEIS  
 
 
Dear Dr. Pell:  
I am writing on behalf of more than 601 members and supporters
of Californians for Western Wilderness. We are an
unincorporated citizens organization dedicated to encouraging
and facilitating citizen participation in legislative and
administrative actions affecting   wilderness and other public
lands in the West.  
      
I wish to object to the preferred alternative in the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, the Western Route. This route
would cut through areas proposed for inclusion in the National
Wilderness Preservation System, rendering any such designation
impossible or useless. The Crossover Route of Alternative 3
would do the same thing. These alternatives are unacceptable.  
  

 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.3.3 and 4.3.3 presents analyses of the existing special status species, 
and potential impacts to these species as a result of the proposed project. 
Section 3.3.2 discusses the existing vegetation and wildlife in the proposed 
project area.  Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present analyses of the existing visual 
resources and potential impacts to visual resources as a result of the  proposed 
project.  As indicated in those sections, the proposed project has the potential 
to impact habitat and species, and would impact visual resources.   
 
Comment No. 3 
 
The Federal agencies recognize that many people value the sense of place that 
exists along areas of the alternative transmission corridors because of the 
areas' natural beauty, undisturbed landscape features, abundant plant and 
animal wildlife, and cultural resources. The Federal agencies appreciate this 
holistic sense of place and have revised the introductory sections of Chapters 3 
and 4 of the Final EIS to acknowledge these values. 
 
The Final EIS has also been revised to provide more information about the 
other topics raised by the commentor.  Specifically, Sections 3.1, Land Use, 
and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the existing roads and inventoried roadless 
areas (IRAs) within the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, 
and 4.12, Transportation, evaluate potential impacts related to roads.  Section 
3.1.2 states that there is off-highway (off-road) vehicle use in the project area. 

1 
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Comment No 3 (con’t) 

Comment No. 3 (continued) 
 
Section 4.1.2 analyzes the impacts of off-highway vehicle use as one of many 
recreational uses of the project area, including the Coronado National Forest. This area of Arizona is home to many species of endangered,

threatened, or otherwise rare animals and plants. In addition it is a
scenic area, and the presence of transmission lines and towers will
degrade the scenic values, especially in Coronado National Forest. 
 
The project will require the construction of roads in roadless areas,
and even if those roads are closed, they will leave scars that will take
a very long time to heal. Also, some off-road vehicle enthusiasts pay
no attention to road closures and use those roads for their recreation.
Powerlines and roads are a known vector for the spread of non-
native, invasive weeds.  
      
Additionally roads fragment wildlife habitat. We also question the
adequacy of the DEIS, since it does not look at alternatives
containing other than 345 kV transmission lines. In fact, Tucson
Electric Power does not state a need for a transmission line of that
size. There are other alternatives carrying less, especially given the
power needs of Santa Cruz County. I urge you to analyze that more
carefully in a revised draft of the EIS.  
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment. Please keep us informed
of your decision in this matter and further opportunities for public
involvement.  

 
      Sincerely,  
      Michael J. Painter  
      Coordinator  

 
      ======================================  
      Californians for Western Wilderness  
      P.O. Box 210474  
      San Francisco, CA  94121-0474  
      415-752-3911  
      info@caluwild.org  
      http://www.caluwild.org  
      ====================================== 

 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3 

Section 4.3.2, Biological Resources, states that the long-term reductions in 
biological activity (e.g., lack of vegetation in an area due to construction 
traffic) tend to be more pronounced in arid areas such as the proposed project 
area where biological communities recover very slowly from disturbances.  
Sections 3.3.3 and 4.3.3 presents analyses of the existing special status species, 
and potential impacts to these species as a result of the proposed project. 
Section 3.3.2 discusses the existing vegetation and wildlife in the proposed 
project area, and Section 4.3.2 analyzes habitat fragmentation impacts.  
Sections 3.3.6 and 4.3.6 discuss the existing invasive species (nonnative 
plants) in the project area, and potential invasive species impacts that could 
result from the proposed project. 2 

cont. 
 
 
4 

 
Comment No. 4 
 
In permit  proceedings such as TEP’s, where an applicant seeks permission for 
a specific proposed project to meet the applicant’s specific purpose and need, 
the Federal agencies generally limit their review to alternatives similar to the 
one proposed, i.e., that is, alternatives that would meet the applicant’s purpose 
and need.  The agencies generally do not review alternatives that are not 
within the scope of the applicant’s proposals.  Similarly, the Federal agencies 
do not compel a permit applicant to alter its proposal or its purpose and need, 
but instead they decide whether a permit is appropriate for the specific 
proposal as the applicant envisioned it.  It is not for the agencies to run the 
applicant’s business or to compel an applicant to change its proposal: DOE 
evaluates the project as offered.  Therefore, in an applicant-initiated process, 
the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed in detail is limited to those 
alternatives that would satisfy the applicant’s purpose and need and that the 
applicant would be willing and able to implement, plus the no-action 
alternative.  All of the alternatives analyzed in this EIS were either suggested 
by or similar to alternatives suggested by TEP.  
 
This approach is particularly apt where, as here, the proposed action reflects a 
state’s decision as to the kind and location of electrical infrastructure it wants 
provided within its boundaries.  The ACC is vested with the authority to 
decide how it believes energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders,  
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including the need for, the location of, and the effectiveness of transmission 
lines within its borders.  See the discussion at Section 1.1.2 and 1.2.2 of the 
EIS with respect to the respective jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA review.  TEP’s proposal 
has the dual purpose of addressing problems of electrical reliability in Santa 
Cruz County, Arizona, and crossing the border to eventually interconnect with 
the Mexican electrical grid.  Alternatives that would not satisfy both elements 
of this dual purpose are not reasonable alternatives for the Federal agencies to 
consider in detail. 
 
Thus, during the course of this NEPA review, the Federal agencies have 
considered alternative routes for TEP’s proposed transmission line, but have 
not deemed feasible proposed alternatives that contemplate construction of 
power plants or transmission lines that differ in capacity from those that the 
ACC has directed TEP to construct.  Section 2.1.5 of the EIS explains why 
other alternatives, such as a smaller transmission line, were eliminated from 
detailed analysis in the EIS. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Draft EIS was prepared in accordance with Section 102(2)(c) of NEPA, 
the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code of Federal 
Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508), and all applicable laws, regulations, and 
agency policies.  The Federal agencies have determined that the Draft EIS 
does not need to be re-issued for additional review.  It is noted that the Final 
EIS contains revisions based on public comments and internal reviews.   
 
Comment No. 2 
 
While TEP’s proposed project would be the highest capacity transmission 
interconnection between the U.S. and Mexico, if approved, the concept is not 
without precedent.  Electricity trade between the United States and Mexico has 
existed since 1905. Presently, 16 electrical connections exist between the U.S. 
and Mexico that range in voltage from 115-kV to 230-kV. Three of the 230-
kV connections between southern California and Baja California are 
synchronous interconnections that actually connect the U.S. and Mexican 
electrical grids.  Over the past several years, DOE has received applications 
from NRG Energy, Inc., for a proposal for a 500-kV transmission link with 
Mexico, and from the Public Service Company of New Mexico (PNM) for a 
project similar to the TEP proposal.  However, neither is currently active, and 
as discussed in Section 5.2.1, PNM recently indicated that it would be 
withdrawing its Presidential Permit Application.   
 
As part of DOE’s decisionmaking process on whether to grant a Presidential 
Permit for the proposed project, DOE will determine whether the proposed 
project would adversely impact the reliability of the U.S. electric system. Also, 
before authorizing exports to Mexico over the proposed 345-kV facilities, 
DOE must ensure that the export would not impair sufficiency of supply 
within the United States and would not impede, or tend to impede, the 
coordinated use of the regional transmission system. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
TEP’s proposal has a dual purpose. It is intended to address the problems with 
electric power reliability in Santa Cruz County, Arizona, and to cross the 
border to interconnect with the Mexican electrical grid. Potential economic 
benefit to TEP from the proposed project is outside the scope of the EIS. 
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Comment No. 4 
 
Electricity trade between the United States and Mexico has existed since 1905. 
In 1935, the Federal Power Act was amended to require approval by the 
Executive Branch before electricity could be exported to a foreign country. In 
1939, President Roosevelt issued Executive Order 8202 requiring Presidential 
approval for the construction of transmission lines across the U.S. international 
border. The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), passed in 
1993, states that “… it is desirable to strengthen the important role that trade in 
energy… play[s] in the North American region and to enhance this role 
through sustained and gradual liberalization” (Public Law 103-192, Article 
601.2). Prior to NAFTA’s passage, the Office of the U.S. Trade Representative 
coordinated the preparation of The NAFTA: Report on Environmental Issues 
(USTR 1993) on the likely significance of the NAFTA and associated 
agreements on environmental and conservation issues. Applications for 
Presidential Permits are initiated by private entities based on private business 
decisions.  It would be speculative for the Federal agencies to conceive of 
future private enterprise proposals for Presidential Permits and to combine 
them into a programmatic EIS for analysis.  Each Federal agency evaluates 
proposals on a case-by-case basis in light of its own missions. In summary, 
Federal agencies have not created any new programs that would require the 
development of a programmatic EIS evaluation. 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
In permit  proceedings such as TEP’s, where an applicant seeks permission for 
a specific proposed project to meet the applicant’s specific purpose and need, 
the Federal agencies generally limit their review to alternatives similar to the 
one proposed, i.e., that is, alternatives that would meet the applicant’s purpose 
and need.  The agencies generally do not review alternatives that are not 
within the scope of the applicant’s proposals.  Similarly, the Federal agencies 
do not compel a permit applicant to alter its proposal or its purpose and need, 
but instead they decide whether a permit is appropriate for the specific 
proposal as the applicant envisioned it.  It is not for the agencies to run the 
applicant’s business or to compel an applicant to change its proposal: DOE 
evaluates the project as offered.  Therefore, in an applicant-initiated process, 
the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed in detail is limited to those 
alternatives that would satisfy the applicant’s purpose and need and that the 
applicant would be willing and able to implement, plus the no-action  
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Comment No. 5 (continued) 
 
alternative.  All of the alternatives analyzed in this EIS were either suggested 
by or similar to alternatives suggested by TEP.  
 
This approach is particularly apt where, as here, the proposed action reflects a 
state’s decision as to the kind and location of electrical infrastructure it wants 
provided within its boundaries.  The ACC is vested with the authority to 
decide how it believes energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders, 
including the need for, the location of, and the effectiveness of transmission 
lines within its borders.  See the discussion at Section 1.1.2 and 1.2.2 of the 
EIS with respect to the respective jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA review.  TEP’s proposal 
has the dual purpose of addressing problems of electrical reliability in Santa 
Cruz County, Arizona, and crossing the border to eventually interconnect with 
the Mexican electrical grid.  Alternatives that would not satisfy both elements 
of this dual purpose are not reasonable alternatives for the Federal agencies to 
consider in detail. 
 
Thus, during the course of this NEPA review, the Federal agencies have 
considered alternative routes for TEP’s proposed transmission line, but have 
not deemed feasible proposed alternatives that contemplate construction of 
power plants or transmission lines that differ in capacity from those that the 
ACC has directed TEP to construct. 
 
Comment No. 6 
 
Section 2.1.5, which has been revised, explains why the alternatives suggested 
by the commentor were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.  
Additionally, the response to comment 5 above explains the purpose and need 
and the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIS.  The Federal agencies have 
determined that the Draft EIS does not need to be re-issued for additional 
review.   
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7 

 

Comment No. 7 
 
Forest Service policy regarding roads is beyond the scope of this 
environmental review.  However, a Roads Analysis (URS 2003a) was 
completed for the project using the USDA Forest Service Miscellaneous 
Report FS 643 as guidance.  This study considered and analyzed 
environmental, economic, and associated impacts.   
 
On a Forest-wide basis, the density of existing classified roads and new road 
construction is limited to one mile of road or less per square mile.  Per the 
Coronado National Forest Forest Level Roads Analysis Report dated January 
13, 2003 (USFS 2003a), the existing road density on the Coronado National 
Forest is approximately 0.8 miles per square mile based on the area of the 
National Forest Systems Land (1,717,857 acres and 2,187.25 miles of 
jurisdiction road in the inventory).   None of the alternatives would change the 
existing road density because TEP would close 1.0 mi (1.6 km) of existing 
classified road for every 1.0 mi (1.6 km) of proposed road to be used in the 
operation or long-term maintenance. Any authorization issued to implement 
the proposed project on the Coronado National Forest would contain terms and 
conditions to ensure road barrier effectiveness and maintenance, as 
appropriate. Based on the measures described above for ensuring the 
effectiveness of road closures, the proposed project is consistent with Forest 
Plan standards and guidelines for road density. 
 
The Federal agencies have revised Section 5.2 of the Final EIS based on the 
U.S. Border Patrol’s response (USBP 2004) to the Federal agencies’ request 
regarding illegal immigration and law enforcement activities in the proposed 
project vicinity.  The residential and business developments cited by the 
commentor are included in Section 5.2 of the Draft EIS. 
 
Based on the revisions to Section 5.2, as described above, the Federal agencies 
have revised Section 5.3, Cumulative Impact Analysis, in the Final EIS to 
more completely assess the cumulative impacts. 
 
In addition, Table 5.4-1 has been added to the Final EIS to provide a summary 
comparison of the cumulative impacts by resource area and identify any 
differences in cumulative impacts for the Western, Central, and Crossover 
Corridors. 
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Comment No. 8 
 
The Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National Forest in and of itself does 
not exceed road density limits set forth in the Forest Plan.  Road density limits 
set forth in the Forest Plan are for the Coronado National Forest as a whole, 
not for individual land units or EMAs within the Coronado National Forest, 
and are calculated only for classified roads. The Draft EIS does not state that 
the proposed road closures would bring USFS into compliance with Forest 
Plan road density requirements. 
 
None of the roads to be constructed or reconstructed as part of the proposed 
project would remain as unclassified (“wildcat”) roads.  All proposed roads to 
structure sites would become administratively closed special use roads, and 
roads to access these maintenance roads would be Level 2 roads (see Section 
4.12.1, Transportation).   
 
The commentor is correct in stating that some of the access roads to be 
constructed or reconstructed would cross through riparian areas. Section 4.3.2 
(see USFS Classified Riparian subheadings) provides analysis of the 
disturbance to riparian areas on the Coronado National Forest from access 
roads and other disturbance associated with the proposed project. 
 
Regarding the effectiveness of road closures, any authorization issued to 
implement the proposed project on the Coronado National Forest would 
contain terms and conditions to ensure road barrier effectiveness and 
maintenance, as appropriate. Based on these terms and conditions for ensuring 
the effectiveness of road closures, the proposed project is consistent with 
Forest Plan standards and guidelines for road density.   See also the response 
to comment 7 above.  
 
Comment No. 9 
 
The analysis in the Final EIS correctly relies on the IRAs defined in Volume 2 
of the Forest Service Roadless Area Conservation Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (USFS 2000) to determine potential impacts of the proposed 
project.  The method used by the Coronado National Forest to identify the 
IRAs in the Forest Service Roadless Area Conservation Final Environmental 
Impact Statement is outside the scope of this EIS.   
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Comment No. 9 (continued) 
 
According to USFS’s Murphy Peak Quadrangle map, Apache Pass is 
approximately 1.25 mi (2.01 km) west of the planned Western Corridor route.  
Apache Pass is not within an IRA, as specified in Volume 2 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Roadless Area Conservation Rule. 
The Western Corridor does not pass through any IRA.  
 
Regarding the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to the National 
Wilderness Preservation System, the Federal agencies are aware that 
environmental groups are interested in achieving Federal wilderness 
designation for a large portion of the Tumacacori EMA.  Maps provided by 
commentors indicate that all corridor alternatives considered in this EIS cross 
the area suggested for wilderness designation. Presence of a transmission line 
would not necessarily preclude wilderness designation, as Forest Service 
regulations (36 CFR 293.15) provide for the establishment and subsequent 
maintenance of transmission lines in wilderness areas.  Information about the 
wilderness proposal has been added to Section 5.2.4 of the FEIS as a potential 
future action.  
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Comment No. 10 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 describe the existing biological resources and potential 
impacts to these resources, including impacts to jaguar and Mexican spotted 
owl (Section 4.3.3).  Section 3.3.5, Coronado National Forest Management 
Indicator Species (MIS), has been revised to include additional information 
regarding MIS and their habitat in the Coronado National Forest.  The MIS 
environmental impact section (Section 4.3.5) has also been revised to provide 
additional information. Additionally, a recent USFS MIS Report has been 
prepared.  This report is listed in the references as USFS 2004d (Chapter 11 of 
the EIS) and is available upon request to the USFS.  
 
Sections 3.3.2 and 4.3.2 of the Final EIS have been revised to include 
discussion and analysis of habitat fragmentation. The Biological Assessments 
(Appendices D, E,  F, and K, provided on CD-rom attached to this document) 
serve as the basis for analysis of potential threatened and endangered species 
impacts in the EIS and provide more information on potential effects to each 
species, such as jaguar and the Mexican spotted owl.  A Biological Opinion 
was issued for the Western Corridor by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on 
April 24, 2004 (also provided on CD-rom attached to this document). 
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Comment No. 11 
  
Figure 3.1-1, Specially Designated Areas on the Coronado National Forest, 
has been revised in the Final EIS to show the portion of Sycamore Creek that 
is preliminarily eligible for designation as a Wild and Scenic River (the 
segment of Sycamore Canyon from south of Ruby Road to the U.S.-Mexico 
border). Based on a site visit by USFS resource specialists and others, the 
Western Corridor is not visible from the eligible area. The topography of 
Sycamore Canyon is characterized by a very deep canyon, thus reducing the 
likelihood that a viewer standing at the creek bottom would be able to see a 
transmission line located outside the canyon.   Thus, if Sycamore Canyon were 
determined to be a Wild and Scenic River, the transmission line would not be 
visible from the wild and scenic reach of the river.   
 
Refer to Section 4.7, Water Resources, for a discussion of erosion and 
sedimentation. 
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Comment No. 12 
 
Chapter 5 of the EIS presents an analysis of cumulative impacts, as required 
under NEPA, that could occur as a result of the potential impacts of TEP’s 
proposed project when added to impacts from other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions. Where specific information was 
available on past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it was 
included in the EIS; relevant information received from the public during the 
Draft EIS public comment period was also added to the Final EIS (e.g., 
information on planned residential developments was added to Section 5.2.4).  
 
The Federal agencies have revised sections 5.2 and 5.3 of the Final EIS based 
on the U.S. Border Patrol’s response (USBP 2004, see Appendix A) to the 
Federal agencies’ request regarding illegal immigration and law enforcement 
activities in the proposed project vicinity. The U.S. Border Patrol’s response 
generally re-enforced the information on which the relevant analysis in the 
Draft EIS was based and provided additional information on increased patrols 
and a Remote Video Surveillance System planned in the area. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Energy Surety in Communities Program may still be independently 
considered by local communities.  However, the program serves a different 
purpose than that stated in this EIS and, thus, is not evaluated as an alternative 
in this document. Furthermore, alternative generation services (including 
distributed energy resources) do not eliminate the need for the proposed 
project.  Section 2.1.5 of the Final EIS has been revised to include a discussion 
of why local power generating facilities were eliminated from detailed study in 
this EIS. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies recognize that many people value certain areas along the 
alternative transmission corridors as wild places and have a holistic concern 
for the natural beauty, undisturbed landscape features, and abundant plant and 
animal wildlife that characterize those areas. These unique natural 
characteristics give such wild areas their "sense of place," which includes 
people’s visual and aural perceptions of the area's undisturbed sky, natural 
landscape, water resources, and plant and animal populations. The sense of 
place also includes the spiritual value that many people associate with these 
wild areas because of their cultural and religious significance. The Federal 
agencies recognize and appreciate this holistic sense of place and have revised 
the introductory sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS to acknowledge 
these values. 
 
The agencies recognize that the natural and cultural characteristics that 
contribute to a sense of place cannot be measured in the same manner as some 
other resources in an environmental analysis. However, in order to analyze 
potential impacts effectively and document the analysis, it is necessary to 
consider the resource areas individually. Thus, the EIS discussions of affected 
environment in Chapter 3 and potential impacts in Chapter 4 are divided into 
distinct resource areas (e.g., visual resources, biological resources, cultural 
resources). 
 
The Federal agencies have evaluated in the EIS the potential impacts from the 
proposed project on the cultural, historical, biological, visual, and recreational 
resources cited by the commentor. Chapter 3 describes the affected 
environment of the Tumacacori Highlands and Santa Cruz Valley in the 
vicinity of the proposed project for each resource area. Chapter 4 evaluates the 
potential impacts from the proposed project on each resource area (refer to 
Sections 3.4 and 4.4, Cultural Resources; Sections 3.3 and 4.3, Biological 
Resources; Sections 3.2 and 4.2, Visual Resources; and Sections 3.1.2 and 
4.1.2, Recreation). 
 
The potential impacts to biological resources, including impacts to special 
status species and wildlife habitat, are addressed in Section 4.3. Section 3.3.3 
acknowledges the potential for jaguar in all three of the proposed corridors. 
Section 4.3.3 provides analysis supporting the “May affect, not likely to 
adversely effect” determination for the potential impact on jaguar from the 
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Comment No. 1 (continued) 
 
proposed project.  
 
The Arivaca Cienega Trail in the Buenos Aires National Wildlife Refuge starts 
about 0.25 mi (0.4 km) east of Arivaca.  It is approximately 10 mi (16 km) 
west of the Western and Crossover Corridors, and approximately 15 mi (24 
km) west of the Central Corridor.  It would not be affected by the proposed 
project.   
 
The construction of transmission line structures and associated access roads 
has the potential to adversely affect archaeological and historical sites, both 
through direct effects from land disturbance and through visual impacts based 
on the area of land disturbed (see Section 4.2). The historic parks in 
Tumacacori and Tubac are outside of the three 0.25-mi (0.40-km) wide study 
corridors. Therefore, the impact on these historic parks from the Central 
Corridor (the closest of the corridors to these parks) would be limited to visual 
impacts.  Since publication of the Draft EIS, a field review of these sites was 
conducted and a report, the “Proposed TEP Powerline—Visibility from 
Tumacacori and Tubac Historic Sites”, was added to  Appendix I.  Based on 
that field review and associated report, Section 4.4.1.2 has been revised with 
the following language:  “Impacts to views from the historic parks in 
Tumacacori and Tubac would be minimal.  Currently, views from both sites 
are blocked largely by vegetation, structures, I-19, and topography.   It is 
unlikely that the proposed powerline would be seen from either site (See 
Appendix I for more information). The ongoing effort to designate the Santa 
Cruz Valley as a National Heritage Area is expected to be completed in 2005.  
The significance of this designation is to gain recognition of the area as having 
a diverse natural and cultural heritage. This designation would not create any 
new Federal, state, or local regulatory oversight over the area, and the 
designation is not expected to affect or be affected by the proposed project. 
 
The Federal agencies are aware of Congressman Grijalva’s stated intent to 
initiate legislation that would establish an addition to the National Wilderness 
Preservation System in the Tumacacori Highlands portion of the Coronado 
National Forest.  The proposal would double the existing Pajarita Wilderness 
south of Ruby Road from 7,529 acres (3,047 ha) to 15,931 (6,447 ha) acres 
and create an entirely new wilderness area of 76,171 acres (30, 825 ha) north 
of that road.  Section 5.2.4 now includes a discussion of this potential 
proposal. 
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 Comment No. 2 
 
In permit  proceedings such as TEP’s, where an applicant seeks permission for 
a specific proposed project to meet the applicant’s specific purpose and need, 
the Federal agencies generally limit their review to alternatives similar to the 
one proposed, i.e., that is, alternatives that would meet the applicant’s purpose 
and need.  The agencies generally do not review alternatives that are not 
within the scope of the applicant’s proposals.  Similarly, the Federal agencies 
do not compel a permit applicant to alter its proposal or its purpose and need, 
but instead they decide whether a permit is appropriate for the specific 
proposal as the applicant envisioned it.  It is not for the agencies to run the 
applicant’s business or to compel an applicant to change its proposal: DOE 
evaluates the project as offered.  Therefore, in an applicant-initiated process, 
the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed in detail is limited to those 
alternatives that would satisfy the applicant’s purpose and need and that the 
applicant would be willing and able to implement, plus the no-action 
alternative.  All of the alternatives analyzed in this EIS were either suggested 
by or similar to alternatives suggested by TEP.  
 
This approach is particularly apt where, as here, the proposed action reflects a 
state’s decision as to the kind and location of electrical infrastructure it wants 
provided within its boundaries.  The ACC is vested with the authority to 
decide how it believes energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders, 
including the need for, the location of, and the effectiveness of transmission 
lines within its borders.  See the discussion at Section 1.1.2 and 1.2.2 of the 
EIS with respect to the respective jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA review.  TEP’s proposal 
has the dual purpose of addressing problems of electrical reliability in Santa 
Cruz County, Arizona, and crossing the border to eventually interconnect with 
the Mexican electrical grid.  Alternatives that would not satisfy both elements 
of this dual purpose are not reasonable alternatives for the Federal agencies to 
consider in detail. 
 
Thus, during the course of this NEPA review, the Federal agencies have 
considered alternative routes for TEP’s proposed transmission line, but have 
not deemed feasible proposed alternatives that contemplate construction of 
power plants or transmission lines that differ in capacity from those that the 
ACC has directed TEP to construct. 
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The original ACC Decision No. 62011 (ACC 1999) mandates the construction 
of a second transmission line to serve customers in Santa Cruz County and 
does not reference the export of electricity to Mexico. However, a second 
ACC order (Decision No. 64536, issued in January 2002) grants a CEC to TEP 
to construct only a 345-kV transmission line with the dual purpose of 
addressing the service reliability problems in Santa Cruz County and providing 
interconnection with Mexico. Alternatives that would not satisfy both elements 
of TEP’s dual purpose are not reasonable alternatives for the Federal agencies 
to consider in detail. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
As discussed above in response to Comment 1, the Federal agencies recognize 
that many people value the sense of place that exists along areas of the 
alternative transmission corridors because of the areas' natural beauty, 
undisturbed landscape features, abundant plant and animal wildlife, and 
cultural resources. The Federal agencies appreciate this holistic sense of place 
and have revised the introductory sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS 
to acknowledge these values. 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 discuss the existing visual resources and analyze the 
potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project in the areas 
cited by the commentor. Refer to the response to Comment 1 above regarding 
impacts to cultural resources and conservation and restoration efforts. 
 
The Federal agencies recognize that many people value certain areas along the 
alternative transmission corridors as wild places and have a holistic concern 
for the natural beauty, undisturbed landscape features, and abundant plant and 
animal wildlife that characterize those areas. These unique natural 
characteristics give such wild areas their "sense of place," which includes 
peoples' visual and aural perceptions of the area's undisturbed sky, natural 
landscape, water resources, and plant and animal populations. The sense of 
place also includes the spiritual value that many people associate with these 
wild areas because of their cultural and religious significance. The Federal 
agencies recognize and appreciate this holistic sense of place and have revised 
the introductory text of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS to acknowledge 
these values. 
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Comment No. 4 
 
Sections 3.5 and 4.5 discuss the existing socioeconomic resources and address 
potential socioeconomic impacts as a result of the proposed project. Section 
3.5 has been revised in the Final EIS to describe existing socioeconomic 
aspects of tourism in the project area. Section 4.5 has been revised to discuss 
potential impacts to socioeconomic aspects of tourism. 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
As discussed in Section 2.1.5, a new power plant in Nogales is not a viable 
alternative to a new, second transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal) because 
it would not meet TEP’s dual purpose and need of benefiting both southern 
Arizona and Mexico. Therefore, the alternative of a new power plant is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller transmission line in lieu of 
the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the international interconnection 
aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not evaluated in detail in this EIS 
(also refer to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From 
Further Analysis). 
 
After a regulated utility such as TEP constructs a project in Arizona, the ACC 
determines whether or to what degree an investment by a utility is recoverable  
through consumer electricity rates. Because the Federal agencies cannot 
anticipate how the ACC may adjust consumer electricity rates in light of the 
proposed project, the potential change in consumer electricity rates is too 
speculative for inclusion in the EIS.  There have been no rate increases 
attributable to this proposed project. 
 
Section 3.13 discusses minority and low-income populations in the vicinity of 
the proposed project, including Santa Cruz County. Section 4.13 concludes 
that there would be no disproportionately high and adverse impacts to minority 
or low-income populations. 
 
Comment No. 6 
 
As part of DOE’s decisionmaking process on whether to grant a Presidential 
Permit for the proposed project, DOE will determine whether the proposed 
project would adversely impact the reliability of the U.S. electric system. Also, 
before authorizing exports to Mexico over the proposed 345-kV facilities, 
DOE must ensure that the export would not impair sufficiency of supply  
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within the United States and would not impede, or tend to impede, the 
coordinated use of the regional transmission system.  
 
Comment No. 7 
 
The Congressman’s opposition to the proposed project is noted.  Responses to 
comments 1 through 6 above address the Congressman’s specific concerns. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Central Corridor remains a viable alternative for selection by the 
Federal decisionmakers in their respective Records of Decision (RODs), or 
latter of concurrence in the case of the USIBWC (see Section 1.6.6).  
Implementation of the proposed project in the Central Corridor could not 
occur until TEP meets all regulatory requirements, including obtaining the 
necessary approval from the ACC.   
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present analyses of the existing visual resources and 
potential impacts to these resources, respectively. The reference to 
“intermittent” visibility (text referenced by the commentor in the Summary 
and Sections 2.3 and 4.2 of the Draft EIS) has been clarified to reflect that it 
refers to the views of the proposed project by travelers on I-19, rather than 
to intermittently changing views of the proposed project from a single fixed 
point such as a residence. In addition, a cross reference has been added in 
Section 4.2.2 to the analysis in Section 4.4.1.2 of potential visual impacts on 
historic parks in Tumacacori and Tubac.  
 
The permanent area of disturbance from the proposed project along the gas 
pipeline would be the footprint of the proposed structures, and the access 
roads required for ongoing maintenance of the transmission line. The 
required 100-ft (30-m) distance between the edge of the gas pipeline right-
of-way (ROW) and the proposed transmission line structures would not 
result in a 100-ft (30-m) wide strip of cleared, disturbed land, but rather 
discrete areas of disturbance for each transmission line structure and any 
required access roads.   
 
The Federal agencies recognize the importance of riparian areas, therefore 
the Federal agencies have relied on Harris Environmental Group (HEG) to 
review aerial photography of the corridors and calculate the acreage of the 
Sonoran Riparian Deciduous Forest. Impacts to the Sonoran Riparian 
Deciduous Forest for the entire Central Corridor, including Sopori Ranch, 
are discussed in Section 4.3.2.2.  
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Comment No. 2 
 
Figure 2.1-2, located on page 2-4 of the Draft EIS, shows major roads in the 
area. Ellas Draw is a land depression that runs roughly north/south between 
Arivaca Road and the Coronado National Forest Tumacacori EMA.  Ellas 
Draw does not contain any roads, and is thus not shown or labeled on the 
map.  Figure 2.1-2 is also included in the Final EIS with the same figure 
number.  The Central Corridor is just east of Ellas Draw.  
 
Comment No. 3 
 
The 100-year floodplain for Sopori Wash shown in Figure 3.7-3 and 
Appendix C is the best data available.  Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) data was used.   Analysis for the 500-year floodplain has 
also been added to the Final EIS (see Appendix C).  Section 4.7.1 of the 
EIS, Floodplains, Wetlands, and Surface Water, discusses the methodology 
used to identify the boundaries of floodplains. Specifically for Sopori Wash, 
the floodplain boundaries were identified using the FEMA Flood Insurance 
Rate Maps, representing the best available data for this area. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
As discussed in Section 2.2.3, Transmission Line Structures and Wires, the 
primary support structures to be used for the transmission line would be 
self-weathering monopoles, and dulled, galvanized steel lattice towers 
would be used only in specific locations for engineering reasons or to 
minimize overall environmental impacts (for example, impacts to soils or  
archaeological sites) in accordance with ACC Decision No. 64356 (ACC 
2002). TEP would select and site the support structures within the ROW 
after each agency has issued a ROD, and TEP would consider input from 
cultural, biological, visual specialists, and landowners to identify and 
minimize impacts to each area of land to be disturbed. 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
As a condition of the Certificate of Environmental Compatibility issued by 
the ACC to TEP in January 2002 (ACC 2002, see Section 1.1.2, The Origin 
of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona 
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Comment No. 5 (continued)  
 
Corporation Committee, of the Final EIS), TEP would be obligated to “meet 
and confer with landowners who are within or adjacent to the Route 
Corridor and other interested parties in order to develop a plan for specific 
pole locations that will mitigate the environmental and visual impact of the 
Project transmission lines within the Route Corridor.” Consistent with this 
obligation, TEP would meet with each landowner and discuss impacts to 
their particular property, including any issues that a particular landowner 
has before finalizing the alignment of the transmission line within the 
corridor considered in this EIS and the location of access roads.  This 
mitigation measure has been added to Section 2.2.6. 
 
The level of detail requested is too much to include in an EIS.  Relative to 
land use, the purpose of an EIS is to disclose the potential impacts to land 
use that would result from the proposed project and determine the overall 
compatibility with land use plans.  Regarding the order of the sentences in 
paragraph 1 of Section 3.2.1, Outside the Coronado National Forest, cited 
by the commentor, the order of the sentences follows the route from north 
to south as closely as possible. 
 
On the topic of visual impacts, because the area between Arivaca Road and 
Tubac includes such features as houses, it is altered from its natural state 
and therefore does not qualify for classification as having high Scenic 
Integrity (defined as “appears to be intact”). Its classification as having 
moderate Scenic Integrity (defined as “appears slightly altered”), as stated 
in Section 3.2.2, is accurate.  
 
In assessing the visual impacts of the proposed project, for consistency the 
agencies used the same methodology for all portions of each of the 
alternative corridors. The visual analysis is based on definitions and criteria 
developed under the USFS Scenery Management System (SMS). Different 
people may have different aesthetic judgments, but consistent use of the 
SMS ensures that visual impacts are evaluated consistently. The FEIS has 
been further supplemented to include a visual analysis conducted under the 
former USFS Visual Resource Management System (see Appendix I). The 
visual analysis is supplemented with photo simulations of project structures. 
The photo simulations in the EIS do not constitute an analysis of visual 
impacts, but are included to portray the range of possible impacts of the 
proposed project, from wide-open to partially blocked views at a range of 
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Comment No. 5 (continued)  
 
distances, covering the most likely viewing areas. The photo simulations are 
useful only when accompanied by descriptions of the vegetation and land 
use, SMS Scenic Integrity values, and maps of visibility and various visual 
attributes, to support the analysis of visual impacts. Mapping of project 
visibility was performed from major, paved roadways because these areas 
would have the highest concentration of viewers. 
 
Comment No. 6 
 
Federal agencies are granted the authority to withhold from public 
disclosure information about the location of a historic property when the 
Federal agency has determined that harm to the property may occur (36 
CFR  800.11 [c]1). An EIS does not present the exact locations of cultural 
resources (including historical sites, archaeological sites, and traditional 
cultural properties) in an effort to help preserve those sites from vandalism 
and theft.  In Section 3.4.1.1, Western Corridor, the reference to  
Figure 3.7-1 is to show the approximate location of the intersection of the 
Western Corridor and Sopori Wash, not to identify the exact locations of the 
cultural sites. 
 
Comment No. 7  
 
Any decrease in property values from the proposed transmission lines 
would be perception-based impact, that is, an impact that does not depend 
on actual physical environmental impacts resulting directly from the 
proposed project, but rather upon the subjective perceptions of prospective 
purchasers in the real estate market at any given time. Any connection 
between public perception of a risk to property values and future behavior 
would be uncertain or speculative at best, and therefore would not inform 
decisionmaking. Section 4.5 references a discussion of past studies of the 
impact of transmission lines and property values in other geographic areas. 
The studies conclude that other factors, such as general location, size of 
property, and supply and demand factors, are far more important criteria 
than the proximity of a transmission line in determining the value of 
residential real estate. Accordingly, while the Federal agencies recognize 
that a given property owner’s value could be affected (positively or 
negatively) by the project, the Federal agencies have not attempted to  
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Comment No. 7 (continued)  
 
quantify theoretical public perceptions of property values should the 
proposed project be built. 
 
Regarding consideration of visual impacts to lands either within or outside 
of transmission line or access road easements during the appraisal process, 
TEP would negotiate with each individual landowner in accordance with 
the requirements of the ACC (see the response to Comment 5 above).If 
implementation of the proposed project requires condemnation of private 
lands (in the case that an easement agreement cannot be reached with the 
land owner or manager), such condemnation would be subject to separate 
legal proceedings which provide due process for those affected.  
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Comment No. 1 
 
The commentor’s opinion is noted. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders).  Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, of the 
Final EIS that provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of 
the state and Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis.   
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS has been revised to explain the roles of the 
Federal agencies in developing alternatives to accomplish the purpose and 
need.  Energy conservation and/or alternative power supply means would 
not meet TEP’s proposal and are thus not evaluated in this EIS (see Section 
2.1.5 for a discussion of Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from 
Detailed Study). The EIS evaluates a range of reasonable alternatives, 
which include the full spectrum of alternatives that would satisfy the 
applicant’s proposal.  A segment of each of the alternative routing options 
proposed by TEP crosses Coronado National Forest land, and the affected 
environment and potential environmental impacts of crossing Coronado 
National Forest land are analyzed in the EIS.  As explained in Section 2.1.5, 
alternatives that do not cross National Forest lands were considered but 
eliminated from detailed study.  
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Section 3.11.1 of the Final EIS has been revised to clarify that the proposed 
project does not include the development or expansion of power generation 
facilities. The proposed project would utilize existing power on the Western 
electric grid. 
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Comment No. 4 
 
The existing biological resources of the Coronado National Forest are 
described in Section 3.3. Section 4.3 describes potential impacts to 
biodiversity and wildlife populations. The Final EIS describes impacts by 
corridor, as listed in Tables 4.3-1, 4.3-2, and 4.3-3.   
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 describe the existing visual resources and analyze 
potential impacts to these visual resources for each alternative.  With 
respect to the Crossover Corridor in Peck Canyon, Section 3.2 indicates that 
the existing Scenic Integrity, or the degree of intactness and wholeness of 
the landscape, is Very High within Peck Canyon.  As stated in Section 
4.2.3, upon implementation of the Crossover Corridor, the Scenic Integrity 
of most of the affected area of Peck Canyon would be reduced to Low. 
Section 4.2 also notes that there are recreational trails within Peck Canyon 
from which the Crossover Corridor would be in the foreground. 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
The Federal agencies considered all comments received during the NEPA 
process, including those cited by the commentor. All of these comments are 
available to the Federal decisionmakers in reaching final decisions on this 
project. 
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Comment No 1   
 
The EIS has been revised to include a more extensive explanation (in 
Section 1.2, Purpose and Need) of the needs that the proposal would 
address and the roles of TEP and the Federal agencies in developing 
alternatives for the proposed project.  
 
Comment No 2   
 
As discussed in the response to comment No. 1, the EIS evaluates a range 
of reasonable alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives 
that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal.   The EIS also assesses the No 
Action Alternative, under which the transmission line would not be built 
and the associated environmental impacts would not occur.  
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Comment No. 1  
 
The Federal agencies recognize that many people value certain areas along 
the alternative transmission corridors and have a holistic concern for the 
natural beauty, undisturbed landscape features, abundant plant and animal 
wildlife, and cultural resources that characterize those areas. These unique 
natural characteristics give such areas their "sense of place," which includes 
the spiritual value that many people associate with these areas because of 
their cultural and religious significance. The Federal agencies recognize and 
appreciate this holistic sense of place and have revised the introductory 
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS to acknowledge these values. 
 
The agencies recognize that the natural and cultural characteristics that 
contribute to a sense of place cannot be measured in the same manner as 
some other resources in an environmental analysis.  However, in order to 
analyze potential impacts effectively and document the analysis, it is 
necessary to consider the resource areas individually. Thus, the EIS 
discussions of affected environment in Chapter 3 and potential impacts in 
Chapter 4 are divided into distinct resource areas (e.g., visual resources, 
biological resources, cultural resources). 
 
Regarding the need for the project, Section 1.1.2 of the Final EIS provides 
explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and Federal 
agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis.  It is not for the 
Federal agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered.  The Federal agencies’ purpose and need are 
discussed in Section 1.2.  
 
Section 3.1.1.1, Land Use, discusses the affected environment of Pajarita 
Wilderness, which encompasses Sycamore Canyon. The structure locations, 
construction areas, and proposed access roads for all three corridors would 
not enter into the Pajarita Wilderness.  Sections 3.2.1 and 4.2.1 present 
analyses of the existing visual resources, and potential impacts to these 
visual resources for the Western Corridor.  The analysis determined that the 
existing scenic integrity of the Pajarita Wilderness would not change.  
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The potential for changes in access in the vicinity of the proposed project, 
which includes vehicular traffic on access roads, is discussed in Section 
4.1.2, Recreation.  The potential for fugitive dust associated with the 
proposed project is discussed in Section 4.8, Air Quality. 
 
As discussed in Sections 4.1.2, Recreation, and 4.12, Transportation, there 
would be two classifications of roads: temporary roads that are required 
only for construction of the project, and roads that are required for ongoing 
maintenance of the project. Roads that are required for ongoing 
maintenance by TEP would be administratively closed. Road closures 
would limit vehicular traffic to occasional access by TEP, mitigating 
potential impacts on air quality or wildlife habitat. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The commentor’s opinion is noted. 

2.1-71 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 
 

Green Valley Community Coordinating Council,  
Environmental Committee 
Page 1 of 1 
 

1 

 

Comment No. 1 
 
All Federal agencies involved in this project are committed to fulfilling 
their obligations under the National Historic Preservation Act, Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, American Indian 
Religious Freedom Act, and associated Executive Orders addressing Native 
American rights. The Federal agencies are developing a Programmatic 
Agreement with the Arizona State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
interested tribes, and TEP guiding the treatment of cultural resources if an 
action alternative is selected.  
 
A full-pedestrian survey of the entire corridor selected would be conducted 
prior to any ground-disturbing activities. Based on the results of the survey, 
the Federal agencies would require monitoring in areas with sensitive or 
potentially sensitive cultural resources. No monitoring has been proposed at 
this time because the extent and nature of cultural sites have not been fully 
determined. Monitoring may include an archaeologist onsite during ground 
disturbing activities or inspection of work areas. TEP has committed to 
avoiding National Register-eligible sites when possible. In the event a site is 
unavoidable, a Testing Plan, and if necessary a Data Recovery Plan, would 
be prepared and approved by the State Historic Preservation Officer. 
Mitigation may include monitoring and/or excavation of sites. Thus, an 
intensive cultural resources survey is not deemed appropriate at this time. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 respectively describe the existing visual resources and 
potential impacts to these visual resources, including the Santa Cruz Valley, 
Atascosa, Tumacacori, and Pajarita Mountains, and Peck Canyon, for each 
alternative. Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 respectively describe the existing 
recreational resources and potential impacts to these resources, including 
the relationship between visual setting and recreation. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 of the Final EIS have been revised to indicate the 
proximity of the proposed project to the towns of Ruby and Arivaca, and 
potential impacts to these areas.  Figure 3.1-1 shows both Ruby and 
Arivaca.  Sections 3.2 and 4.2 respectively discuss the existing Scenic 
Integrity and changes that may result from the proposed project, including 
impacts to the area of the Atascosa and Tumacacori Mountains, and the 
Pajarita Mountains south of Ruby Road. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
This EIS evaluates the affected environment and potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed project and No Action Alternative. Section 1.6.6 
explains that there are other factors in addition to environmental 
considerations that may be considered in the decision of each Federal 
agency on the proposed project, and that the decisions of each agency will 
be explained in their respective RODs, or as a letter of concurrence in the 
case of the USIBWC. 
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Comment No. 2 
 
The Eastern Corridor was eliminated from further consideration in this EIS 
because of the reasons given by TEP in a letter to DOE (TEP 2002a) that 
rendered it infeasible (see Section 2.1.5 for further discussion of elimination 
of the Eastern Corridor), regardless of the actions of the ACC. The Central 
Corridor, however, remains a viable alternative for selection by the Federal 
decisionmakers. However, implementation of the proposed project in the 
Central Corridor could not occur until TEP meets all regulatory 
requirements, including obtaining the necessary approval from the ACC.   
 
The specific concerns cited by the commentor of visual and cultural impacts 
from the Central Corridor are addressed in Sections 4.2 and 4.4, 
respectively. The visual analysis includes a Visual Sensitivity Map (Figure 
4.2-4) based on residential density and topography, which shows that 
portions of the Central Corridor are closer to more densely populated areas 
than the Western and Crossover Corridors. Section 4.4.1.2 addresses the 
visual impacts on the Tumacacori and Tubac historic sites. Additionally, a 
report in Appendix I has been added to the EIS to include a specific 
evaluation of visual impacts on the Tumacacori and Tubac historic sites.  
The conclusion of that report is as follows: “Although the Central Corridor 
is very visible from many other locations, it is unlikely that the line would 
be visible from the Tumacacori and Tubac historic sites.”   
 
There are a number of schools between Sahuarita and Nogales, Arizona, but 
none are located within any of the study corridors or their immediate 
vicinity. 
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Comment No. 3 

The Federal agencies recognize that a given property owner’s value could 
be affected by the project, but have not attempted to quantify the theoretical 
public perceptions of property values should the proposed project be built. 
Section 4.5 states that based on analyses in previous EISs of the impact of 
transmission lines and property values in other geographic areas, the 
Federal agencies can conclude only that, at worst, it is possible that there 
might be a small negative economic impact of short duration to some 
properties from the project, and that the impact on value would be highly 
variable, individualized, and unpredictable. The studies at most conclude 
that other factors, such as general location, size of property, and supply and 
demand factors, are far more important criteria in determining the value of 
residential real estate. 
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Comment No. 4 
 
This EIS evaluates the proposed project’s potential environmental impacts, 
which under CEQ NEPA-implementing regulations encompass the natural 
and physical environment, as well as the relationship of people with that 
environment (40 CFR Part 1508.1). Any analysis of the beneficiary (or 
beneficiaries) of the proposed project beyond NEPA’s definition of 
environmental impacts is outside the scope of the EIS. 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. TEP’s 
proposal has a dual purpose. It is intended to address the problems with 
electric power reliability in Santa Cruz County, Arizona, and to cross the 
border to interconnect with the Mexican electrical grid. Potential economic 
benefit to TEP from the proposed project is outside the scope of the EIS. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the Western 
Corridor.  The socioeconomic impacts associated with the proposed action 
are discussed in Section 4.5. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The commentor’s preference for the Western Corridor is noted.  The 
socioeconomic impacts associated with the proposed action are discussed in 
Section 4.5 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Caterpillar’s suggested re-route would be on land owned or leased by 
Caterpillar, but it is outside the corridor that the ACC directed TEP to use. 
Accordingly, ACC approval would be needed in order to re-route the line as 
suggested. The ACC declined to accommodate Caterpillar’s request for re-
routing at the January 3, 2002 hearing on the CEC.  The suggested re-route 
option was considered in the Final EIS, but as described in Section 2.1.5, 
was eliminated from detailed study.  
 
As a condition of the Certificate of Environmental Compatibility issued by 
the ACC to TEP in January 2002, TEP would be obligated to “meet and 
confer with landowners who are within or adjacent to the Route Corridor 
and other interested parties in order to develop a plan for specific pole 
locations that will mitigate the environmental and visual impact of the 
Project transmission lines within the Route Corridor.” Consistent with this 
obligation, TEP would meet with each landowner and discuss impacts to 
their particular property, including any issues that a particular landowner 
has before finalizing the alignment of the transmission line within the 
corridor considered in this EIS and the location of access roads.  This 
mitigation measure has been added to Section 2.2.6. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
 If an action alternative is selected, precise siting of the ROW and support 
structures, access roads, and ancillary facilities within the ROW would 
involve input from cultural, biological, and visual specialists, to identify and 
minimize impacts to each area of land to be disturbed, and input from land 
owners to mitigate environmental and visual impacts and other concerns on 
each land owner’s property. TEP is required by the ACC to develop 
mitigation measures to address issues such as safety and illegal immigrants 
when determining the line alignment. Table 2.2-2 in Section 2.2.6 of the 
Final EIS has been revised to include TEP’s commitment to work with 
landowners on siting the power line and resolving site-specific safety issues 
such as those identified in this comment.  
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Comment No. 3 
 
Relative to land use, the purpose of an EIS is not to determine the 
compatibility of the proposed project with specific adjacent land uses, but to 
disclose the potential impacts to land use that would result from the 
proposed project and to determine overall compatibility with land use plans. 
Property-specific concerns, such as those discussed in this comment, exceed 
the level of detail that is normally provided in an EIS.  However, in 
response to this and other comments, Section 4.1, Land Use, of the Final 
EIS has been revised to include a discussion of potential impacts to the 
Caterpillar Facility and clarify potential impacts on other commercial, 
residential, and miscellaneous land uses in the project area.  See responses 
to comments 1 and 2 for discussion of how these types of issues would be 
handled during the siting of the ROW and support structures.   
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1, Land Use; Section 4.12, Transportation; and Chapter 
5, Cumulative Impacts of the Final EIS discuss illegal immigration and U.S. 
Border Patrol activities in the area and the potential effects of the proposed 
action on illegal immigrant activity. Because TEP would work with 
Caterpillar to develop mitigation measures to prevent unauthorized access 
to Caterpillar’s facility (see above), and given the distance of Caterpillar’s 
facility from the U.S.-Mexico border (approximately 35 mi [56 km]), the 
Federal agencies do not expect a substantial increase in illegal immigrants 
on Caterpillar’s facility as a result of the proposed project. 
 
 

2.1-84 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 
 

Quarles & Brady Streich Lang 
Page 3 of 8 
 
 

3 
cont. 

3 
cont. 

3 
cont. 

4 

 
 

Comment No. 4 
 
The EIS does not consider impacts to specific property units. 
Socioeconomic analyses evaluate factors on a regional scale such as 
employment, income, population, housing, and community services, and 
potential impacts to these factors, rather than evaluating specific impacts on 
an individual or company-by-company basis. Additionally, the potential 
impacts to Caterpillar’s facility or associated economic impacts to the area 
that could result from the proposed project are speculative.  
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Comment No. 1 
 
Each Federal agency’s ROD will require compliance with all applicable 
statutes, regulations, and standards, if an action alternative is selected.  An 
analysis of the 500-year floodplain event has been added to the Final EIS in 
Appendix C.  
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Comment No. 1 
 
Refer to the response to the first submittal from the Santa Cruz County 
Flood Control District. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Refer to the response to the first submittal from the Santa Cruz County 
Flood Control District. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The public comment period began on August 22, 2003, and officially 
concluded on October 14, 2003, for a total of 53 days.  An extension of the 
comment period was not granted because the Federal agencies deemed this 
comment period to be reasonable, and it exceeded the requirements set forth 
by CEQ Regulations (40 CFR 1506.10[c]) for a Draft EIS public comment 
period of at least 45 days. Although the official public comment period for 
comments on the Draft EIS closed on October 14, 2003, the Federal 
agencies continued to accept comments after the close of public comment 
periods, and considered them, to the extent feasible, in the preparation of 
the Final EIS.  
 
Section 1.6 of the Final EIS has been revised to explain the process 
conducted by the Federal agencies to invite public participation in the 
NEPA process, per CEQ requirements. 
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Comment No. 2 
 
Section 1.4 of the Final EIS discusses the rationale for DOE’s identification 
of a preferred alternative in the Draft EIS and identifies the preferred 
alternative designated by each Federal agency.  Section 1.6.6 explains that 
the decisions of each Federal agency will be explained in their respective 
RODs, or as a letter of concurrence in the case of the USIBWC.  Section 
1.1.2 of the Final EIS provides information regarding the ACC proceedings 
that led the ACC to order TEP to build its line along the Western Corridor.   
 
Comment No. 3 
 
The commentor provides a summary of specific issues that are responded to 
in comments 4 through 11 below.  
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Comment No. 4 
 
The EIS has been revised to include a more extensive explanation (in 
Section 1.2, Purpose and Need) of the roles of TEP and the Federal agencies 
in developing alternatives for the proposed project.  In permit  proceedings 
such as TEP’s, where an applicant seeks permission for a specific proposed 
project to meet the applicant’s specific purpose and need, the Federal 
agencies generally limit their review to alternatives similar to the one 
proposed, i.e., that is, alternatives that would meet the applicant’s purpose 
and need.  The agencies generally do not review alternatives that are not 
within the scope of the applicant’s proposals.  Similarly, the Federal 
agencies do not compel a permit applicant to alter its proposal or its purpose 
and need, but instead they decide whether a permit is appropriate for the 
specific proposal as the applicant envisioned it.  It is not for the agencies to 
run the applicant’s business or to compel an applicant to change its 
proposal: DOE evaluates the project as offered.  Therefore, in an applicant-
initiated process, the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed in detail is 
limited to those alternatives that would satisfy the applicant’s purpose and 
need and that the applicant would be willing and able to implement, plus the 
no-action alternative.  All of the alternatives analyzed in this EIS were 
either suggested by or similar to alternatives suggested by TEP.  
 
This approach is particularly apt where, as here, the proposed action reflects 
a state’s decision as to the kind and location of electrical infrastructure it 
wants provided within its boundaries.  The ACC is vested with the authority 
to decide how it believes energy should be furnished within Arizona’s 
borders, including the need for, the location of, and the effectiveness of 
transmission lines within its borders.  See the discussion at Section 1.1.2 
and 1.2.2 of the EIS with respect to the respective jurisdictions and 
authorities of the state and Federal agencies, and their relationship to this 
NEPA review.  TEP’s proposal has the dual purpose of addressing problems 
of electrical reliability in Santa Cruz County, Arizona, and crossing the 
border to eventually interconnect with the Mexican electrical grid.  
Alternatives that would not satisfy both elements of this dual purpose are 
not reasonable alternatives for the Federal agencies to consider in detail. 
 
Thus, during the course of this NEPA review, the Federal agencies have 
considered alternative routes for TEP’s proposed transmission line, but have 
not deemed feasible proposed alternatives that contemplate construction of  

2.1-94 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 
 

Sky Island Alliance 
Page 4 of 23 
 
 

4 
cont. 

Comment No. 4 (continued) 
 
power plants or transmission lines that differ in capacity from those that the 
ACC has directed TEP to construct.  
 
As explained in Section 2.1.5, a new power plant in Nogales is not a viable 
alternative to a new, second transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). 
Therefore, the alternative of a new power plant is not evaluated in detail in 
this EIS. 
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Comment No. 5 
 
As stated in Section 1.2, Federal Agencies’ Purpose and Need Statements, 
an agency’s statement of purpose and need explains what the agency is 
called upon to do, given its authority, and it is from this statement of 
purpose and need that an agency identifies the range of reasonable 
alternatives it will consider in the EIS. In an applicant-initiated process, 
such as TEP’s proposed project, the range of reasonable alternatives 
analyzed in detail in the EIS is directly related to the applicant’s purpose 
and need. TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to 
DOE in TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-
circuit 345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the 
existing electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in 
Nogales, Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, 
Arizona to the CFE transmission system located in Sonora, Mexico.” 
Therefore, the purpose and need statements in Section 1.2.2 are not 
unreasonably narrow. 
 
In order to meet the international connection aspect of TEP’s purpose and 
need, a 345-kV transmission line is required. If TEP’s proposed project is 
approved by each of the Federal agencies, then there would still be a variety 
of events that could preclude TEP from implementing this project.  Issuance 
of a Presidential Permit by DOE would only indicate that DOE has no 
objection to the project, but would not mandate that the project be built.  
The USFS and BLM would also not mandate that the project be built.  But 
if it were going to be built, TEP would have to build it within the time limits 
specified in the permits issued by the Federal agencies.  
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal).  Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV transmission line (e.g., a 
115-kV transmission line) would not meet the international interconnection 
aspect of TEP’s proposal. Therefore, these alternatives are not evaluated in 
detail in this EIS (see Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated 
From Further Analysis). 
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Comment No. 6 
 
Chapter 5 of the EIS presents an analysis of cumulative impacts, as required 
under NEPA, which could occur as a result of the potential impacts of 
TEP’s proposed project when added to impacts from other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions. Where specific information was 
available on past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it was 
included in the EIS; relevant information received from the public during 
the Draft EIS public comment period was also added to the Final EIS (e.g., 
information on planned residential developments was added to Section 
5.2.4). Section 5.1, Cumulative Impacts Methodology, in the Final EIS has 
been revised to clarify that the analysis identifies where cumulative impacts 
may differ among alternatives, and Section 5.3, Cumulative Impact 
Analysis, has been revised in the Final EIS to more completely assess the 
potential cumulative impacts.  
 
In addition, Table 5.4-1 has been added to the Final EIS to provide a 
summary comparison of the cumulative impacts by resource area, and 
identify any differences in cumulative impacts for the Western, Central, and 
Crossover Corridors. For example, for the actions described as reasonably 
foreseeable actions in the area of Nogales, Arizona, the cumulative impacts 
would not differ among TEP’s alternatives because the Western, Central, 
and Crossover Corridors are identical in the vicinity of Nogales. 
 
Regarding the comment that the EIS should either include or address a 
habitat fragmentation analysis and meaningful analysis of cumulative 
impacts, a spatial analysis of roads on the Coronado National Forest 
associated with the proposed project in relation to natural and cultural 
resources was conducted in the Roads Analysis (URS 2003a) and was relied 
upon for evaluation of the direct and indirect environmental impacts of the 
proposed project (see Chapter 4), and cumulative impacts (see Chapter 5).  
Additional information regarding habitat fragmentation has been added to 
sections 3.3.2 and 4.3.2.   
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Comment No. 6 (continued) 
 
The calculations of road density referenced in Section 3.12, Transportation, 
were done correctly as part of the Roads Analysis (URS 2003a) for the 
proposed project, as required by Forest Service Manual 7712 in accordance 
with the USDA Forest Service Miscellaneous Report FS 643 (1999) as 
guidance. The Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National Forest in and of 
itself does not exceed classified road density limits set forth in the Forest 
Plan. Road density limits set forth in the Forest Plan are for the Forest as a 
whole, not for individual land units or EMAs within the Coronado National 
Forest. TEP would close 1.0 mi (1.6 km) of existing classified road for 
every 1.0 mi (1.6 km) of proposed road to be used in the operation or long-
term maintenance of the proposed project on the Coronado National Forest, 
such that road density on the Coronado National Forest would not be 
affected. Any authorization issued to implement the proposed project on the 
Coronado National Forest would contain terms and conditions to ensure 
road barrier effectiveness and maintenance. Based on the measures 
described above for ensuring the effectiveness of road closures, the 
proposed project is consistent with Forest Plan standards and guidelines for 
road density. 
 
The Draft EIS was prepared in accordance with Section 102(2)(c) of NEPA, 
the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code of 
Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508), and all applicable laws, 
regulations, and agency policies.  The Federal agencies have determined 
that the Draft EIS does not need to be re-issued for additional review.   
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Comment No. 7 
 
The response to Comment 6 above clarifies that the proposed project is 
consistent with Forest Plan standards and guidelines for road density. The 
proposed project does not violate the Forest Plan, NFMA, or NEPA with 
regard to road densities on the Coronado National Forest. 
 
The commentor is correct in stating that wildcat roads cannot be used 
during project implementation without undergoing NEPA analysis. The 
environmental analysis and disclosure provided by this Final EIS fulfills 
this requirement for NEPA analysis.  (See the response to comment 6 
above). 
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Comment No. 8 
 
The analysis in the Final EIS correctly relies on the IRAs defined in 
Volume 2 of the Forest Service Roadless Area Conservation Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (USFS 2000) to determine potential 
impacts of the proposed project.  The method used by the Coronado 
National Forest to identify the IRAs in the Forest Service Roadless Area 
Conservation Final Environmental Impact Statement is outside the scope of 
this EIS.   
 
According to USFS’s Murphy Peak Quadrangle map, Apache Pass is 
approximately 1.25 mi (2.01 km) west of the planned Western Corridor 
route.  Apache Pass is not within an IRA, as specified in Volume 2 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Roadless Area Conservation 
Rule. 
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Comment No. 9 
 
The Final EIS includes revised information and analysis of MIS in sections 
3.3.5 and 4.3.5 respectively.  The revised information is based on 
information from sources, including but not limited to sources such as the 
2003 Arizona Game and Fish Department Wildlife Survey Report and 
North American Breeding Bird Survey from 1980 to 2000. More 
information is provided in the MIS report (SWCA 2004) and bibliography 
in the project record.  Additionally, a recent USFS MIS Report has been 
prepared.  This report is listed in the references (Chapter 11 of the EIS) and 
is available upon request to the USFS.   
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Comment No. 10 
 
Section 3.1.2 states that there is off-highway vehicle use in the project area, 
and Section 4.1.2 analyzes the impacts of off-highway vehicle use as one of 
many recreational uses of the project area, including the Coronado National 
Forest.  
 
The USFS Southwestern Region (which includes the Coronado National 
Forest) published a Draft EIS (USFS 2003b) addressing the regulations at 
36 CFR 295.5 (codifying the requirements of Executive Orders 11644 and 
11989), which authorize Federal land management agencies to manage off-
highway vehicle travel in ways that protect public resources, promote 
safety, and minimize conflicts between users. Access management needs 
are not addressed by the Draft EIS, but are reserved for individual analysis 
at the site-specific level. The Coronado National Forest was not included in 
this regional analysis because it does not share common boundaries with 
other proclaimed National Forests and cross-country travel, except in 
limited circumstances, was already prohibited on the Coronado National 
Forest by the Forest Plan. User-created roads and trails are a subset of the 
existing roads and trails (unclassified) found on the ground on National 
Forest System lands, but are not part of the permanent (classified) 
transportation network. Such roads and trails will remain unclassified until 
site-specific analysis and planning determines the appropriateness of 
including them in the permanent transportation network and whether they 
should be permanently closed. 
 
The purpose of the EIS is to assess the direct, indirect, and cumulative 
environmental impacts of the reasonable alternatives.  The USFS manages 
the CNF in accordance with all applicable laws, regulations, and Executive 
Orders.  Whether or not the USFS is in compliance with a specific 
Executive Order is beyond the scope of the EIS. 
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Comment No. 11 
 
In response to this and other comments, Sections 3.1 and 4.1 of the FEIS 
include revised text to clarify how the ROS is used, more fully describe the 
analysis of potential ROS changes, and correct some inaccuracies and 
omissions in the DEIS.  
 
The ROS is a management tool used by the USFS to describe and evaluate a 
spectrum of recreational settings, opportunities, and experiences. It is a 
system to map and manage a variety of recreational opportunities on 
National Forest System lands.   As used in this EIS, the ROS provides a 
consistent basis for evaluating the effects of the proposed action on forest 
recreation. The effects analysis described in the EIS considered each of the 
seven setting indicators as distinctly different criteria under each of the 
various ROS settings. For example, the visible impacts of the support 
structures and conductors were considered under the Naturalness setting 
indicator, rather than under Visitor Impacts, as suggested by the 
commentor. This is appropriate because the support structures are physical 
structures, not human visitors. The methodology and interpretation of the 
ROS analysis described in Section 4.1.2 are consistent with FS guidelines.  
The analysis found that the proposed action would introduce changes in 
ROS setting indicators that are identified as not compatible with one or 
more of the 7 setting indicators.  However, each setting must be viewed in 
its entirety. Therefore, when considering the overall impact on each area the 
powerline would cross, none of the action alternatives alone would change 
the overall character of the recreational experience available within most 
areas sufficiently to shift the ROS setting into a different ROS category.  It 
should be noted that other utility corridors on the Coronado National Forest 
have not, in and of themselves, influenced the mapping of ROS settings.  
Finally, and perhaps most importantly, because it is easier to shift ROS 
settings from the primitive to the urban direction along the spectrum than 
the reverse (because once physical developments are in place it is unlikely 
that they will be removed), continuing to manage these areas under current 
ROS categories will best protect the remaining character of these recreation 
settings; changing ROS settings along the corridor might allow for 
additional future impacts. 
 
As the commentor notes, the Western and Crossover Corridors were found 
to have greater impacts on ROS settings than the Central Corridor.  
However, the only ROS setting that might be permanently changed by the 
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Comment No. 11 (continued) 
 
proposed action is the Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized area within the 
Crossover Corridor. If any access roads remain in this area following line 
construction (either permanent roads or temporary construction roads that 
cannot be fully naturalized), this setting would likely shift to Semi-Primitive 
Motorized.  As stated in section 4.12.3, all proposed roads to structure sites 
would be consistent with the Forest Plan, and would be classified as closed 
special use roads.  Roads to access these maintenance roads would be Level 
2 roads. Further, USFS classified roads currently at Level 2 would be 
reconstructed to no higher than Level 3 during construction of the proposed 
project, but allowed afterwards to revert back to their original level.  With 
mitigation (including ripping and seeding of roads), the ROS setting Semi-
Primitive Non-Motorized would not change. 
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Comment No. 12 
 
The USFS is directed to consider visual resources on an equal basis with 
other resources and multiple uses.  Multiple use management, however, 
does not provide that every use be given the same treatment on every acre 
of National Forest. For this reason, tradeoffs must be analyzed and 
disclosed so that the responsible official may make an informed decision.   
 
The TEP Final EIS assesses potential impacts to visual resources using two 
different methods: (1) Scenery Management System (SMS) and (2) Visual 
Quality Objectives (VQOs).  Section 3.2 discusses the existing visual 
resources and Section 4.2 assesses potential impacts to visual resources 
using the SMS.  Appendix I, which was added to the Final EIS, includes an 
analysis of visual resources using the VQOs.   
 
Regardless of the method used to assess impacts, the analyses indicates that 
construction and operation of the transmission line would negatively impact 
visual resources.   The transmission line would be evident to casual forest 
visitors, and in foreground locations it would dominate the landscape.  Per 
the SMS analysis, reduced Scenic Integrity would result.  Per the VQO 
analysis, the transmission lines would not be consistent with the visual 
quality objectives in the Forest Plan.   
 
As described in Section 1.2.2.2, USFS Purpose and Need, the USFS 
purpose and need for action is driven by its statutory responsibility under 
the FLPMA to consider the use of National Forest System lands for 
purposes that are in the public interest, such as utility corridors, and that are 
identified as appropriate in the pertinent agency land and resource 
management plan.  The USFS may deny an application for use of National 
Forest System lands for a number of different reasons (36 CFR 251.54), 
such as “the proposed use would be inconsistent or incompatible with the 
purpose(s) for which the lands are managed, or with other uses,” or “would 
not be in the public interest.”  The decision by the USFS to approve or deny 
such authorization will be based, in part, on the findings of the impact 
analyses reported in this EIS and the proposal’s compatibility with the Land 
and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan) for the Coronado National 
Forest (USFS, 1986, as amended). 
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Comment No. 12  (continued) 
  
Appendix H describes proposed amendments that would be required in 
order to implement any of the action alternatives.  As discussed in that 
Appendix, the proposed amendements would permanently lower objectives 
for visual resource management in the transmission line corridor.  The 
report in Appendix I entitled, Proposed TEP Powerline - Project Analysis 
Using Visual Quality Objectives, provides information about the locations 
where visual quality objectives would be changed. 
 
The commentor’s statement that the Central Corridor would have less 
overall impact to visual resources than either of the other proposed corridors 
is supported by the analyses.   
 
Comment No. 13 
 
The Federal agencies are aware that environmental groups are interested in 
achieving Federal wilderness designation for a large portion of the 
Tumacacori EMA.  Maps provided by commentors indicate that all corridor 
alternatives considered in this EIS cross the area suggested for wilderness 
designation. Presence of a transmission line would not necessarily preclude 
wilderness designation, as the Wilderness Act of 1964 and Forest Service 
regulations (36 CFR 293.15) allow for the existence, establishment and 
subsequent maintenance of transmission lines in wilderness areas. 
Information about the wilderness proposal has been added to Section 5.2.4 
of the FEIS as a potential future action. 
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Comment No. 14 
 
As documented in Table 10-2 of the Draft EIS, the U.S. Border Patrol did 
not respond to DOE’s solicitation of comments regarding the proposed 
project prior to publication of the Draft EIS, and therefore, the Draft EIS 
addressed in a general manner the potential impacts on illegal immigration 
and U.S. Border Patrol operations and the resulting environmental impacts.  
 
In response to public comments, the Federal agencies again solicited 
comments from the U.S Border Patrol. Based on the U.S. Border Patrol’s 
response (USBP 2004) to the Federal agencies’ request, the Federal 
agencies have revised Sections 4.1, Land Use and Recreation; Section 4.12, 
Transportation; and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts of the Final EIS. The 
U.S. Border Patrol’s response generally reinforced the information on 
which the relevant analysis in the Draft EIS was based. The U.S. Border 
Patrol stated that the roads associated with the construction and 
maintenance of the proposed project would contribute to an increase in 
illegal immigrant and narcotic smugglers in the area and affect U.S. Border 
Patrol operations. The U.S. Border Patrol stated that although the proposed 
project would not create a single north-south route and roads would be 
closed or otherwise blocked, illegal immigrants and narcotic smugglers 
would be attracted to the area to use portions of the proposed access roads, 
resulting in a need for the U.S. Border Patrol to increase its presence in the 
Coronado National Forest.   
 
For more information on the effects of illegal immigration, see Report to the 
House of Representatives Committee on Appropriations on Impacts Caused 
by Undocumented Aliens Crossing Federal Lands in Southeast Arizona, 
April 29, 2002 (House 2002). 
 
Comment No. 15  
 
The Federal agencies have addressed each of the issues raised by the 
commentor, as described in the previous responses.   The Draft EIS was 
prepared in accordance with Section 102(2)(c) of NEPA, the Council of 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations 
[CFR] Parts 1500-1508), and all applicable laws, regulations, and agency 
policies.  The Federal agencies have determined that the Draft EIS does not 
need to be re-issued for additional review.   
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Comment No. 1  
 
The EIS has been revised to include a more extensive explanation (in 
Section 1.2, Purpose and Need) of the roles of TEP and the Federal agencies 
in developing alternatives for the proposed project.  In permit  proceedings 
such as TEP’s, where an applicant seeks permission for a specific proposed 
project to meet the applicant’s specific purpose and need, the Federal 
agencies generally limit their review to alternatives similar to the one 
proposed, i.e., that is, alternatives that would meet the applicant’s purpose 
and need.  The agencies generally do not review alternatives that are not 
within the scope of the applicant’s proposals.  Similarly, the Federal 
agencies do not compel a permit applicant to alter its proposal or its purpose 
and need, but instead they decide whether a permit is appropriate for the 
specific proposal as the applicant envisioned it.  It is not for the agencies to 
run the applicant’s business or to compel an applicant to change its 
proposal: DOE evaluates the project as offered.  Therefore, in an applicant-
initiated process, the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed in detail is 
limited to those alternatives that would satisfy the applicant’s purpose and 
need and that the applicant would be willing and able to implement, plus the 
no-action alternative.  All of the alternatives analyzed in this EIS were 
either suggested by or similar to alternatives suggested by TEP.  
 
This approach is particularly apt where, as here, the proposed action reflects 
a state’s decision as to the kind and location of electrical infrastructure it 
wants provided within its boundaries.  The ACC is vested with the authority 
to decide how it believes energy should be furnished within Arizona’s 
borders, including the need for, the location of, and the effectiveness of 
transmission lines within its borders.  See the discussion at Section 1.1.2 
and 1.2.2 of the EIS with respect to the respective jurisdictions and 
authorities of the state and Federal agencies, and their relationship to this 
NEPA review.  TEP’s proposal has the dual purpose of addressing problems 
of electrical reliability in Santa Cruz County, Arizona, and crossing the 
border to eventually interconnect with the Mexican electrical grid.  
Alternatives that would not satisfy both elements of this dual purpose are 
not reasonable alternatives for the Federal agencies to consider in detail. 
 
Thus, during the course of this NEPA review, the Federal agencies have 
considered alternative routes for TEP’s proposed transmission line, but have 
not deemed feasible proposed alternatives that contemplate construction of  
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Comment No. 1 (continued) 
 
power plants or transmission lines that differ in capacity from those that the 
ACC has directed TEP to construct. 
 
As discussed in Section 2.1.5, upgrades to the local distribution system do 
not eliminate the need for the proposed second transmission line because 
this would not alleviate the reliability problem.  
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further 
Analysis, explains the roles of the Federal agencies in developing 
alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a permit for 
a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s proposed project, 
the Federal agencies generally limit their review of alternatives to those that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide whether that proposal is 
or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal agencies do not review 
alternatives that are not within the scope of the applicant’s proposal. 
Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to alter its proposal; 
instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is appropriate for the proposal 
as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the agency to run the applicant’s 
business and to change the applicant’s proposal, but only to evaluate the 
environmental effects of the applicant’s business proposal as offered. 
Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives, which 
include the full spectrum of alternatives that would satisfy the applicant’s 
proposal. The alternatives suggested by the commentor would not satisfy 
the applicant’s proposal. 
 
The Central Corridor remains a viable alternative for selection by the 
Federal decisionmakers, regardless of the rejection of this route by the ACC 
However, implementation of the proposed project in the Central Corridor 
could not occur until TEP meets all regulatory requirements, including 
obtaining the necessary approval from the ACC.  
 
Section 2.1.5 discusses alternatives that were considered but eliminated 
from detailed study, including those identified by the commentor.  The 
Eastern Corridor was eliminated from further consideration in this EIS 
because of TEP’s conclusion that the Eastern Corridor is technically 
infeasible.  It is physically impossible to build it there, and reliability would  
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also be an issue.  (See Section 2.1.5 for further discussion of elimination of 
the Eastern Corridor.)  Finally, it is noted that the corridors that were 
eliminated from detailed study would also have environmental impacts.  
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Table 5.1-4 has been added to Chapter 5 the Final EIS to provide a 
summary comparison of the cumulative impacts by resource area and 
identify any differences in cumulative impacts for the Western, Central, and 
Crossover Corridors.   
 
Comment No. 4 
 
In response to comments received on the DEIS, the Biological Assessments 
and Sections 3.3.2 and 4.3.2 of the Final EIS have been revised to present 
information on and evaluate habitat fragmentation from the proposed 
action.  Information has been added to Section 3.3.6 of the EIS that 
discusses existing invasive species in the project area. Also, Section 4.3.6 
has been revised in the Final EIS to acknowledge that an increase in 
invasive species could contribute to an increase in the number and intensity 
of wildfires in the area. 
 
Regarding ecosystem recovery from construction impacts, Section 4.3.2 
acknowledges that long-term impacts to vegetation tend to be more 
pronounced in arid areas such as the proposed project area where biological 
communities recover very slowly from disturbances.  
 
Sections 3.12 and 4.12 of the EIS have been revised to provide more details 
on road closures and changes in road densities from the proposed project. 
 
The Pajarita Wilderness, including Goodding Research Natural Area and 
Sycamore Canyon, is described in section 3.1.1. The impacts on Federally 
listed species found in Sycamore Canyon are discussed in section 4.3.3.1. 
 
The potential impacts to special status species, including impacts to 
Federally listed species such as the jaguar, are addressed in Section 4.3.3. 
DOE initiated formal consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to  
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Comment No. 4 (continued) 
 
address potential impacts to Federally listed species (see letters in Appendix 
A). In response to DOE’s request for formal consultation on the Western 
Corridor (DOE’s identified preferred alternative in the DEIS), the FWS 
provided a Biological Opinion on that alternative on April 26, 2004. The 
Forest Supervisor has advised DOE that the USFS had identified the Central 
Corridor (Option 1) as its preferred alternative. Thus, DOE  has requested 
formal consultation under Section 7 on that alternative.  That consultation 
has not yet been completed. 
 
The Tarahumara frog is not listed under the ESA and, thus, is not afforded 
Federal protection. This species is, however, classified as a Wildlife of 
Special Concern in Arizona by Arizona Game and Fish Department 
(AGFD). It is considered to be extirpated in the United States. Impacts to 
Tarahumara frog by the proposed transmission line are expected to be 
similar to those described for the Chiricahua leopard frog (see Section 
4.3.3). 
 
The USFWS has completed an Environmental Assessment (EA) and a 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) (USFWS 2004a and 2004b, 
respectively) for the proposed re-introduction of Tarahumara frog in 
portions of Sycamore Canyon. Therefore, the USFWS has decided to 
proceed with the re-establishment in Sycamore Canyon as proposed 
(USFWS 2004b). No date has, however, been set for the reintroduction.
 
The current USFWS protocol for cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl surveys 
requires that three surveys be conducted per year for two consecutive years. 
The protocol requires that the three surveys be completed between January 
1 and June 30, with one of these three surveys being completed between 
February 15 and April 15. Survey areas within each of TEP’s proposed 
corridors have been identified and approved by USFWS (USFWS 2004).  
TEP has contracted HEG to complete surveys during the 2004 cactus 
ferruginous pygmy-owl survey season and, therefore, could complete the 
surveys by June 30, 2005, at the earliest. 
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Comment No. 5 
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 present a description of existing recreational 
settings and activities and analysis of potential impacts to recreation from 
the proposed project. Section 4.1.2 specifically evaluates impacts to 
indicators such as remoteness and naturalness. 
 
Comment No. 6 
 
Although the area planned for construction within the Coronado National 
Forest is not flight-restricted, USFS is also concerned about potential flight 
hazards should a 345-kV transmission line be constructed. Section 2.2.6, 
Standard Mitigation, of the Final EIS was revised to include the following 
USFS mitigation measures to reduce the potential for flight hazards: (1) the 
transmission line would be included on the Forest Flight Hazard Map, 
which is provided to pilots working on USFS projects in the area, and  
(2) visual flight rules would apply in the area. 
 
In addition, the Federal agencies conducted consultation with Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) (see Table 10-2 and Appendix A), and the 
FAA indicated that the only requirement would be to adhere to the State of  
Arizona statutes regarding tower construction. Table 2.2-2, TEP Mitigation 
Practices Included in the Proposed Action, measure number 7, reflects this 
requirement.   
 
The suggestion by the commentor for visual markers to reduce the number 
of collisions of birds with transmission lines is acknowledged. However, 
balls would not help birds avoid the transmission lines, and  they would 
reduce visual quality. Using the Forest Flight Hazard Maps would avoid 
potential safety impacts from the project on low-level flight surveys for 
game species in the Coronado National Forest. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies recognize that many people value certain areas along 
the alternative transmission corridors and have a holistic concern for the 
natural beauty, undisturbed landscape features, abundant plant and animal 
wildlife, and cultural resources that characterize those areas. These unique 
natural characteristics give such areas their "sense of place," which includes 
the spiritual value that many people associate with these areas because of 
their cultural and religious significance. The Federal agencies recognize and 
appreciate this holistic sense of place and have revised the introductory 
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS to acknowledge these values. 
 
The agencies recognize that the natural and cultural characteristics that 
contribute to a sense of place cannot be measured in the same manner as 
some other resources in an environmental analysis.  However, in order to 
analyze potential impacts effectively and document the analysis, it is 
necessary to consider the resource areas individually. Thus, the EIS 
discussions of affected environment in Chapter 3 and potential impacts in 
Chapter 4 are divided into distinct resource areas (e.g., visual resources, 
biological resources, cultural resources). 
 
Section 4.4.2, Native American Concerns, and Table 2.3-1, Summary 
Comparison of Potential Environmental Effects of Alternatives, of the Final 
EIS have been revised to specifically identify the Hopi Tribe’s preferences.  
 
The Federal agencies are developing a Programmatic Agreement with the 
Arizona State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), interested tribes, and 
TEP guiding the treatment of cultural resources if an action alternative is 
selected.  Prior to ground-disturbing activities in any approved corridor, a 
complete on-the-ground inventory would be conducted by professional 
archaeologists in accordance with provisions of Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).  Efforts to identify cultural resources 
would also include historical document research and continued consultation 
with Native American tribes regarding potential traditional cultural 
properties and sacred sites.   Identified cultural resources would be 
evaluated in terms of National Register eligibility criteria and potential 
project effects in consultation with all parties who are participants in the 
Programmatic Agreement. 
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Wherever possible, power poles, access roads, and any other ground-
disturbing activities would be placed to avoid direct impacts to cultural 
resources.  A professional archaeologist would assist the pole-siting crew in 
avoiding impacts to cultural resource sites.  In cases where avoidance of 
sites is not feasible, a site-specific Treatment Plan and Data Recovery Plan 
would be developed in consultation with tribes, the, appropriate land- 
managing agencies, and the Arizona SHPO.  These plans will include an 
appropriate Plan of Action to implement the Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act.   A Discovery Plan would be developed to 
establish procedures to be followed in the event of discovery of 
unanticipated cultural resources, and a Monitoring Plan would address 
issues of site protection and avoidance.   
 
If an action alternative is selected, cultural, biological, and visual resource 
specialists, would be involved in the final placement of the 125-ft (38-m) 
ROW within the 0.25-mi (0.40-km) wide study corridors, and the siting of 
the support structures within the ROW, to identify and minimize impacts to 
each area of land to be disturbed.  This would occur after each agency has 
issued a ROD, as stated in Section 3.1.1. The required mitigation measures  
would be incorporated as part of each agency’s ROD, or in the letter of 
concurrence in the case of the USIBWC.. These mitigation measures would 
address protection of cultural resources, based on the mitigation measures 
listed in Table 2.2-2, TEP Mitigation Practices Included in the Proposed 
Action. 
 
Prior to construction in any approved corridor, cultural resources would be 
completely inventoried through additional studies and pedestrian surveys 
mandated by Section 106 of the NHPA.   
 
Comment No. 2 
 
DOE and the cooperating agencies have each identified their preferred 
alternative in Section 1.4 of the Final EIS, in compliance with NEPA 
implementing regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14[e]), which only require the 
identification of each agency’s preferred alternative in a Draft EIS if one or 
more exists, or, if one does not yet exist at the draft stage, in the Final EIS. 
Thus, the Draft EIS will not be re-issued for the purposes of identifying 
each agency’s preferred alternative. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies recognize that many people value certain areas along 
the alternative transmission corridors and have a holistic concern for the 
natural beauty, undisturbed landscape features, abundant plant and animal 
wildlife, and cultural resources that characterize those areas. These unique 
natural characteristics give such areas their "sense of place," which includes 
the spiritual value that many people associate with these areas because of 
their cultural and religious significance. The Federal agencies recognize and 
appreciate this holistic sense of place and have revised the introductory 
sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS to acknowledge these values. 
 
The agencies recognize that the natural and cultural characteristics that 
contribute to a sense of place cannot be measured in the same manner as 
some other resources in an environmental analysis.  However, in order to 
analyze potential impacts effectively and document the analysis, it is 
necessary to consider the resource areas individually. Thus, the EIS 
discussions of affected environment in Chapter 3 and potential impacts in 
Chapter 4 are divided into distinct resource areas (e.g., visual resources, 
biological resources, cultural resources). 
 
The Federal agencies are developing a Programmatic Agreement with the 
Arizona State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), interested tribes, and 
TEP guiding the treatment of cultural resources if an action alternative is 
selected.  Prior to ground-disturbing activities in any approved corridor, a 
complete on-the-ground inventory would be conducted by professional 
archaeologists in accordance with provisions of Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).  Efforts to identify cultural resources 
would also include historical document research and continued consultation 
with Native American tribes regarding potential traditional cultural 
properties and sacred sites.   Identified cultural resources would be 
evaluated in terms of National Register eligibility criteria and potential 
project effects in consultation with all parties who are participants in the 
Programmatic Agreement. 

 
Wherever possible, power poles, access roads, and any other ground-
disturbing activities would be placed to avoid direct impacts to cultural 
resources.  A professional archaeologist would assist the pole-siting crew in 
avoiding impacts to cultural resource sites.  In cases where avoidance of 
sites is not feasible, a site-specific Treatment Plan and Data Recovery Plan  
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Comment No. 1 (continued) 
 
would be developed in consultation with tribes, the, appropriate land- 
managing agencies, and the Arizona SHPO.  These plans will include an 
appropriate Plan of Action to implement the Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act.   A Discovery Plan would be developed to 
establish procedures to be followed in the event of discovery of 
unanticipated cultural resources, and a Monitoring Plan would address 
issues of site protection and avoidance.   
 
The agencies recognize the Tohono O’odham Nation’s concern about 
impact to cultural and natural landscapes and viewsheds. Sections 3.2 and 
4.2 present analysis of the existing visual resources, and potential impacts to 
these visual resources for each alternative (including the areas cited by the 
commentor). Likewise, Sections 3.3 and 4.3 address biological resources, 
and Sections 3.4 and 4.4 address cultural resources.  
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The 345-kV transmission line that TEP proposes to construct would go just 
across the U.S.-Mexico border, where it would likely connect to another 
transmission line. The specific routing of the connecting transmission line 
between the U.S.-Mexico border and a new substation in the area of 
Nogales, Sonora, and the location of the new substation in Mexico have not 
yet been determined. Evaluation of potential environmental impacts in 
Sonora, Mexico, is not within the scope of the EIS.   
 
As documented in Table 10-2 of the Draft EIS, the U.S. Border Patrol did 
not respond to DOE’s solicitation of comments regarding the proposed 
project prior to publication of the Draft EIS, and therefore, the Draft EIS 
addressed in a general manner the potential impacts on illegal immigration 
and U.S. Border Patrol operations and the resulting environmental impacts.  
 
In response to public comments, the Federal agencies again solicited 
comments from the U.S Border Patrol. Based on the U.S. Border Patrol’s 
response (USBP 2004) to the Federal agencies’ request, the Federal 
agencies have revised Sections 4.1, Land Use and Recreation; Section 4.12, 
Transportation; and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts of the Final EIS. The 
U.S. Border Patrol’s response generally re-enforced the information on 
which the relevant analysis in the Draft EIS was based. The U.S. Border 
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Patrol stated that the roads associated with the construction and 
maintenance of the proposed project would contribute to an increase in 
illegal immigrant and narcotic smugglers in the area and affect U.S. Border 
Patrol operations. The U.S. Border Patrol stated that although the proposed 
project would not create a single north-south route and roads would be 
closed or otherwise blocked, illegal immigrants and narcotic smugglers 
would be attracted to the area to use portions of the proposed access roads, 
resulting in a need for the U.S. Border Patrol to increase its presence in the 
Coronado National Forest.   
 
For more information on the effects of illegal immigration, see Report to the 
House of Representatives Committee on Appropriations on Impacts Caused 
by Undocumented Aliens Crossing Federal Lands in Southeast Arizona, 
April 29, 2002 (House 2002). 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
The EIS has been revised to include a more extensive explanation (in 
Section 1.2, Purpose and Need) of the roles of TEP and the Federal agencies 
in developing alternatives for the proposed project.  In permit  proceedings 
such as TEP’s, where an applicant seeks permission for a specific proposed 
project to meet the applicant’s specific purpose and need, the Federal 
agencies generally limit their review to alternatives similar to the one 
proposed, i.e., that is, alternatives that would meet the applicant’s purpose 
and need.  The agencies generally do not review alternatives that are not 
within the scope of the applicant’s proposals.  Similarly, the Federal 
agencies do not compel a permit applicant to alter its proposal or its purpose 
and need, but instead they decide whether a permit is appropriate for the 
specific proposal as the applicant envisioned it.  It is not for the agencies to 
run the applicant’s business or to compel an applicant to change its 
proposal: DOE evaluates the project as offered.  Therefore, in an applicant-
initiated process, the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed in detail is 
limited to those alternatives that would satisfy the applicant’s purpose and 
need and that the applicant would be willing and able to implement, plus the 
no-action alternative.  All of the alternatives analyzed in this EIS were 
either suggested by or similar to alternatives suggested by TEP.  
 

This approach is particularly apt where, as here, the proposed action reflects 
a state’s decision as to the kind and location of electrical infrastructure it 
wants provided within its boundaries.  The ACC is vested with the authority 
to decide how it believes energy should be furnished within Arizona’s 
borders, including the need for, the location of, and the effectiveness of 
transmission lines within its borders.  See the discussion at Section 1.1.2 
and 1.2.2 of the EIS with respect to the respective jurisdictions and 
authorities of the state and Federal agencies, and their relationship to this 
NEPA review.  TEP’s proposal has the dual purpose of addressing problems 
of electrical reliability in Santa Cruz County, Arizona, and crossing the 
border to eventually interconnect with the Mexican electrical grid.  
Alternatives that would not satisfy both elements of this dual purpose are 
not reasonable alternatives for the Federal agencies to consider in detail. 
 
Thus, during the course of this NEPA review, the Federal agencies have 
considered alternative routes for TEP’s proposed transmission line, but have 
not deemed feasible proposed alternatives that contemplate construction of 
power plants or transmission lines that differ in capacity from those that the 
ACC has directed TEP to construct.  
 
As discussed in Section 2.1.5, a new power plant in Nogales is not a viable 
alternative to a new, second transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). 
Therefore, the alternative of a new power plant is not evaluated in detail in 
this EIS. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
The proposed expansion of the South Substation would not be expected to: 
(1) raise the flood elevation in the surrounding area; (2) change flow 
patterns of the Santa Cruz River; nor (3) introduce significantly new 
hazardous material.  TEP has completed a study to determine engineering 
measures that could be implemented to provide flood protection to the 
South Substation.  (TEP 2002c).  The results of that study indicate a variety 
of protective measures (ranging from reducing erosion with soil cement to 
building a structural concrete retaining wall) that can be implemented to 
better protect the South Substation from flooding.  TEP would take 
appropriate measures to maintain the reliability of the electric transmission 
system.    
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Section 3.4.2.2, Cultural Concerns and Traditional Cultural Properties, has 
been revised to provide additional information about the Tohono O’odham 
Nation’s spiritual values and culture.  The background document used in 
preparation of the EIS, Tumacacori Uplands Ethnohistory and Traditional 
Uses Overview (USFS 2002d) also discusses this topic, which is broad in 
both scope and area.  

The issue of impacts to spiritual values is best considered under the 
American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA).  Tohono O’Odham 
representatives were consulted about a specific published passage regarding 
the effects of constructions (such as power lines) that disrupt the space 
between significant landmarks, and thus disrupt the forces that hold the 
earth together (quoted in USFS 2002d, SWCA 2002c).  The issue of 
disruption of space must be considered from the standpoint of the American 
Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA; Public Law 95-341, enacted in 
1978), Executive Order 13007 signed in 1996, and the First Amendment to 
the Constitution of the United States of America. 

AIRFA (Public Law 95-341), enacted in 1978 states: 

. . . [H]enceforth it shall be the policy of the 
United States to protect and preserve for 
American Indians their inherent right of freedom 
to believe, express, and exercise the traditional 
religions of the American Indian, Eskimo, Aleut, 
and native Hawaiians, including but not limited 
to access to sites, use and possession of sacred 
objects, and the freedom to worship through 
ceremonials and traditional rites. 

Executive Order 13007, signed in 1996 states: 

. . . In managing Federal lands, each Executive 
Branch agency with statutory or administrative 
responsibility for the management of Federal 
lands shall, to the extent practicable, permitted 
by law, and not clearly inconsistent with 
essential agency functions:  (1) accommodate 
access to and ceremonial use of Indian sacred 
sites by Indian religious practioners, and (2) 

avoid adversely affecting the physical integrity 
of such sacred sites. 

Executive Order 13007 includes definitions:   

• “Sacred site” means any specific, discrete, narrowly 
delineated location on Federal land that is identified by an 
Indian tribe, or Indian individual determined to be an 
appropriately authoritative representative of an Indian 
religion, as sacred by virtue of its established religious 
significance to, or ceremonial use by, an Indian religion;  

provided that the tribe or appropriately authoritative representative of 
and Indian religion has informed the agency of the existence of such 
a site. 

Sections 3 and 4 of the Executive Order address how it pertains to other uses 
of Federal lands: 

• Nothing in this order shall be construed to require a taking 
of vested property interests.  Nor shall this order be 
construed to impair enforceable rights to use of Federal 
lands that have been granted to third parties through final 
agency action.  (Section 3) 

• This order is intended only to improve the internal 
management of the Executive Branch and is not intended to, 
nor does it, create any right, benefit, or trust responsibility, 
substantive or procedural, enforceable at law or equity by 
any party against the United States, its agencies, officers, or 
any person.  (Section 4) 

The Federal Reporter states that AIRFA “does not prohibit agencies from 
adopting land uses that conflict with traditional Indian religious beliefs or 
practices.”  (708 Federal Reporter, 2d Series, page 736,  
Section 8)  Executive Order 13007 is equally limited in effect, and in fact is 
more limited in scope; it defines “sacred site” as “any specific, discrete, 
narrowly delineated location” identified by an Indian tribe or authoritative 
representative of an Indian religion.” 

Therefore, neither AIRFA nor Executive Order 12007 would require the 
selection of a “no action” alternative.  The Supreme Court decision in Lyng v. 
N.W. Indian Cemetery Protective Association, also known as the “G-O Road”  
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case, (485 US 439, 99 L Ed 2d 534, 108 S C 1319 [1988], page 548) is 
particularly revealing of the current legal interpretation of how Native 
American religious values must be considered and accommodated in agency 
decisions: 

However much we might wish that it were otherwise, 
government simply could not operate if it were required 
to satisfy every citizen’s religious needs and desires.  A 
broad range of government activities – from social 
welfare programs to foreign aid to conservation projects – 
will always be considered essential to the spiritual well-
being of some citizens, often on the basis of sincerely 
held religious beliefs.  Others will find the very same 
activities deeply offensive, and perhaps incompatible with 
their own search for spiritual fulfillment and the tenets of 
their religion.  The First Amendment must apply to all 
citizens alike, and it can give to none of them a veto over 
public programs that do not prohibit the free exercise of 
religion.  The Constitution does not, and the courts 
cannot, offer to reconcile the various competing demands 
on government, many of them rooted in sincere religious 
belief, that inevitably arise in so diverse a society as ours. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The commentor’s specific opposition to the Western Corridor and general 
opposition to all action alternatives is noted. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The EIS includes a description of the affected environment of the Western 
Corridor and analysis of the types of impacts cited by the commentor (see 
Section 3.3 and 4.3, Biological Resources; Sections 3.2 and 4.2, Visual 
Resources, and Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2). Table 2.3-1 provides a summary 
comparison of the potential environmental effects of the alternatives, 
including potential impacts to biological resources, recreation, and visual 
resources, and the road requirements for each alternative. In addition, 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 present analyses of existing recreational settings 
and activities, and potential impacts to recreation from the proposed project. 
Section 4.1.2 states that the primary impact to recreation activities would be 
a change in the visual setting where recreation occurs, and specifically 
evaluates impacts to indicators such as remoteness and naturalness for the 
range of areas that are crossed by each proposed corridor.  The commentor 
is also directed to Appendices D, E, F, and K (included in the CD-rom 
attached to this EIS) which contain the Final Biological Assessments and 
the Biological Opinion of the USFWS.  
  
Comment No.3 
 
As discussed in Section 2.1.5,  a new power plant in Nogales is not a viable 
alternative to a new, second transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). 
Likewise, a smaller transmission line (e.g., 115-kV line) in lieu of the 
proposed 345-kV transmission line would not meet the international 
interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal. Therefore, these alternatives are 
not evaluated in detail in this EIS.  
 
The Federal agencies believe the Draft EIS was prepared in accordance with  
Section 102(2)(c) of NEPA, the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508), and 
all other applicable laws and regulations.  The Federal agencies do not think 
the Draft EIS needs to be recirculated for additional review.   
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Comment No. 1 
 

The Final EIS has been revised per the commentor’s suggestions.  Section 
3.7.1, Floodplains, Wetlands, and Surface Water, of the Final EIS has been 
revised to clarify that no transmission line structures are proposed within 
400 ft (122 m) of the U.S.-Mexico border, either in the United States by 
TEP, or in Mexico (see Section 1.1.1 regarding construction of a connecting 
transmission line in Mexico). The Federal agencies do not have specific 
information on the project design and construction in Mexico.  However, as 
discussed in Section 3.7.1, the USIBWC would not approve any 
construction in the United States that increases, concentrates, or relocates 
overland drainage flows into either the United States or Mexico. A similar 
requirement would apply to any construction in Mexico. Prior to 
construction of the selected corridor, TEP would provide site-specific 
drawings to USIBWC for approval along with any hydrological or 
hydraulic studies for work proposed in the vicinity of the U.S.-Mexico 
border.  Given the setback distance of 400 ft (122 m) from the border in 
Mexico, any impacts in the U.S. such as erosion, sedimentation, or surface 
drainage impacts would be minimal. 
 
Figure 3.7-2, Surface Waters and Watersheds within the Coronado National 
Forest, was revised in the Final EIS to clarify the locations of perennial 
streams in the analysis area for the proposed project. In addition, Section 
C.1.2.1, Watercourses, in Appendix C was revised in the Final EIS to 
indicate that Peck Canyon, portions of which contain a perennial stream, is 
within the east-west segment of the Crossover Corridor. The other 
drainages crossed by the corridors are normally dry washes for which little 
or no characterization data are available. Locations of most named washes 
are given in EIS Figures 3.7-1, 3.7-2, and 3.7-3. Floodplain information for 
those washes with delineated floodplains is included in Appendix C. 
 
Section 4.7.1.1 addresses the potential impacts to surface water resources 
and water quality for the entire project, including impacts within the 
Tumacacori EMA, stating that impacts would be from increased erosion and 
subsequent siltation. Section 4.7.1.1 also states that potential effects related 
to stream crossings include increased sedimentation, changes in stream 
morphology including substrate composition, and changes in the ability of 
the stream to support vegetation and wildlife. USFS holds an agreement  
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Comment No. 1 (continued) 
 
with the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality that designates 
USFS as the planning and management agency in the context of the State of 
Arizona’s Water Quality Management Program on National Forest System 
lands. The vehicle for controlling potential nonpoint pollution sources from 
forests is through development of Best Management Practices (BMPs) that 
mitigate possible pollution. 
 
The analysis of potential impacts to surface water resources and water 
quality for the Western Corridor in Section 4.7.1.1 is also referenced for the 
Central and Crossover Corridors in Sections 4.7.1.2 and 4.7.1.3, 
respectively. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Section 4..8.3, Clean Air Act Conformity Requirements, has been revised to 
calculate the impacts of helicopter-generated dust associated with 
construction of the proposed project within the Nogales PM10 moderate 
nonattainment area. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Section 4.13.2 of the EIS addresses environmental justice for the No Action 
Alternative.  This section has been revised in the Final EIS to clarify that, 
under the No Action Alternative, Santa Cruz County would continue to 
experience unreliable electric supply.  Unreliable electric supply has the 
potential to cause health and safety impacts.  These adverse impacts of No 
Action would not be experienced disproportionately by minority and low-
income populations in the affected area.  
  
Section 1.6 of the Final EIS states that a factsheet translated into Spanish 
has been provided on the proposed project website maintained for DOE 
(www.ttclient.com/TEP). In addition, Section 1.6 has been revised to 
describe public outreach activities designed to include non-English-
speaking populations.  
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Comment No. 4 
 
Section 1.4 of the Final EIS describes the Federal agencies’ preferred 
alternatives. The final decisions of each Federal agency will be explained in 
their respective RODs, or as a letter of concurrence in the case of the 
USIBWC (see Section 1.6.6). 
 
Between issuance of the Draft and Final EIS, the Federal agencies 
continued to conduct additional tribal consultations, and the results of these 
consultations are reflected in Section 4.4.2, Native American Concerns. 
 
The Federal agencies are developing a Programmatic Agreement with the 
Arizona State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), interested tribes, and 
TEP guiding the treatment of cultural resources if an action alternative is 
selected.  Prior to ground-disturbing activities in any approved corridor, a 
complete on-the-ground inventory would be conducted by professional 
archaeologists in accordance with provisions of Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).  Efforts to identify cultural resources 
would also include historical document research and continued consultation 
with Native American tribes regarding potential traditional cultural 
properties and sacred sites.   Identified cultural resources would be 
evaluated in terms of National Register eligibility criteria and potential 
project effects in consultation with all parties who are participants in the 
Programmatic Agreement. 

 
Wherever possible, power poles, access roads, and any other ground-
disturbing activities would be placed to avoid direct impacts to cultural 
resources.  A professional archaeologist would assist the pole-siting crew in 
avoiding impacts to cultural resource sites.  In cases where avoidance of 
sites is not feasible, a site-specific Treatment Plan and Data Recovery Plan 
would be developed in consultation with tribes, the, appropriate land- 
managing agencies, and the Arizona SHPO.  These plans will include an 
appropriate Plan of Action to implement the Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act.   A Discovery Plan would be developed to 
establish procedures to be followed in the event of discovery of 
unanticipated cultural resources, and a Monitoring Plan would address 
issues of site protection and avoidance.    
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Comment No. 5 
 
Section 1.1.1, The Proposed Action, has been revised in the Final EIS to 
clarify that the 345-kV transmission line that TEP proposes to construct 
would go just across the U.S.-Mexico border, where it would likely connect 
to another transmission line. CFE and TEP will jointly determine what 
entity is responsible for designing and constructing the portion of the 
connecting transmission line in Mexico. The most likely entity to be 
responsible for the construction in Mexico is CFE, although it is possible 
that TEP may construct a portion of the transmission line in Mexico. The 
specific routing of the connecting transmission line between the U.S.-
Mexico border and the existing Santa Ana Substation in Mexican has not 
yet been determined. 
 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) does not require an 
analysis of environmental impacts that occur within another sovereign 
nation that result from approved actions by that sovereign nation. Executive 
Order 12114, “Environmental Effects Abroad of Major Federal Actions” 
(44 FR 1954, January 4, 1979) provides that extraterritorial NEPA review 
be conducted under certain circumstances, and not under others.  The 
Executive Order does not require Federal agencies to evaluate impacts 
outside the United States when the foreign nation is participating with the 
United States or is otherwise involved in the action [Section 2-3(b)]. Here, 
the Mexican government will evaluate the environmental impacts 
associated with the proposed project and will have to issue permits 
authorizing any construction and operation within Mexico.  In addition, the 
Federal action does not affect the global commons (e.g., outer space or 
Antarctica), and the Federal action does not produce a product, emission, or 
effluent that is “prohibited or strictly regulated by Federal law in the United 
States because its toxic effects on the environment create a serious public 
health risk,” or which involves regulated or prohibited radioactive materials. 
 
The Federal action evaluated in the EIS is only to permit the transmission 
lines to be built in the United States, not in Mexico. The agencies’ position 
in this regard (1) is consistent with applicable Federal laws, including the 
generally held legal presumption that Acts of Congress do not ordinarily 
apply outside U.S. borders; (2) avoids the appearance of the assertion of 
extraterritorial control over actions that were approved by and occur within 
the lands of another sovereign nation; and (3) prevents interference in the  
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Comment No. 5 (continued) 
 
foreign relations of the United States. Application of this policy is 
particularly appropriate where, as here, the power lines will be located in 
Mexico and the foreign sovereign itself will have both reviewed the 
environmental impacts of the projects and approved them. 
 
Section 4.8.3, PM10 Contributions from Transmission Line Construction in 
Mexico, in the EIS analyzed air quality impacts in the United States that 
could result from construction of a connecting transmission line in Mexico. 
Any additional actions or growth that could occur as a result of a new 
transmission line in Mexico, and any resulting environmental effects, are 
speculative and not included in this EIS.  
 
Chapter 5 of the EIS presents an analysis of cumulative impacts, as required 
under NEPA, which could occur as a result of the potential impacts of 
TEP’s proposed project when added to impacts from other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions. Where specific information was 
available on past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it was 
included in the EIS.  With respect to transboundary effects specifically, 
Section 5.3.8 has been added to the Final EIS to discuss air quality in the 
area of the U.S.-Mexican border. Additionally, Section 4.8.3, PM10 
Contributions from Transmission Line Construction in Mexico, in the EIS 
analyzes air quality impacts in the United States that could result from 
construction of a connecting transmission line in Mexico. Any additional 
actions or growth that could occur as a result of a new transmission line in 
Mexico, and any resulting environmental effects, are speculative and not 
included in this EIS. 
 
Comment No. 6 
 
The Final EIS has been amended to include full description of the affected 
environment (Chapter 3) and analysis of potential environmental impacts 
(Chapter 4) of the interconnection between the Gateway and Valencia 
Substations in Nogales, Arizona that is common to all three action 
alternatives. 
 
 
 
 

2.1-131 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment No. 7 
 
Section 1.4 of the Final EIS discusses the rationale for DOE’s identification 
of a preferred alternative in the Draft EIS and identifies the preferred 
alternative designated by each Federal agency.  Section 1.6.6 explains that 
the decisions of each Federal agency will be explained in their respective 
RODs, or as a letter of concurrence in the case of the USIBWC.  Per CEQ 
Requirements, the ROD of each Federal agency will identify: (1) the 
alternatives considered, (2) which action alternatives the agency deems to 
be environmentally the most preferable, and (3) the other factors that the 
agency considered in making its ultimate decision. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Chapter 3 describes the affected environment of the area by resource area, 
and Chapter 4 evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the 
proposed project on each of these resources. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to biodiversity (Section 4.3.1) and special status species 
(Section 4.3.3). 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Section 1.4 of the Final EIS discusses the rationale for DOE’s identification 
of a preferred alternative in the Draft EIS and identifies the preferred 
alternative currently designated by each Federal agency.  Section 1.6.6 
explains that the decisions of each Federal agency will be explained in their 
respective RODs, or as a letter of concurrence in the case of the USIBWC.  
Per CEQ Requirements, the ROD of each Federal agency will identify: (1) 
the alternatives considered, (2) which action alternatives the agency deems 
to be environmentally the most preferable, and (3) the other factors that the 
agency considered in making its ultimate decision. 
 
Chapter 3 of the EIS describes the potentially affected environment 
(including the Western and Crossover Corridors within the Tumacacori and 
Atascosa Mountains, and the Central Corridor along their eastern edge), and 
Chapter 4 analyzes potential impacts to these areas, including potential 
impacts on visual and recreational resources (Sections 4.2 and 4.1.2, 
respectively).  
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The EIS has been revised to include a more extensive explanation (in 
Section 1.2, Purpose and Need) of the roles of TEP and the Federal agencies 
in developing alternatives for the proposed project.  In permit  proceedings 
such as TEP’s, where an applicant seeks permission for a specific proposed 
project to meet the applicant’s specific purpose and need, the Federal 
agencies generally limit their review to alternatives similar to the one 
proposed, i.e., that is, alternatives that would meet the applicant’s purpose 
and need.  The agencies generally do not review alternatives that are not 
within the scope of the applicant’s proposals.  Similarly, the Federal 
agencies do not compel a permit applicant to alter its proposal or its purpose 
and need, but instead they decide whether a permit is appropriate for the 
specific proposal as the applicant envisioned it.  It is not for the agencies to 
run the applicant’s business or to compel an applicant to change its 
proposal: DOE evaluates the project as offered.  Therefore, in an applicant-
initiated process, the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed in detail is 
limited to those alternatives that would satisfy the applicant’s purpose and 
need and that the applicant would be willing and able to implement, plus the 
no-action alternative.  All of the alternatives analyzed in this EIS were 
either suggested by or similar to alternatives suggested by TEP. 
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This approach is particularly apt where, as here, the proposed action reflects 
a state’s decision as to the kind and location of electrical infrastructure it 
wants provided within its boundaries.  The ACC is vested with the authority 
to decide how it believes energy should be furnished within Arizona’s 
borders, including the need for, the location of, and the effectiveness of 
transmission lines within its borders.  See the discussion at Section 1.1.2 
and 1.2.2 of the EIS with respect to the respective jurisdictions and 
authorities of the state and Federal agencies, and their relationship to this 
NEPA review.  TEP’s proposal has the dual purpose of addressing problems 
of electrical reliability in Santa Cruz County, Arizona, and crossing the 
border to eventually interconnect with the Mexican electrical grid. 
Alternatives that would not satisfy both elements of this dual purpose are 
not reasonable alternatives for the Federal agencies to consider in detail. 
 
Thus, during the course of this NEPA review, the Federal agencies have 
considered alternative routes for TEP’s proposed transmission line, but have 
not deemed feasible proposed alternatives that contemplate construction of 
power plants or transmission lines that differ in capacity from those that the 
ACC has directed TEP to construct.  
 
The commentor’s suggestion of adding an extra transmission line to the 
existing I-19 support structures alternative was considered but eliminated 
from further analysis in the EIS.  As described in Section 2.1.5, combining 
different transmission lines onto a single set of support structures would  
mean that a problem with one structure (for instance, a wildfire in the area) 
would affect multiple transmission lines, thus potentially decreasing 
electrical reliability.  Likewise, the commentor’s suggestion of building a 
transmission line adjacent to the existing transmission line in the I-19 
corridor was considered but eliminated from further analysis in the EIS (see 
Section 2.1.5 of the EIS which discusses the elimination of the Eastern 
Corridor and the I-19 Corridor, both similar to the commentor’s 
suggestion).  
 
The Draft EIS was prepared in accordance with  Section 102(2)(c) of 
NEPA, the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code 
of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508), and all other applicable 
laws and regulations.  The Federal agencies have determined that the Draft 
EIS does not need to be recirculated for additional review.  
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PG-1 

Comment No. PG-1 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2, which discuss the existing Scenic Integrity and 
changes that may result from the proposed project, including impacts to the 
area of the Atascosa and Tumacacori Mountains, and the Pajarita Mountains 
south of Ruby Road, have been revised to discuss the proximity of the 
proposed project to the towns of Ruby and Arivaca and to analyze potential 
impacts to these areas.  

 
Assessments of the visual impact of the Western, Crossover and Central 
corridors all demonstrate that though the proposed powerline would be 
visible from the Atascosa Lookout, the original fire detection function of 
the lookout house would not be compromised by the presence of the 
powerline.  None of the proposed corridors significantly impact the 
historical integrity of Atascosa Lookout. 
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 discuss existing recreational settings and activities, 
and potential impacts to recreation from the proposed project. 
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PA-2 
 
 
 
 
PA-3 

Comment No. PA-1 
 
Section 3.11.1 of the Final EIS has been revised to clarify that the proposed 
project does not require either the development of new or expansion of 
existing power generation facilities. 
 
Comment No. PA-2  
 
The Federal agencies do not have any information suggesting that any 
power plant construction in Mexico is reliant upon or otherwise connected 
to TEP’s proposed project. Therefore, the potential for construction of 
power plants in Mexico is not a connected action and is not analyzed in 
Chapter 4, Environmental Effects, of the EIS.  
 
Chapter 5, Cumulative Effects, of the Final EIS has been augmented to 
discuss the growth of electricity demand in Mexico and the United States 
and the potential for new power plants, and to describe qualitatively the 
potential impacts in the United States (including air quality impacts) from 
power plant construction in southern Arizona and Sonora, Mexico. Chapter 
5 has also been revised to describe the regulation of power plants in Mexico 
(including coordination between the United States and Mexico), potential 
fuel sources, and associated emissions.  
 
Comment No. PA-3 
 
Because the Federal agencies cannot anticipate how the ACC may adjust 
consumer electricity rates in light of the proposed project, the potential 
change in consumer electricity rates is too speculative for inclusion in the 
EIS. 
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KF-2 
 
 
 
 
 
KF-3 

Comment No. KF-1 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present analyses of the existing visual resources, and 
potential impacts to these visual resources (including Ruby Road and 
Atascosa Peak) for each alternative.  
 
Sections 3.4.1 and 4.4.1.1 discuss the Atascosa Lookout Tower (referenced 
by the commentor) and the potential impacts from the proposed project. 
Assessments of the visual impact of the Western, Crossover and Central 
corridors all demonstrate that though the proposed powerline would be 
visible from the Atascosa Lookout, the original fire detection function of 
the lookout house would not be compromised by the presence of the 
powerline.  None of the proposed corridors significantly impact the 
historical integrity of Atascosa Lookout. 
 
Regarding the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to the National 
Wilderness Preservation System, the Federal agencies are aware that 
environmental groups are interested in achieving Federal wilderness 
designation for a large portion of the Tumacacori EMA.  Maps provided by 
commentors indicate that all corridor alternatives considered in this EIS 
cross the area suggested for wilderness designation. Presence of a 
transmission line would not necessarily preclude wilderness designation, as 
Forest Service regulations (36 CFR 293.15) provide for the establishment 
and subsequent maintenance of transmission lines in wilderness areas.  
Information about the wilderness proposal has been added to Section 5.2.4 
of the FEIS as a potential future action.  
 
  
Comment No. KF-2 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current (“AC”) transmission line to interconnect the 
existing electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in 
Nogales, Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, 
Arizona to the CFE transmission system located in Sonora, Mexico.”  See 
further discussion of purpose and need in Section 1.2. This EIS addresses 
the environmental impacts that would accrue, including impacts on the  
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JL-1 

Comment No. KF-2 (continued) 
 
Coronado National Forest, if a transmission line were constructed within 
one of the three corridors identified.  
 
If TEP’s proposed project is approved by each of the Federal agencies, then 
there would still be a variety of events that could preclude TEP from 
implementing this project, such as the possibility of failure by TEP to  
secure a power sales contract with CFE. Issuance of a Presidential Permit 
by DOE would only indicate that DOE has no objection to the project, but 
would not mandate that the project be built 
 
Comment No. KF-3 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the No Action 
Alternative. 
 
Comment No. JL-1 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 have been revised to provide additional information 
regarding the Caterpillar Facility and potential impacts.  Any suggested re-
route of the Western and Crossover Corridors would be outside the corridor 
that the ACC directed TEP to use. Accordingly, ACC approval would be 
needed in order to re-route the line. The ACC declined to accommodate 
Caterpillar’s request for re-routing at the January 3, 2002 hearing on the 
CEC. Because of this limitation and because the agencies have less 
information about the environmental characteristics of this route than about 
the corridor alternatives, a re-route option is not available for selection by 
the agencies at this time as explained in Section 2.1.5. If, following the 
issuance of Federal agency RODs, TEP were to propose use of an 
alternative route, the Federal agencies would evaluate the need for 
additional NEPA review. 
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JL-1 
cont. 

Comment No. JL-1 (continued) 
 
As a condition of the Certificate of Environmental Compatibility issued by 
the ACC to TEP in January 2002, TEP would be obligated to “meet and 
confer with landowners who are within or adjacent to the Route Corridor 
and other interested parties in order to develop a plan for specific pole 
locations that will mitigate the environmental and visual impact of the 
Project transmission lines within the Route Corridor.” Consistent with this 
obligation, TEP would meet with each landowner and discuss impacts to 
their particular property, including any issues that a particular landowner 
has before finalizing the alignment of the transmission line within the 
corridor considered in this EIS and the location of access roads.  This 
mitigation measure has been added to Section 2.2.6. 

Sections 3.2 and 4.2 of the Final EIS present analysis of the existing visual 
resources, and potential impacts to these visual resources for each 
alternative. 

2.2-11 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

 Public Comment Hearings 
September 25, 2003, 3 p.m. to 5 p.m., Green Valley, AZ 
Page 16 of 53 
 

JL-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MT-1 

Comment No. JL-2 and MT-1 
 
Caterpillar’s suggested re-route would be on land owned or leased by 
Caterpillar, but it is outside the corridor that the ACC directed TEP to use. 
Accordingly, ACC approval would be needed in order to re-route the line as 
suggested. The ACC declined to accommodate Caterpillar’s request for re-
routing at the January 3, 2002 hearing on the CEC. Because of this 
limitation and because the agencies have less information about the 
environmental characteristics of this route than about the corridor 
alternatives, the suggested reroute option is not available for selection by 
the agencies at this time. Therefore this suggested reroute was eliminated 
from detailed analysis in this EIS. However, a field survey conducted by 
Harris Environmental Group indicates that ecological characteristics on this 
route are similar to those on the portion of the Western or Crossover 
Corridor that this route would replace (HEG 2004e). Thus, it is likely that 
the impacts that would occur along the proposed re-route are consistent with 
those already identified in the assessment for these corridors. If, following 
the issuance of Federal agency RODs, TEP were to propose use of this 
alternative route, the Federal agencies would evaluate the need for 
additional NEPA review. 
 
As a condition of the Certificate of Environmental Compatibility issued by 
the ACC to TEP in January 2002, TEP would be obligated to “meet and 
confer with landowners who are within or adjacent to the Route Corridor 
and other interested parties in order to develop a plan for specific pole 
locations that will mitigate the environmental and visual impact of the 
Project transmission lines within the Route Corridor.” Consistent with this 
obligation, TEP would meet with each landowner and discuss impacts to 
their particular property, including any issues that a particular landowner 
has before finalizing the alignment of the transmission line within the 
corridor considered in this EIS and the location of access roads.  This 
mitigation measure has been added to Section 2.2.6. 

Sections 3.2 and 4.2 discuss the existing visual resources and potential 
impacts to these resources for each alternative.  
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MT-1 
cont. 
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MT-1 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MT-2 

Comment No. MT-2 
 
See response to MT-1 above. 
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MT-3 

Comment No. MT-3 
 
As stated in Section 4.2, the typical height of the transmission line 
structures would be 140 ft (43 m). 
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NV-1 

Comment No. NV-1 
 
The EIS has been revised to include a more extensive explanation (in 
Section 1.2, Purpose and Need) of the roles of TEP and the Federal agencies 
in developing alternatives for the proposed project.  In permit  proceedings 
such as TEP’s, where an applicant seeks permission for a specific proposed 
project to meet the applicant’s specific purpose and need, the Federal 
agencies generally limit their review to alternatives similar to the one 
proposed, i.e., that is, alternatives that would meet the applicant’s purpose 
and need.  The agencies generally do not review alternatives that are not 
within the scope of the applicant’s proposals.  Similarly, the Federal 
agencies do not compel a permit applicant to alter its proposal or its purpose 
and need, but instead they decide whether a permit is appropriate for the 
specific proposal as the applicant envisioned it.  It is not for the agencies to 
run the applicant’s business or to compel an applicant to change its 
proposal: DOE evaluates the project as offered.  Therefore, in an applicant-
initiated process, the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed in detail is 
limited to those alternatives that would satisfy the applicant’s purpose and 
need and that the applicant would be willing and able to implement, plus the 
no-action alternative.  All of the alternatives analyzed in this EIS were 
either suggested by or similar to alternatives suggested by TEP.  
 
This approach is particularly apt where, as here, the proposed action reflects 
a state’s decision as to the kind and location of electrical infrastructure it 
wants provided within its boundaries.  The ACC is vested with the authority 
to decide how it believes energy should be furnished within Arizona’s 
borders, including the need for, the location of, and the effectiveness of 
transmission lines within its borders.  See the discussion at Section 1.1.2 
and 1.2.2 of the EIS with respect to the respective jurisdictions and 
authorities of the state and Federal agencies, and their relationship to this 
NEPA review.  TEP’s proposal has the dual purpose of addressing problems 
of electrical reliability in Santa Cruz County, Arizona, and crossing the 
border to eventually interconnect with the Mexican electrical grid.  
Alternatives that would not satisfy both elements of this dual purpose are 
not reasonable alternatives for the Federal agencies to consider in detail. 
 
Thus, during the course of this NEPA review, the Federal agencies have 
considered alternative routes for TEP’s proposed transmission line, but have 
not deemed feasible proposed alternatives that contemplate construction of  
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NV-1 
cont. 

 

Comment No. NV-1 (continued) 
 
power plants or transmission lines that differ in capacity from those that the 
ACC has directed TEP to construct.  
 
Section 2.1.5 discusses why a new power plant in Nogales is not a viable 
alternative to a new, second transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). As 
discussed in that section, “new local generation does not pre-empt the need 
for a second transmission line.  This is because the system deficiency is not 
a supply problem but rather a delivery problem that new generation can not 
solve.  New local generation would be susceptible to tripping off line for a 
transmission line outage just like the existing Valencia units until a second 
transmission line connects Nogales to the Arizona grid.”  Therefore, this  
alternative was not evaluated in detail in this EIS (see Section 2.1.5, 
Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
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NV-1 
cont. 

EF-1 

Comment No. EF-1 
 
The Draft EIS public comment meetings were held after the public release 
of the Draft EIS, as required by NEPA. While DOE identified the Western 
Corridor as its preferred alternative in Section 1.1 of the Draft EIS, none of 
the cooperating agencies identified preferred alternative(s) in the Draft EIS. 
NEPA implementing regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14[e]) only require the 
identification of each agency’s preferred alternative or alternatives in a 
Draft EIS if one or more exists, or, if one does not yet exist at the draft 
stage, in the Final EIS. The cooperating agencies had not identified their 
preferred alternative or alternative(s) at the time of the release of the Draft 
EIS. Each Federal agency has identified its preferred alternative(s) in the 
Final EIS as required by NEPA (see Section 1.4, Federal Agencies’ 
Preferred Alternatives). 
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EF-1 
cont. 

EF-2 

EF-3 

EF-4 

EF-5 

Comment No. EF-2 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the No Action 
Alternative. 
 
Comment No. EF-3 
 
The study referenced by the commentor is a comprehensive review of 
existing EMF impact studies that was completed on behalf of the California 
Public Utilities Commission. The conclusions of this study are included in 
Appendix B of the EIS, which is referenced as part of the summary of 
existing information on EMFs in Section 3.10, Human Health and 
Environment.  
 
Comment No.EF-4 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the Western and 
Central Corridors. 
 
Comment No. EF-5 
 
The calculated maximum EMF strengths listed in Table 4.10-2 are based on 
the minimum conductor clearance of 32 ft (9.8 m) above the ground surface 
that is specified in the National Electrical Code (NFPA 2004). TEP is 
required to design their project such that this ground clearance is maintained 
regardless of the topography of the land in the vicinity of the transmission 
line. Thus, the maximum magnetic field that would occur directly 
underneath the proposed 345-kV transmission line is calculated to be 
approximately 71.867 mG, as listed in Table 4.10-2. Comparing this 
number to the range of 1.2 to 18 mG for a vacuum cleaner (see  
Table 3.10-1), the maximum magnetic field beneath the transmission line is 
a factor of approximately 4 to 60 times higher.  Also note that the magnetic 
field exposure from crossing under the transmission line on a road is a 
short-term exposure, compared to the longer durations typically associated 
with household appliance use. 
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EF-5 
cont. 

EF-6 

Comment No. EF-6 
 
As stated in Section 3.10, Human Health and Environment, NEPA-
implementing regulations (see 40 CFR 1502.22) require a summary of the 
existing credible scientific evidence relevant to evaluating potential impacts 
where there is uncertainty (for example, in evaluating potential EMF health 
effects). The Federal agencies believe that they have fulfilled this 
requirement through the information in Sections 3.10 and 4.10, Human 
Health and Environment, and Appendix B, Electric and Magnetic Fields 
Background Information.  
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EF-7 

JF-1 

Comment No. EF-7 
 
As required by NEPA-implementing regulations, the Federal agencies must 
invite input from the public during the scoping process and following 
issuance of a Draft EIS (40 CFR 1501.7 and 1503.1). Accordingly, the 
Federal agencies held a series of public scoping meetings for this EIS in 
July 2001, to receive public input on the scope of the EIS. Following this, 
the Federal agencies prepared the Draft EIS, and held a series of public 
hearings to receive public comments on the Draft EIS. A series of meetings 
for each purpose was held in order to provide adequate coverage of the 
geographic area potentially affected by the proposed project, and in order to 
provide several meeting date and time options. Any public hearings or 
meetings conducted on the proposed project by the ACC or other agencies 
are separate from the Federal NEPA process.   
 
Comment No. JF-1 
 
Section 4.1.1, Land Use, of the Final EIS has been revised to clarify that 
although the Federal agencies use the term “footprint” to describe the area 
beneath each tower, there would be additional temporary and permanent 
land disturbance associated with the proposed project.  Section 4.1.1 states 
that the area to be disturbed by access roads (both temporary roads for 
construction, and permanent roads for maintenance), transmission line 
tensioning and pulling sites, fiber-optic splicing sites, and laydown yards is 
addressed in Section 4.12, Transportation, and is not reflected in the 
structure site disturbance estimates in Table 4.1-1.   
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JF-1 
cont. 

JW-1 

JW-2 

Comment No. JW-1 
 
The maps in the EIS show the 0.25-mi (0.40-km)-wide study corridors 
within which the 125-ft (38-m) ROW would be sited if an action alternative 
is selected, based on input from resource specialists in order to mitigate 
potential environmental impacts. The precise siting of the ROW would 
occur after each agency has issued a ROD, as stated in Section 3.1.1. Thus, 
the maps in the EIS cannot include a precise location for the ROW, as the 
location has not yet been determined.  
 
Comment No. JW-2 
 
Section 4.12, Transportation, of the Final EIS has been revised to include 
the commentor’s statement that illegal immigrants leave trash and waste 
behind as they pass through an area. The transmission line ROW and access 
roads would not provide a single continuous pathway from the U.S.-Mexico 
border (also see the response to the Sky Island Alliance, Comment 14).  
 
The potential impacts from the proposed project on Marley Cattle 
Company’s operations are outside the scope of the EIS. Section 4.5, 
Socioeconomic Impacts, evaluate factors on a regional scale such as 
employment, income, population, housing, and community services, and 
potential impacts to these factors, rather than evaluating specific impacts on 
a company-by-company basis. 
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JW-2 
cont. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
JW-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
JW-4 
 
 
 
 
JW-5 
 
 
JW-6 

Comment No. JW-3 
 
Section 1.6 of the Final EIS has been revised to explain the process 
conducted by the Federal agencies to invite public participation in the 
NEPA process (including public review and comment on the Draft EIS), per 
CEQ requirements. The law firm representing Marley Cattle Company 
(Ryley, Carlock, and Applewhite, represented by subsequent speaker 
Michele Lorenzen), was included on DOE’s interested party mailing list, 
scoping comments to DOE, and was sent a copy of the Draft EIS. Marley 
Cattle Company did not indicate to DOE their interest in receiving 
information directly on the proposed project. 
 
The EIS analyzes potential environmental impacts for the entire length of 
each of the proposed corridors. Where appropriate, that analysis included 
field visits and groundtruthing. In other situations, literature and maps 
provided information for the analysis.  
 
Comment No. JW-4 
 
The Federal agencies refined the study corridor width to 0.25 mi (0.40 km) 
during the analysis process in order to balance the need to provide adequate 
latitude in siting the proposed project with the need for an EIS that provides 
specific environmental information. The study corridor width of 0.25 mi 
(0.40 km) allows for thorough field surveys (such as biological surveys), 
preparation of representative photo simulation of the proposed project in the 
landscape, and specific descriptions of the potentially affected environment 
and potential environmental impacts. 
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ML-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ML-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ML-2 
cont. 

Comment No. JW-5 
 
An assessment of potential economic impacts on Marley Cattle Company’s 
operation is outside the scope of an EIS (refer to the response to Comment 
JW-2 above).  
 
While the Federal agencies recognize that a given property owner’s value 
could be affected (positively or negatively) by the project, the Federal 
agencies have not attempted to quantify theoretical public perceptions of 
property values should the proposed project be built. 
 
Comment No. JW-6 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the Central and 
Western Corridors.  
 
Comment No. ML-1 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, of the 
Final EIS that explains the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….”  See further discussion of purpose and 
need in Section 1.2.  
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ML-2 
cont. 
 
ML-3 
 
 
 
ML-4  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ML-2 
cont. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ML-5 

Comment No. ML-2 
 
Regarding the transmission capacity that will be available across the U.S-
Mexico border, the passage of NAFTA established the benefits of 
strengthening and enhancing the electricity trade with Canada and Mexico. 
Section 1.1.1, The Proposed Action, has been revised in the Final EIS to 
clarify that the 345-kV transmission line that TEP proposes to construct 
would go just across the U.S.-Mexico border, where it would likely connect 
to another transmission line. No specific information is available on the 
potential use of capacity across the U.S.-Mexico border. 
 
Section 3.11.1, Infrastructure, of the Final EIS has been revised to clarify 
that the proposed project does not include either the development of new or 
expansion of existing power generation facilities. Refer to the response to 
Comment ML-1 above regarding the connecting transmission line in 
Mexico. The specific routing of the connecting transmission line between 
the U.S.-Mexico border and the existing Santa Ana Substation has not yet 
been determined. Evaluation of potential environmental impacts in Mexico 
is not within the scope of the EIS. 
 
The potential indirect effects of the redundant and additional transmission 
capacity (see Section 1.5, TEP’s Proposed Project Capacity and Usage) that 
would be provided by the proposed project are speculative, and thus, are not 
included in the EIS.  The EIS addresses the known direct and indirect 
environmental impacts of TEP’s proposed 345-kV and 115-kV transmission 
lines.  
 
The potential actions of other companies and use of the proposed 
transmission line by other companies is speculative and beyond the scope of 
the EIS.   
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ML-5 
cont. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ML-6 

Comment No. ML-3 
 
The Federal agencies have reviewed the information provided by TEP 
regarding potential construction activities, and made an independent, 
thorough assessment of the potential environmental impacts that could 
result from TEP’s proposed construction and operation activities associated 
with the proposed project, as reflected in Chapter 4, Environmental Effects. 
 
Comment No. ML-4 
 
On May 10, 2001, DOE received an application for a Presidential Permit 
from the Maestros Group to construct a transmission line across the U.S.-
Mexico border from a proposed power plant to be built in the Nogales, 
Arizona area. To date, Maestros Group has provided no additional 
information for DOE to continue processing their Presidential Permit 
application. Nonetheless, as more fully discussed in Section 2.1.5, a power 
plant in the Nogales area does not obviate TEP’s purpose and need for this 
project, and therefore, is not a viable alternative to the proposed project 
(refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From 
Further Analysis). 
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 ML-6 

cont. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
VM-1 

Comment No. ML-5 
 
A description of the short-term use of man’s environment and the 
maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity as it relates to the 
proposed project is provided in Chapter 8, which has been revised in the 
Final EIS to more specifically address long-term productivity related to air, 
water, economic, and cultural resources. 
 
The Federal agencies agree that it is the purview of the state to determine 
the best way to provide for the energy needs within the state. Chapter 8, 
Short-Term Use and Long-Term Productivity, has been revised in the Final 
EIS to discuss the potential benefit to southern Arizona and the improved 
reliability of transmission of electrical power into southern Arizona. 
Regarding the benefits of electricity trade between the U.S. and Mexico, 
refer to the response to Comment ML-2 above.  
 
This EIS evaluates the proposed project’s potential environmental impacts, 
which under CEQ NEPA-implementing regulations encompass the natural 
and physical environment, as well as the relationship of people with that 
environment (40 CFR Part 1508.1). Any analysis of the beneficiary (or 
beneficiaries) of the proposed project beyond NEPA’s definition of 
environmental impacts is outside the scope of the EIS. 
 
Comment No. ML-6 
 
Section 1.6 of the Final EIS has been revised to explain the process 
conducted by the Federal agencies to invite public participation in the 
NEPA process, per CEQ requirements.  
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VM-1 
cont. 

Comment No. ML-6 (continued) 
 
The Federal agencies refined the study corridor width to 0.25 mi (0.40 km) 
during the analysis process in order to balance the need to provide adequate 
latitude in siting the proposed project with the need for an EIS that provides 
specific environmental information. The study corridor width does not limit 
the area for which potential environmental impacts are assessed; potential 
environmental impacts are assessed in this EIS beyond the 0.25-mi (0.40-
km) study corridors. For example, Section 4.2, Visual Resources, contains 
photo simulations of the proposed project at viewing distances of up to 3.6 
mi (5.8 km). By narrowing the study corridors, the Federal agencies have 
reduced the potentially affected land area and the extent of potential effects, 
and therefore, scoping does not need to reoccur. 
 
Comment No. VM-1 
 
While the Federal agencies recognize that a given property owner’s value 
could be affected (positively or negatively) by the project, the Federal 
agencies have not attempted to quantify theoretical public perceptions of 
property values should the proposed project be built. 
 
The potential economic benefit to TEP from the proposed project is outside 
the scope of the EIS.   
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MM-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MM-2 

Comment No. MM-1 
 
The maximum EMF levels listed in Table 4.10-2 were calculated based 
correctly on operation of the proposed 345-kV transmission line at the 500 
MW level, because 500 MW is the maximum level at which the proposed 
345-kV transmission line would be operated.  If TEP wanted to operate the 
proposed 345-kV transmission line above 500 MW, TEP would have to 
apply to DOE for an amendment to their Presidential Permit, and DOE 
would have to perform additional analysis required by NEPA. The proposed 
ROW width of 125 ft (38 m) is appropriate for operation of the line 
regardless of  the operating level.  That is, the right of way would not have 
to be wider for a 1,000 MW line. 
 
Comment No. MM-2 
 
After a regulated utility such as TEP constructs a project in Arizona, the 
ACC determines whether, or to what degree, an investment by a utility is 
recoverable through consumer electricity rates. Because the Federal 
agencies cannot anticipate how the ACC may adjust consumer electricity 
rates in light of the proposed project, the potential change in consumer 
electricity rates is too speculative for inclusion in the EIS. 
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 MM-2 

cont. 

MM-3 

Comment No. MM-3 
 
The Federal agencies concur that the proposed project should be treated as a 
critical facility, and have revised the Floodplain/Wetlands Assessment in 
Appendix C to identify and evaluate impacts to the 500-year floodplain. 
The Floodplain/Wetlands Assessment includes evaluation of the same 
alternatives evaluated in detail in the EIS (Western, Central, and Crossover 
Corridors, and the No Action Alternative). Specific alternatives (i.e., 
mitigation measures) for addressing floodplain/wetland impacts would be 
developed upon final siting and engineering of the transmission line. 
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MM-3 
cont. 

MM-4 

Comment No. MM-4 
 
Section 1.6 of the Final EIS has been revised to explain the process 
conducted by the Federal agencies to invite public participation in the 
NEPA process, per CEQ requirements. In addition, TEP has independently 
conducted public outreach activities such as informational meetings with 
various stakeholder groups within the project area, and informational 
newsletter mailings to zip codes in the area. 
 
TEP has developed preliminary engineering designs for the proposed 
project, based on which the project description and impact analysis in the 
EIS was prepared. If an action alternative is selected for implementation by 
each of the Federal agencies through the issuance of a ROD, then precise 
siting of the ROW and the support structures within the ROW would 
involve input from cultural, biological, and visual specialists, to identify and 
minimize impacts to each area of land to be disturbed, and input from land 
owners to mitigate environmental and visual impacts on each land owner’s 
property. TEP would prepare the final engineering and construction plans 
for the selected corridor during precise siting of the ROW. TEP would not 
enter into memorandums of understanding with property owners until a 
corridor has been selected and TEP can begin the process of specific ROW 
acquisition. 
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MM-4 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 

MM-5 

Comment No. MM-5 
 
As background information on the proposed project, Section 1.1.2, The 
Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business Plan and the Proceedings of the 
Arizona Corporation Committee, of the Final EIS includes an explanation 
of the relevant ACC decisions and the relation to TEP’s proposed project, 
including the timing of this EIS and the application for a Certificate of 
Environmental Compatibility. TEP and UniSource Energy (the successor to 
Citizens) are in compliance with all ACC Orders regarding the project, as 
evidenced by the most recent hearing before the ACC (ACC 2003). 
However, TEP’s actions with regard to ACC orders are not part of the 
environmental evaluation that is the focus of the EIS. 
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MM-5 
cont. 

 
 

MM-4 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MM-4 
cont. 
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MM-6 

MM-1 
 cont. 

MM-3 
cont. 

Comment No. MM-6 
 
Section 1.1.1, The Proposed Action, has been revised in the Final EIS to 
clarify that the 345-kV transmission line that TEP proposes to construct 
would go just across the U.S.-Mexico border, where it would likely connect 
to another transmission line. The specific routing of the connecting 
transmission line between the U.S.-Mexico border and the existing Santa 
Ana Substation has not yet been determined. 
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MM-7 

MM-8 

MM-9 

MM-10 

Comment No. MM-7 
 
The analysis of liability for damage to the South Substation is outside the 
scope of the EIS. 
 
Comment No. MM-8 
 
Section 1.2 explains the roles of the Federal agencies in developing 
alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a permit for 
a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s proposed project, 
the Federal agencies generally limit their review of alternatives to those that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide whether that proposal is 
or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal agencies do not review 
alternatives that are not within the scope of the applicant’s proposal. 
Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to alter its proposal; 
instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is appropriate for the proposal 
as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the agency to run the applicant’s 
business and to change the applicant’s proposal, but only to evaluate the 
environmental effects of the applicant’s business proposal as offered.  
 
The alternatives suggested by the commentor do not meet TEP’s purpose 
and need, part of which is to connect to the existing electrical grid at the 
South Substation. TEP’s Cyprus-Sierrita Substation cited by the commentor 
is on a lower voltage system and would not support the proposed 
transmission line.  
 
Comment No. MM-9 
 
The “Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
and to Conduct Public Scoping Meetings and Notice of Floodplain and 
Wetlands Involvement” for the proposed project was published in the  
Federal Register (66 FR 35950) on July 10, 2001.  By including the 
Floodplain and Wetlands Involvement in this Notice of Intent, and taking 
public comments on the entire Draft EIS (including the 
Floodplain/Wetlands Assessment in Appendix C), the Federal agencies 
fulfilled the requirements of DOE’s regulations for “Compliance with 
Floodplain/Wetlands Environmental Review Requirements” (10 CFR Part 
1022).   
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MM-11 

MM-12 

MM-13 

Comment No. MM-10 
 
Permits or review requirements under Sections 401 and 404 of the CWA 
(requirements for discharge of dredge or fill material and wetland permit 
review) are identified in Chapter 10 as potentially applicable to the 
proposed project. TEP is currently in consultation with the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE) on these requirements, and would complete 
the required studies and obtain the required permits upon final selection of 
an alternative.  
 
Comment No. MM-11 
 
The South Substation would be expanded from a “three-breaker ring bus” to 
a “four-breaker ring bus” (an arrangement of circuit breakers in a 
substation), with a 100-ft (30-m) expansion to the existing fenceline (see 
Section 2.2.1, Substation Upgrades and Additions and Fiber-Optic 
Regeneration Site). This EIS addresses the development of the proposed 
project for operation at the 500-MW level, including the required substation 
additions and modifications. If TEP wanted to operate the proposed 345-kV 
transmission line above 500 MW, TEP would have to apply to DOE for an 
amendment to their Presidential Permit, and DOE would have to perform 
additional analysis required by NEPA.  
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MM-14 

Comment No. MM-12 
 
An EIS is not a detailed engineering design document meant to certify the 
merits of a project’s design, but rather a document that identifies and 
discloses potential environmental impacts. The level of project design detail 
required for assessment of potential environmental impacts in an EIS 
depends upon the degree to which project design details could affect 
environmental impacts. Scaled diagrams of the proposed monopole and 
lattice tower transmission line structures are shown in Figures S-3 and S-4 
of the summary, and in Figures 1.1-1 and 1.1-2. TEP would prepare the 
final engineering and construction plans for the transmission line within the 
selected corridor after each agency has issued a ROD (refer to the response 
to Comment MM-4 within this transcript).   
 
Comment No. MM-13 
 
Due to the scale and the level of detail shown in the figures in Appendix C, 
topographical lines (lines showing elevation contours of the land) are not 
included in order to present simplified, user-friendly maps. 
 
Comment No. MM-14 
 
The proposed expansion of the South Substation would not be expected to: 
(1) raise the flood elevation in the surrounding area; (2) change flow 
patterns of the Santa Cruz River; nor (3) introduce significantly new 
hazardous material.  TEP has completed a study to determine engineering 
measures that could be implemented to provide flood protection to the 
South Substation.  (TEP 2002c) The results of that study indicate a variety 
of protective measures (ranging from reducing erosion with soil cement to 
building a structural concrete retaining wall) that can be implemented to 
better protect the South Substation from flooding.  TEP would take 
appropriate measures to maintain the reliability of the electric transmission 
system.    
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MS-1 

Comment No. MS-1 
 
Section 1.2 explains the roles of the Federal agencies in developing 
alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a permit for 
a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s proposed project, 
the Federal agencies generally limit their review of alternatives to those that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide whether that proposal is 
or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal agencies do not review 
alternatives that are not within the scope of the applicant’s proposal. 
Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to alter its proposal; 
instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is appropriate for the proposal 
as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the agency to run the applicant’s 
business and to change the applicant’s proposal, but only to evaluate the 
environmental effects of the applicant’s business proposal as offered. 
Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives, which 
include the full spectrum of alternatives that would satisfy the applicant’s 
proposal. 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Likewise, a smaller transmission 
line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line (e.g., a 115-kV line) would not 
meet the international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal. Therefore, 
these alternatives are not evaluated in detail in this EIS (see Section 2.1.5, 
Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Because the Federal agencies cannot anticipate how the ACC may adjust 
consumer electricity rates in light of the proposed project, the potential 
change in consumer electricity rates is too speculative for inclusion in the 
EIS. 
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MS-1 
cont. 

MS-2  

Comment No. MS-2 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system located in Sonora, Mexico.” Refer to the 
discussion of purpose and need in Section 1.2. In an applicant-initiated 
process, such as TEP’s proposed project, the range of reasonable 
alternatives analyzed in detail in the EIS is directly related to the applicant’s 
purpose and need.  
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MS-3 

Comment No. MS-3 
 
Section 3.12.1, Western Corridor, states that “USFS has indicated that 
current road density is estimated to be near this level [one mile of road or 
less per square mile].” USFS has provided clarification that road density 
limits set forth in the Forest Plan are for the Coronado National Forest as a 
whole, not for individual land units or EMAs within the Coronado National 
Forest. The Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National Forest in and of 
itself does not exceed road density limits set forth in the Forest Plan.   
 
TEP’s proposal to close one mile of road for every mile of road to be used 
for the proposed project is not illegal. TEP’s proposal would result in the 
addition of administratively closed special use roads or Level 2 roads to the 
Forest Plan (see Section 4.12.1). These roads have undergone NEPA 
analysis as part of TEP’s proposed project.  
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MS-3 
cont. 

MS-4  

Comment No. MS-4 
 
The analysis in the Final EIS correctly relies on the IRAs defined in 
Volume 2 of the Forest Service Roadless Area Conservation Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (USFS 2000) to determine potential 
impacts of the proposed project.  The method used by the Coronado 
National Forest to identify the IRAs in the Forest Service Roadless Area 
Conservation Final Environmental Impact Statement is outside the scope of 
this EIS.   
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MS-4  
cont. 

MS-1 
cont. 
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RE-1 

LB-1 

Comment No. RE-1 
 
Section 1.2 explains the roles of TEP and the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
Distributed energy resources, energy conservation, and alternative energy 
sources would not meet TEP’s proposal. 
 
Comment No. LB-1 
 
Potential impacts to each of the resource areas cited by the commentor are 
evaluated in the EIS (see Section 4.1.2, Recreation; Section 4.2, Visual 
Resources; and Section 4.3, Biological Resources). The corresponding 
sections of Chapter 3 describe the affected environment relative to each of 
these resource areas. 
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DC-1 

DC-2 

Comment No. DC-1 
 
The available data have not revealed any conclusive evidence that EMF 
exposure from power lines poses a hazard to animal or human health (see 
Sections 3.10 and 4.10, Health and Human Environment). Where 
transmission lines are located in close proximity to each other, EMF levels 
can increase or decrease depending on the layout of the transmission lines 
and ROWs.  
 
Comment No. DC-2 
 
Section 2.1.5 of the EIS discusses alternatives that were considered but 
eliminated from detailed analysis. 
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SM-1 

SM-2 

SM-3 

Comment No. SM-1 
 
Section 1.2 explains the roles of TEP and the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
A smaller transmission line (e.g., a 115-kV line) in lieu of the proposed 
345-kV line would not meet the international interconnection aspect of 
TEP’s proposal and, therefore, is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer 
also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further 
Analysis). 
 
Comment No. SM-2 
 
Because of the disadvantages and cost differential associated with burying 
transmission lines, this alternative is not evaluated in detail in the EIS. 
Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further 
Analysis, has been revised to indicate that the option of burying 
transmission lines was considered but eliminated from further analysis in 
the EIS.   
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SM-4 

SM-5 

SM-1 
cont. 

Comment No. SM-2 (continued) 
 
Tables S-1 and 2.3-1 of the Final EIS state that the Central Corridor would 
be visible from more residences than the Western Corridor would be, and 
some potential views of the Central Corridor would be blocked by terrain.   
 
Because the Federal agencies cannot anticipate how the ACC may adjust 
consumer electricity rates in light of the proposed project, the potential 
change in consumer electricity rates is too speculative for inclusion in the 
EIS. 
 
Comment No. SM-3 
 
The Federal agencies are aware of Congressman Grijalva’s stated intent to 
initiate legislation that would establish an addition to the National 
Wilderness Preservation System in the Tumacacori Highlands portion of the 
Coronado National Forest.  The proposal would double the existing Pajarita 
Wilderness south of Ruby Road from 7,529 acres (3,047 ha) to 15,931 
(6,447 ha) acres and create an entirely new wilderness area of 76,171 acres 
(30, 825 ha) north of that road.  Section 5.2.4 now includes a discussion of 
this potential proposal. 
 
Comment No. SM-4 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the Western 
Corridor. 
 
Comment No. SM-5 
 
Section 2.2.3, Transmission Line Construction, states that explosives 
blasting may be used as needed based on local geologic conditions.  
Explosives blasting can result in the break-up of large rocks. Section 3.6 
describes the existing geology and soils, and Section 4.6 evaluates potential 
impacts as a result of the proposed project.  
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 describe the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential invasive (nonnative) species impacts.   
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Comment No. SM-5 (continued) 
 
The Federal agencies solicited comments from the U.S Border Patrol. Based 
on the U.S. Border Patrol’s response (USBP 2004) to the Federal agencies’ 
request, the Federal agencies have revised Sections 4.1.1, Land Use; 
Section 4.12, Transportation; and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts of the 
Final EIS. The U.S. Border Patrol’s response generally re-enforced the 
information on which the relevant analysis in the Draft EIS was based. The 
U.S. Border Patrol stated that the roads associated with the construction and 
maintenance of the proposed project would contribute to an increase in 
illegal immigrant and narcotic smugglers in the area and affect U.S. Border 
Patrol operations. The U.S. Border Patrol stated that although the proposed 
project would not create a single north-south route and roads would be 
closed or otherwise blocked, illegal immigrants and narcotic smugglers 
would be attracted to the area to use portions of the proposed access roads, 
resulting in a need for the U.S. Border Patrol to increase its presence in the 
Coronado National Forest.   

For more information on the effects of illegal immigration, see Report to the 
House of Representatives Committee on Appropriations on Impacts Caused 
by Undocumented Aliens Crossing Federal Lands in Southeast Arizona, 
April 29, 2002 (House 2002). 
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PR-1 

PR-2 

PR-3 

Comment No. PR-1 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 describe the existing land uses on the Coronado 
National Forest, including wilderness and roadless areas, and analyze 
potential land use impacts from the proposed transmission line for each of 
the proposed corridors.  Also refer to Sections 3.12 and 4.12, 
Transportation, regarding existing roadless areas and potential impacts to 
these areas. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 describe the existing biological resources and potential 
impacts to these resources, including impacts associated with the Crossover 
Corridor. Section 3.7.1.3 states that Peck Canyon, which is encompassed by 
a portion of the Crossover Corridor, is a perennial surface water, and 
Section 4.7.1.3 evaluates impacts to water resources within Peck Canyon. 
 
Comment No. PR-2 
 
Section 3.1.1, Land Use, in the Draft EIS identified that Forest Plan 
amendments would be required for implementation of the proposed project, 
and Appendix H contains the supporting analysis for the proposed Forest 
Plan amendments. 
 
Comment No. PR-3 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the No Action 
Alternative. 
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PR-4 

PR-5 

Comment No. PR-4 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….” See further discussion of purpose and 
need in Section 1.2. 
 
If TEP’s proposed project is approved by each of the Federal agencies, then 
there would still be a variety of events that could preclude TEP from 
implementing this project, such as the possibility of failure by TEP to 
secure a power sales contract with CFE. Issuance of a Presidential Permit 
by DOE would only indicate that DOE has no objection to the project, but 
would not mandate that the project be built.   
 
Comment No. PR-5  
 
Section 1.2 explains the roles of the Federal agencies in developing 
alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a permit for 
a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s proposed project, 
the Federal agencies generally limit their review of alternatives to those that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide whether that proposal is 
or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal agencies do not review 
alternatives that are not within the scope of the applicant’s proposal. 
Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to alter its proposal; 
instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is appropriate for the proposal 
as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the agency to run the applicant’s 
business and to change the applicant’s proposal, but only to evaluate the 
environmental effects of the applicant’s business proposal as offered. 
Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives, which 
include the full spectrum of alternatives that would satisfy the applicant’s 
proposal. 
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PR-6 

PR-5 
cont. 

PR-7 

 
 

Comment No. PR-5 (continued) 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Likewise, a smaller transmission 
line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line (e.g., a 115-kV line) would not 
meet the international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal. Therefore, 
these alternatives are not evaluated in detail in this EIS (see Section 2.1.5, 
Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Comment No. PR-6 
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 discuss existing recreational settings and activities, 
and analyze potential impacts to recreation from the proposed project. 
 
In support of preparation of the Draft EIS, field surveys were performed for 
a number of resource areas for each of the proposed corridors.  Section 
4.3.2, Vegetation and Wildlife, has been revised in the Final EIS to discuss 
wildlife surveys conducted in the corridors.  As documented in the 
Biological Assessments included in Appendices D, E, and F, field surveys 
were conducted for biological resources.  Field surveys were also conducted 
for the recreational and visual resource analyses (see Methodology in 
Sections 4.1.2 and 4.2, respectively). NEPA requires the use of the best 
available science and information rather than the development of new 
information or surveys where none exist. However, for certain resources, 
field surveys may be required to meet other legal or regulatory requirements 
concurrently with the NEPA process, such as for the resources discussed 
above. In such cases, the results of field surveys are included in the EIS. 
 
TEP has not finalized the placement of the 125-ft (38-m) ROW within the 
0.25-mi (0.40-km)-wide study corridors. If an action alternative is selected 
for implementation by each of the Federal agencies through the issuance of 
a ROD, then precise siting of the ROW and the support structures within the 
ROW would involve additional field surveys by cultural, biological, and 
visual specialists, to identify and minimize impacts to each area of land to 
be disturbed. 
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PR-8 

PR-9 

PR-3 
cont. 

Comment No. PR-7 
 
The maps in the EIS are conceptual maps designed to be simple and user 
friendly, with adequate detail to show the location of the 0.25 mi (0.40 km)-
wide study corridors.  TEP has not finalized the placement of the 125-ft 
(38-m) ROW within the 0.25 mi (0.40 km)-wide study corridors (see 
response to Comment PR-6 above), and therefore the maps in the EIS 
cannot show the precise proposed ROW locations.  
 
Comment No. PR-8 
 
Figure 3.1-1, Specially Designated Areas on the Coronado National Forest, 
has been revised in the Final EIS to show the portion of Sycamore Creek 
that is preliminarily eligible for designation as a Wild and Scenic River (the 
segment of Sycamore Canyon from south of Ruby Road to the U.S.-Mexico 
border). Based on a site visit by USFS resource specialists and others, the 
Western Corridor is not visible from the eligible area. The topography of 
Sycamore Canyon is characterized by a very deep canyon, thus reducing the 
likelihood that a viewer standing at the creek bottom would be able to see a 
transmission line located outside the canyon.   Thus, if Sycamore Canyon 
were determined to be a Wild and Scenic River, the transmission line would 
not be visible from the wild and scenic reach of the river.   
 
Comment No. PR-9 
 
Sections 3.5 and 4.5 discuss the existing socioeconomic resources and 
address potential socioeconomic impacts as a result of the proposed project. 
Section 3.5 has been revised in the Final EIS to describe existing 
socioeconomic aspects of tourism in the project area, and Section 4.5 has 
been revised to discuss potential impacts to socioeconomic aspects of 
tourism. Section 4.5 includes a discussion of the reasons that potential 
impacts to property values as a result of the proposed project are speculative 
and beyond the scope of the EIS.  A cost-benefit analysis is beyond the 
scope of the EIS.    
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JD-1 

JD-2 

JD-3 

 

Comment No. JD-1 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
In order to meet the international connection aspect of TEP’s purpose and 
need, a 345-kV transmission line is required. If TEP’s proposed project is 
approved by each of the Federal agencies, then there would still be a variety 
of events that could preclude TEP from implementing this project, such as 
the possibility of failure by TEP to secure a power sales contract with CFE. 
Issuance of a Presidential Permit by DOE would only indicate that DOE has 
no objection to the project, but would not mandate that the project be built.  
 
Comment No. JD-2 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line. Therefore, the alternative of a new power plant (and 
associated augmentation of the local natural gas pipeline) is not evaluated in 
detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But 
Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Comment No. JD-3 
 
The maintenance requirements of the proposed project are described in 
Section 2.2.4, Operation and Maintenance. More detailed information on 
the equipment that would be used for maintenance of the proposed project 
is contained in the Roads Analysis prepared for the proposed project (URS 
2003a). 
 
 

2.2-58 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

Public Comment Hearings 
September 25, 2003, 7 p.m. to 9 p.m., Green Valley, AZ 
Page 14 of 47 
 

JD-3 
cont. 

JD-2 
cont. 

JD-4 

 
 

Comment No. JD-4 
 
Because the Federal agencies cannot anticipate how the ACC may adjust 
consumer electricity rates in light of the proposed project, the potential 
change in consumer electricity rates is too speculative for inclusion in the 
EIS. 
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MK-1 

MK-2 

Comment No. MK-1 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
Comment No. MK-2 
 
Information from the Mexican government indicates that there are no plans 
for any power plant construction in Mexico reliant upon, or otherwise 
connected to, TEP’s proposed project.  Therefore, the potential for 
construction of power plants in Mexico is not a connected action and is not 
analyzed in Chapter 4, Environmental Effects, of the EIS. 
 
Chapter 5, Cumulative Effects, of the Final EIS has been revised to discuss 
the growth of electricity demand in Mexico and the United States and the 
potential for new power plants, and to describe qualitatively the potential 
impacts in the United States (including air quality impacts) from power 
plant construction in southern Arizona and Sonora, Mexico. Chapter 5 has 
also been revised to describe the regulation of power plants in Mexico 
(including coordination between the United States and Mexico), potential 
fuel sources, and associated emissions.  
 
The Draft EIS was prepared in accordance with Section 102(2)(c) of NEPA, 
the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code of 
Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508), and all applicable laws, 
regulations, and agency policies.  The Federal agencies have determined 
that the Draft EIS does not need to be re-issued for additional review. 
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MK-2 
cont. 

MK-3 

MK-4 

 
 

Comment No. MK-3 
 
The EIS addresses the construction, operation, and maintenance 
requirements of the proposed 345-kV transmission line between the South 
and proposed Gateway Substations and continuing to the U.S.-Mexico 
border.  
 
Regarding the trade of electricity across the U.S-Mexico border, the passage 
of NAFTA established the benefits of strengthening and enhancing the 
electricity trade with Canada and Mexico. Analysis of how the United 
States and Mexico should trade power is outside the scope of the EIS. 
 
Comment No. MK-4 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 present analyses of the affected environment and 
potential impacts to land use from the Western Corridor, including impacts 
to the specially designated areas cited by the commentor.  Sections 3.2 and 
4.2 present analyses of existing and potential impacts to visual resources in 
the cited areas from the Western Corridor, and Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss 
the existing and potential impacts to biological resources. 
 
Figure 3.1-1 shows that a segment of the 0.25-mi (0.40-km) wide Western 
Corridor within the Coronado National Forest overlaps Ruby Road. Visual 
Simulations 3 (referenced in Section 4.2.1) shows that the proposed  
transmission line in this segment overlapping Ruby Road would be on the 
south side of the road.   
 
Comment No. MK-5 
 
Section 4.12.1, Transportation, of the Final has been revised to clarify that 
roads to be closed on the Coronado National Forest to maintain the existing 
road density would be identified through the Special Use Permit process.  
This process would include USFS personnel who would coordinate the road 
closures with other multiple uses on the Coronado National Forest. 
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MK-4 
cont. 

MK-5 

MK-4 
cont. 

MK-6 

 
 

Comment No. MK-6 
 
The potential economic benefit to TEP from the proposed project is outside 
the scope of the EIS. 
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MM-1 

Comment No. MM-1 
 
In Figure 4.2-3 of the EIS, the map of the Western Corridor is shaded to 
indicate visibility from travelways. As the Western Corridor crosses I-19 
and continues southwest, residents, travelers, and recreationalists would 
have intermittent views of the proposed project in the foreground and 
middleground, with views from many areas in lower terrain obscured by the 
hills and mine tailings piles in the area.     
 
While there is a potential for construction of new houses on the hills to the 
west of I-19 and almost anywhere in the project area, until plans are 
presented, new housing construction is speculative.  If such housing 
construction were to occur, the transmission line may be visible from 
potential residences on the hills to the west of the interstate, depending on 
the terrain setting of each individual house. Information on the specific 
housing construction referenced by the commentor as it could relate to 
cumulative impacts has been added to Section 5.2, Reasonably Foreseeable 
Action Identification. 
 
While the Federal agencies recognize that a given property owner’s value 
could be affected (positively or negatively) by the project, the Federal 
agencies have not attempted to quantify theoretical public perceptions of 
property values should the proposed project be built. 
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MM-1 
cont. 
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MM-2 

Comment No. MM-2 
 
Section 4.2 analyzes potential impacts to visual resources. TEP, together 
with visual, cultural, and biological specialists, would site structures on the 
landscape so that viewers would see land or vegetation (such as a mountain) 
behind the structure rather than sky, where feasible (that is, so the structures 
are not skylined). Thus, the self-weathering monopoles were selected 
because they would blend better with the background of land or vegetation 
than gray or silver dulled galvanized steel would. 
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MM-2 
cont.  
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JD-1 

JD-2 

Comment No. JD-1 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
Comment No. JD-2 
 
TEP has not finalized the placement of the 125-ft (38-m) ROW within the 
0.25-mi (0.40-km)-wide study corridors. If an action alternative is selected 
for implementation by each of the Federal agencies through the issuance of 
a ROD, then precise siting of the ROW and the support structures within the 
ROW would involve input from cultural, biological, and visual specialists, 
to identify and minimize impacts to each area of land to be disturbed.  For 
this reason, the Final EIS cannot include information on whether or how 
many homes would be displaced by the proposed project. If implementation 
of the proposed project requires condemnation of residences or private 
lands, such condemnation would be subject to separate legal proceedings 
which provide due process for those affected. TEP would avoid 
condemnation wherever possible. 
 
While the Federal agencies recognize that a given property owner’s value 
could be affected (positively or negatively) by the project, the Federal 
agencies have not attempted to quantify theoretical public perceptions of 
property values should the proposed project be built. 
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JD-3 

RP-1 

Comment No. JD-3 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
project. 
 
Comment No. RP-1 
 
Several routing alternatives were considered but eliminated from further 
analysis that involved part or all of a route through the Santa Cruz Valley.  
Refer to Section 2.1.5 in the Final EIS for an explanation of these 
alternatives and the reasons for elimination. 
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RP-2 

RP-3 

 

Comment No. RP-2 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. As discussed 
in section 2.1.5, improvements to the local distribution system (formerly 
Citizens) do not eliminate the need for the proposed second transmission 
line. 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….” 
 
Comment No. RP-3 
 
The EIS includes discussions of Sycamore and Peck Canyons in the 
affected environment sections (Chapter 3), and evaluates potential impacts 
to these areas (Chapter 4).   
 
Comment No. RP-4 
 
TEP has not finalized the placement of the 125-ft (38-m) ROW within the 
0.25-mi (0.40-km)-wide study corridors. After each agency has issued a 
ROD, the precise siting of the ROW, and siting of the support structures 
within the ROW, would involve input from cultural, biological, and visual 
specialists, to identify and minimize impacts to each area of land to be 
disturbed.  For this reason, the Final EIS cannot include maps showing a 
precise location for the ROW (see Section 3.1.1 of the EIS). Also, due to 
the scale and the level of detail shown in the EIS figures, topographical 
lines (lines showing elevation contours of the land) are not included in order 
to present simplified, user-friendly maps. 
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RP-3 
cont. 

RP-4 

RP-3 
cont. 

RP-5 

RP-1 
cont. 

Comment No. RP-5 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to amending the 
Forest Plan. 
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RP-1 
cont. 

JR-1 

JR-2 

JR-3 

Comment No. JR-1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the No Action 
Alternative. 
 
Comment No. JR-2 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
Comment No. JR-3  
 
Because the proposed corridor alternatives would be purposely sited away 
from residential areas and in sparsely populated areas in order to avoid 
impact on large numbers of residences, the Federal agencies conclude that 
no potential for disproportionately high and adverse impacts among low-
income populations would be expected (see Section 4.13, Environmental 
Justice). 
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JR-3 
cont. 

JR-4 

 
 

Comment No. JR-4 
 
Information from the Mexican government indicates that there are no plans 
for any power plant construction in Mexico reliant upon, or otherwise 
connected to, TEP’s proposed project.  Therefore, the potential for 
construction of power plants in Mexico is not a connected action and is not 
analyzed in Chapter 4, Environmental Effects, of the EIS.  Section 5.2.4, 
Power Plants in Mexico, has been added to the Final EIS to clarify that the 
nearest location to TEP’s proposed project for existing or planned power 
plant construction in Mexico is in Naco, Sonora, approximately 75 mi (120 
km) east of Nogales. 
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JR-4 
cont. 
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JR-4 
cont. 

JR-2 
cont. 

JR-5 

RS-1 

Comment No. JR-5 
 
As explained in Section 2.1.5 of the EIS, local generation and/or 
improvements to the local distribution system (formerly Citizens) do not 
eliminate the need for the proposed second transmission line. 
 
Comment No. RS-1 
 
Information from the Mexican government indicates that there are no plans 
for any power plant construction in Mexico reliant upon, or otherwise 
connected to, TEP’s proposed project.  Therefore, the potential for 
construction of power plants in Mexico is not a connected action and is not 
analyzed in Chapter 4, Environmental Effects, of the EIS.   
 
Chapters 3 and 4 include discussions on potential impacts to Sycamore 
Canyon for a number of different resource areas. 
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RS-2 

RK-1 

Comment No. RS-2 
 
The Federal agencies reviewed the article submitted by the commentor and 
concluded that the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC’s) probe 
into the role of towers in bird deaths is not directly relevant to the proposed 
project.  However, the issue of bird mortality from the proposed project is 
addressed in Section 4.3.4 of the EIS. 
 
Comment No. RK-1 
 
The Federal agencies and TEP initiated consultation with Davis Monthan 
Air Force Base regarding potential impacts of the proposed transmission 
line on military flight operation.  In response to the consultation, a 
representative of Davis Monthan Air Force Base stated that they had no 
issues to raise with respect to any of the proposed corridors, but that the 
proposed Western Corridor could impact the FUZZY Military Operating 
Area, controlled by the 162nd Fighter Group Airspace in Tucson. 
Information regarding the proposed project was forwarded to the 162nd 
Fight Group Airspace Manager and a copy of the Draft EIS was sent for the 
manager’s review and comment.  However, no comment was received 
concerning the potential impact on military flight operation from the 
proposed project (see Chapter 10 and Appendix A of the EIS).  
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RK-2 

RK-1 
cont. 

Comment No. RK-2 
 
The Federal agencies solicited comments from the U.S Border Patrol.  
Based on the U.S. Border Patrol’s response (USBP 2004) to the Federal 
agencies’ request, the Federal agencies have revised Sections 4.1.1, Land 
Use; Section 4.12, Transportation; and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts of 
the Final EIS. The U.S. Border Patrol’s response generally re-enforced the 
information on which the relevant analysis in the Draft EIS was based. The 
U.S. Border Patrol stated that the roads associated with the construction and 
maintenance of the proposed project would contribute to an increase in 
illegal immigrant and narcotic smugglers in the area and affect U.S. Border 
Patrol operations. The U.S. Border Patrol stated that although the proposed 
project would not create a single north-south route and roads would be 
closed or otherwise blocked, illegal immigrants and narcotic smugglers 
would be attracted to the area to use portions of the proposed access roads, 
resulting in a need for the U.S. Border Patrol to increase its presence in the 
Coronado National Forest.   
 
For more information on the effects of illegal immigration, see Report to the 
House of Representatives Committee on Appropriations on Impacts Caused 
by Undocumented Aliens Crossing Federal Lands in Southeast Arizona, 
April 29, 2002 (House 2002). 
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BK-1 

BK-2 

BK-3 

BK-4 

Comment No. BK-1 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, which 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
Comment No. BK-2 
 
Because the Federal agencies cannot anticipate how the ACC may adjust 
consumer electricity rates in light of the proposed project, the potential 
change in consumer electricity rates is too speculative for inclusion in the 
EIS. 
 
Comment No. BK-3 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 discuss the existing visual resources and potential 
impacts to visual resources from the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. BK-4 
 
Sections 3.4 and 4.4 discuss the existing cultural resources and potential 
impacts to cultural resources from the proposed project.  The Federal 
agencies are developing a Programmatic Agreement with the Arizona State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), interested tribes, and TEP guiding the 
treatment of cultural resources if an action alternative is selected.  Prior to 
ground-disturbing activities in any approved corridor, a complete on-the-
ground inventory would be conducted by professional archaeologists in 
accordance with provisions of Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA).  Efforts to identify cultural resources would also 
include historical document research and continued consultation with 
Native American tribes regarding potential traditional cultural properties 
and sacred sites.   Identified cultural resources would be evaluated in terms 
of National Register eligibility criteria and potential project effects in  
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BK-4 
cont. 

BK-5 

BK-6  

BS-1  

Comment No. BK-4 (continued) 
 
consultation with all parties who are participants in the Programmatic 
Agreement. 

 
Wherever possible, power poles, access roads, and any other ground-
disturbing activities would be placed to avoid direct impacts to cultural 
resources.  A professional archaeologist would assist the pole-siting crew in 
avoiding impacts to cultural resource sites.  In cases where avoidance of 
sites is not feasible, a site-specific Treatment Plan and Data Recovery Plan 
would be developed in consultation with tribes, the, appropriate land- 
managing agencies, and the Arizona SHPO.  These plans will include an 
appropriate Plan of Action to implement the Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act.   A Discovery Plan would be developed to 
establish procedures to be followed in the event of discovery of 
unanticipated cultural resources, and a Monitoring Plan would address 
issues of site protection and avoidance.   
 
Comment No. BK-5 
 
The Federal agencies solicited comments from the U.S Border Patrol.  
Based on the U.S. Border Patrol’s response (USBP 2004) to the Federal 
agencies’ request, the Federal agencies have revised Sections 4.1.1, Land 
Use; Section 4.12, Transportation; and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts of 
the Final EIS. The U.S. Border Patrol’s response generally re-enforced the 
information on which the relevant analysis in the Draft EIS was based. The 
U.S. Border Patrol stated that the roads associated with the construction and 
maintenance of the proposed project would contribute to an increase in 
illegal immigrant and narcotic smugglers in the area and affect U.S. Border 
Patrol operations. The U.S. Border Patrol stated that although the proposed 
project would not create a single north-south route and roads would be 
closed or otherwise blocked, illegal immigrants and narcotic smugglers 
would be attracted to the area to use portions of the proposed access roads, 
resulting in a need for the U.S. Border Patrol to increase its presence in the 
Coronado National Forest.   
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MM-3 

Comment No. BK-5 (continued) 
 
For more information on the effects of illegal immigration, see Report to the 
House of Representatives Committee on Appropriations on Impacts Caused 
by Undocumented Aliens Crossing Federal Lands in Southeast Arizona, 
April 29, 2002 (House 2002). 
 
Comment No. BK-6 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Comment No. BS-1 
 
Chapters 3 and 4 discuss Sycamore and Peck Canyons and evaluate 
potential impacts for a number of different resource areas. 
 
Comment No. MM-3 
 
After a utility company such as TEP constructs a project, the ACC 
determines whether or to what degree an investment by a utility is 
recoverable through consumer electricity rates. Because the Federal 
agencies cannot anticipate how the ACC may adjust consumer electricity 
rates in light of the proposed project, the potential change in consumer 
electricity rates is too speculative for inclusion in the EIS.   
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MM-4 

MM-5 

 
 

Comment No. MM-4 
 
The maximum level at which the proposed 345-kV transmission line would 
be operated is 500 MW. If TEP wanted to operate the proposed  
345-kV transmission line above 500 MW, TEP would have to apply to DOE 
for an amendment to their Presidential Permit, and DOE would have to 
perform additional analysis required by NEPA. 
 
Comment No. MM-5   
 
Caterpillar’s suggested re-route would be on land owned or leased by 
Caterpillar, but it is outside the corridor that the ACC directed TEP to use. 
Accordingly, ACC approval would be needed in order to re-route the line as 
suggested. The ACC declined to accommodate Caterpillar’s request for re-
routing at the January 3, 2002 hearing on the CEC. Because of this 
limitation and because the agencies have less information about the 
environmental characteristics of this route than about the corridor 
alternatives, the suggested reroute option is not available for selection by 
the agencies at this time. Therefore, as discussed in Section 2.1.5, this 
suggested reroute was eliminated from detailed analysis in this EIS. If, 
following the issuance of Federal agency RODs, TEP were to propose use 
of this alternative route, the Federal agencies would evaluate the need for 
additional NEPA review. 
 
As a condition of the Certificate of Environmental Compatibility issued by 
the ACC to TEP in January 2002, TEP would be obligated to “meet and 
confer with landowners who are within or adjacent to the Route Corridor 
and other interested parties in order to develop a plan for specific pole 
locations that will mitigate the environmental and visual impact of the 
Project transmission lines within the Route Corridor.” Consistent with this 
obligation, TEP would meet with each landowner and discuss impacts to 
their particular property, including any issues that a particular landowner 
has before finalizing the alignment of the transmission line within the 
corridor considered in this EIS and the location of access roads.  This 
mitigation measure has been added to Section 2.2.6. 
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MM-5 
cont. 

MM-6 

MM-7 

Comment No. MM-6  
 
Refer to the response to Comment MM-4 within this transcript regarding 
operation of the transmission line at 500 MW. The maximum EMF levels 
listed in Table 4.10-2 were calculated based correctly on operation of the 
proposed 345-kV transmission line at the 500 MW level. The proposed 
ROW width is appropriate for operation of the 345-kV line at the 500 MW 
level. 
 
Comment No. MM-7 
 
The Federal agencies conducted consultation with the FAA (see Table 10-1, 
and letter in Appendix A), and the FAA indicated that the only requirement 
would be to adhere to State of Arizona statutes in regard to tower 
construction. Table 2.2-2, TEP Mitigation Practices Included in the 
Proposed Action, measure number 7, has been revised to reflect this 
requirement.  
 
The U.S. Border Patrol stated that although the proposed project would not 
create a single north-south route and roads would be closed or otherwise 
blocked, illegal immigrants and narcotic smugglers would be attracted to 
the area to use portions of the proposed access roads, resulting in a need for 
the U.S. Border Patrol to increase its presence in the Coronado National 
Forest.   
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MM-8 

MM-9 

 
 
 
 
 

Comment No. MM-8 
 
The Federal agencies have revised Sections 4.1.1, Land Use; Section 4.12, 
Transportation; and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts of the Final EIS based 
on the U.S. Border Patrol’s response (USBP 2004) to the Federal agencies’ 
request regarding illegal immigration and law enforcement activities in the 
proposed project vicinity. The U.S. Border Patrol’s response generally re-
enforced the information on which the relevant analysis in the Draft EIS 
was based. The U.S. Border Patrol stated that the roads associated with the 
construction and maintenance of the proposed project would contribute to 
an increase in illegal immigrant and narcotic smugglers in the area and 
affect U.S. Border Patrol operations. The effects of these activities are 
reflected in the Final EIS in the sections listed above.  
 
Comment No. MM-9 
 
The information on routes presented during the scoping process is intended 
to be preliminary in nature and is not intended to be a final determination of 
routing or topics that ultimately are to be analyzed in the Draft EIS. In fact, 
one of the stated purposes of scoping is to refine alternatives and issues to 
be addressed. The analysis that occurred between scoping and publication 
of the Draft EIS refined the actual Central Corridor to be considered for 
environmental effects. The Central Corridor is correctly shown in the Draft 
EIS. 
 
The Federal agencies are preparing a Programmatic Agreement with the 
Arizona State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), interested tribes, and 
TEP guiding the treatment of cultural resources if an action alternative is 
selected.  Prior to ground-disturbing activities in any approved corridor, a 
complete on-the-ground inventory would be conducted by professional 
archaeologists in accordance with provisions of Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).  Efforts to identify cultural resources 
would also include historical document research and continued consultation 
with Native American tribes regarding potential traditional cultural 
properties and sacred sites.  Identified cultural resources would be evaluated 
in terms of National Register eligibility criteria and potential project effects 
in consultation with all parties who are participants in the Programmatic 
Agreement. 
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MM-9 
cont. 

MM-10 

MM-11 

 
 

Comment No. MM-10 
 
Wherever possible, power poles, access roads, and any other ground-
disturbing activities would be placed to avoid direct impacts to cultural 
resources.  A professional archaeologist would assist the pole-siting crew in 
avoiding impacts to cultural resource sites.  In cases where avoidance of 
sites is not feasible, a site-specific Treatment Plan and Data Recovery Plan 
would be developed in consultation with tribes, the, appropriate land-
managing agencies, and the Arizona SHPO.  These plans will include an 
appropriate Plan of Action to implement the Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act.   A Discovery Plan would be developed to 
establish procedures to be followed in the event of discovery of 
unanticipated cultural resources, and a Monitoring Plan would address 
issues of site protection and avoidance.   
 
Comment No. MM-11 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 describe the existing biological resources and potential 
impacts to these resources, including impacts to jaguar. 
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LS-1 

Comment No. LS-1 
 
While there is a potential for construction of new houses almost anywhere 
in the project area, until plans are presented, new housing construction is 
speculative. If such housing construction were to occur, the South 
Substation and/or proposed transmission line may be visible from potential 
residences nearby, depending on the terrain setting of each individual 
house. Information on the specific housing construction referenced by the 
commentor as it could relate to cumulative impacts has been added to 
Section 5.2, Reasonably Foreseeable Action Identification. 
 

2.2-86 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

Public Comment Hearings 
September 25, 2003, 7 p.m. to 9 p.m., Green Valley, AZ 
Page 43 of 47 
 LS-1 

cont. 

EK-1 

EK-2 

LS-2 

Comment No. LS-2 
 
The potential impacts to the Coronado National Forest from the proposed 
project are analyzed in Chapter 4 of the EIS, under each respective resource 
section.  
 
Comment No. EK-1 
 
The available data have not revealed any conclusive evidence that EMF 
exposure from power lines poses a hazard to animal or human health (see 
Sections 3.10 and 4.10, Health and Human Environment). 
 
Comment No. EK-2 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line. Therefore, the alternative of a new power plant is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
The Federal agencies do not have any information indicating that a power 
plant would be any more or less of a terrorism target than a transmission 
line. Section 4.11.1, Infrastructure, discusses terrorism concerns related to 
the proposed project.   
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EK-2 
cont. 

EK-3 

PR-10 

 
 

Comment No. EK-3 
 
The EIS analyzes potential environmental impacts for the entire length of 
each of the proposed corridors, including the portion of the Western and 
Central Corridors between the Arivaca Road and the Coronado National 
Forest, in Chapters 3 (Affected Environment) and 4 (Environmental 
Effects) of the EIS. 
 
Comment No. PR-10 
 
Sections 4.3.2, Vegetation and Wildlife, and 4.3.4, Migratory Birds and 
Raptors, of the Final EIS have been revised to include analysis of the 
potential effects of explosives blasting. In addition, a mitigation measure 
has been added to the EIS (see Section 2.2) stating that no blasting would 
occur during peak breeding times for migratory birds (April through 
August) to minimize the impacts to migratory birds.  The effects of blasting 
are unlikely to lead to a downward population trend or loss of population 
viability for any wildlife or migratory bird populations occurring in the 
project area.  
 
Specific information on where explosives blasting would be required is 
pending final siting of the transmission line, which would occur only after 
issuance of a ROD by each Federal agency (if an action alternative is 
selected for implementation). 
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PR-10 
cont. 
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PR-10 
cont. 
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JM-1 

JM-2 

JM-1 
cont. 

 

Comment No. JM-1 
 
Section 1.2 explains the roles of the Federal agencies in developing 
alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a permit for 
a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s proposed project, 
the Federal agencies generally limit their review of alternatives to those that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide whether that proposal is 
or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal agencies do not review 
alternatives that are not within the scope of the applicant’s proposal. 
Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to alter its proposal; 
instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is appropriate for the proposal 
as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the agency to run the applicant’s 
business and to change the applicant’s proposal, but only to evaluate the 
environmental effects of the applicant’s business proposal as offered. 
Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives, which 
include the full spectrum of alternatives that would satisfy the applicant’s 
proposal. 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Section 1.2.2, Federal Agencies’ Purpose and Need Statements, explains 
why an EIS is required for evaluation of the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. JM-2 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
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JM-1 
cont. 

JM-3 

JM-4 

 

Comment No. JM-2 (continued) 
 
As discussed in Section 2.1.5, improvements to the local distribution system 
(formerly Citizens) do not eliminate the need for the proposed second 
transmission line. 
 
Comment No. JM-3  
 
Section 3.13 discusses minority and low-income populations in the vicinity 
of the proposed project, and Section 4.14 discusses potential environmental 
justice impacts to minority and low-income populations. Also, Section 3.5.2 
discusses employment in the vicinity of the proposed project, and Section 
4.5 discusses potential impacts on employment. 
  
Comment No. JM-4 
 
Because the Federal agencies cannot anticipate how the ACC may adjust 
consumer electricity rates in light of the proposed project, the potential 
change in consumer electricity rates is too speculative for inclusion in the 
EIS. 
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JM -4 
cont. 

JM -5 

JM -6 

 

Comment No. JM-5 
 
The potential reduction in tax revenues into Santa Cruz County from 
Citizens Utilities’ purchase of UniSource is outside the scope of the EIS.   
 
Comment No. JM-6 
 
An average of 30 direct jobs and approximately 31 indirect jobs would be 
created by the construction phase of the proposed project (see Section 
4.5.1).  The EIS only analyzes the potential environmental impacts from the 
proposed project; the potential socioeconomic impacts from the purchase of 
Citizens are outside the scope of the EIS. 
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JM-1 
cont. 
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SD-1 

 

Comment No. SD-1 
 
The Eastern Corridor was eliminated from further consideration in this EIS 
because of the reasons given by TEP in a letter to DOE (TEP 2002a) that 
rendered it infeasible (see Section 2.1.5 for further discussion of elimination 
of the Eastern Corridor), regardless of the actions of the ACC. The Central 
Corridor, however, remains a viable alternative for selection by the Federal 
decisionmakers. However, implementation of the proposed project in the 
Central Corridor could not occur until TEP meets all regulatory 
requirements, including obtaining the necessary approval from the ACC.   

 
The specific concerns cited by the commentor of visual and cultural impacts 
from the Central Corridor are addressed in Sections 4.2 and 4.4, 
respectively. The visual analysis includes a Visual Sensitivity Map (Figure 
4.2-4) based on residential density and topography, which shows that 
portions of the Central Corridor are closer to more densely populated areas 
than the Western and Crossover Corridors. Section 4.4.1.2 addresses the 
visual impacts on the Tumacacori and Tubac historic sites. Additionally, a 
report in Appendix I has been added to the EIS to include a specific 
evaluation of visual impacts on the Tumacacori and Tubac historic sites.  
The conclusion of that report is as follows: “Although the Central Corridor 
is very visible from many other locations, it is unlikely that the line would 
be visible from the Tumacacori and Tubac historic sites.”   
 
There are a number of schools between Sahuarita and Nogales, Arizona, but 
none are located within any of the study corridors or their immediate 
vicinity. 
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SD-1 
cont. 

SD-2 

SD-1 
cont. 

SD-3 

 

Comment No. SD-2 
 
The Federal agencies are not aware of any evidence indicating it is 
reasonably foreseeable that selection of the No Action Alternative by any of 
the Federal agencies would result in the construction of local generation 
facilities (refer also to Section 5.2, Reasonably Foreseeable Action 
Identification, New or Expanded Power Plants in Southern Arizona, in the 
Final EIS).   A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a 
new, second transmission line. Therefore, the alternative of a new power 
plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 2.1.5, 
Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis).  
 
Comment No. SD-3 
 
Section 1.4 describes the preferred alternative(s) of each Federal agency, 
based on the alternatives evaluated in detail in the EIS. Section 1.6.6 states 
that the decisions of each Federal agency will be explained in their 
respective RODs. 
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SD-3 
cont. 

SD-4 

 

Comment No. SD-4 
 
The Federal agencies believe that the resource areas evaluated in the EIS 
comply with CEQ NEPA-implementing regulations that require an EIS to 
“inform the decisionmakers and the public of the reasonable alternatives 
which would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of 
the human environment” (40 CFR Part 1502.1).  
 
Any decrease in property values from the proposed transmission lines 
would be perception-based impact, that is, an impact that does not depend 
on actual physical environmental impacts resulting directly from the 
proposed project, but rather upon the subjective perceptions of prospective 
purchasers in the real estate market at any given time. Any connection 
between public perception of a risk to property values and future behavior 
would be uncertain or speculative at best, and therefore would not inform 
decisionmaking. Section 4.5 references a discussion of past studies of the 
impact of transmission lines and property values in other geographic areas. 
The studies conclude that other factors, such as general location, size of 
property, and supply and demand factors, are far more important criteria 
than the proximity of a transmission line in determining the value of 
residential real estate. Accordingly, while the Federal agencies recognize 
that a given property owner’s value could be affected (positively or 
negatively) by the project, the Federal agencies have not attempted to 
quantify theoretical public perceptions of property values should the 
proposed project be built. 
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SD-4 
cont. 

SD-3 
cont. 
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GB-1 

GB-2 

 

Comment No. GB-1 
 
The viewing location for Visual Simulation 1 was selected to show the view 
from Upper Thumb Picnic Area looking towards the proposed project and 
Castle Rock, and accurately depicts this view. The transmission line route 
behind Castle Rock that was suggested by the commentor would be outside 
of the 0.25-mi (0.4-km) study corridor. TEP consulted with USFS on the re-
route suggested by the commentor, and USFS did not express preference for 
the suggested re-route over the study corridor route in the Draft EIS. 
Therefore, TEP is not pursuing the suggested re-route. 
 
Section 1.2 explains the roles of the Federal agencies in developing 
alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a permit for 
a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s proposed project, 
the Federal agencies generally limit their review of alternatives to those that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide whether that proposal is 
or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal agencies do not review 
alternatives that are not within the scope of the applicant’s proposal. 
Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to alter its proposal; 
instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is appropriate for the proposal 
as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the agency to run the applicant’s 
business and to change the applicant’s proposal, but only to evaluate the 
environmental effects of the applicant’s business proposal as offered. 
Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives, which 
include the full spectrum of alternatives that would satisfy the applicant’s 
proposal. 
 
Comment No. GB-2 
 
Section 4.12.1, Transportation, of the Final EIS has been revised to clarify 
that roads to be closed on the Coronado National Forest to maintain the 
existing road density would be identified through the authorization process, 
following issuance of a ROD by USFS (see Section 1.4.2.2, USFS Purpose 
and Need). The authorization process would include USFS personnel who 
would coordinate the road closures with other multiple uses, such as grazing 
permits, on the Coronado National Forest. 
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GB-2 
cont. 
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MM-1 

 

Comment No. MM-1 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders).  Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
Section 2.1.5 of the EIS describes why improvements to the local (formerly 
Citizens) distribution system do not eliminate the need for the proposed 
second transmission line. The Federal agencies agree that it is the purview 
of the state to determine the need for and effectiveness of transmission lines 
within its boundaries. 
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MM-1 
cont. 
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MM-1
cont. 
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MM-2 

 

Comment No. MM-2 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
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MM-3 

MM-4 

MM-5 

 

Comment No. MM-3 
 
Chapter 5, Cumulative Effects, of the Final EIS has been augmented to 
discuss the growth of electricity demand in Mexico and the United States 
and the potential for new power plants, and to describe qualitatively the 
potential impacts in the United States (including air quality impacts) from 
power plant construction in southern Arizona and Sonora, Mexico. Chapter 
5 has also been revised to describe the regulation of power plants in Mexico 
(including coordination between the United States and Mexico), associated 
emissions, and potential fuel sources, noting that natural gas (rather than 
coal) is the most likely fuel source for new power plants in Mexico.  
 
Comment No. MM-4 
 
The Draft EIS was prepared in accordance with Section 102(2)(c) of NEPA, 
the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code of 
Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508), and all applicable laws, 
regulations, and agency policies.  The Federal agencies have determined 
that the Draft EIS does not need to be re-issued for additional review.   
 
Comment No. MM-5 
 
Outside of the EIS, DOE will assess the impact of TEP’s proposed project 
on the reliability of the U.S. electric power supply system as part of its 
decisionmaking process (see Section 1.2.2.1, DOE Purpose and Need).
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HH-1 

 

Comment No. HH-1 
 
A smaller transmission line (e.g., 115-kV line) in lieu of the proposed  
345-kV line would not meet the international interconnection aspect of 
TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer 
also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further 
Analysis). 
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HH-1 
cont. 
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EW-1 

 

Comment No. EW-1 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
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EW-1 
cont. 
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EW-1 
cont. 

EW-2 

EW-3 

 

Comment No. EW-2 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….”  
  
If TEP’s proposed project is approved by each of the Federal agencies, then 
there would still be a variety of events that could preclude TEP from 
implementing this project, such as the possibility of failure by TEP to 
secure a power sales contract with CFE. Issuance of a Presidential Permit 
by DOE would only indicate that DOE has no objection to the project, but 
would not mandate that the project be built.  
 
Comment No. EW-3 
 
After a utility company such as TEP constructs a project, the ACC 
determines whether, or to what degree, an investment by a utility is 
recoverable through retail (consumer) electricity rates. Because the Federal 
agencies cannot anticipate how the ACC may adjust consumer electricity 
rates in light of the proposed project, the potential change in consumer 
electricity rates is too speculative for inclusion in the EIS. 
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EW-4 

 

Comment No. EW-4 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). 
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JR-1 

 

Comment No. JR-1  
 
If TEP’s proposed project is approved by each of the Federal agencies, then 
there would still be a variety of events that could preclude TEP from 
implementing this project, such as the possibility of failure by TEP to 
secure a power sales contract with CFE. There is no requirement that a 
contract for sale of power be in place before DOE can issue a Presidential 
Permit. Issuance of a Presidential Permit by DOE would only indicate that 
DOE has no objection to the project, but would not mandate that the project 
be built. 
 
A background on TEP’s business plan relative to the proposed project is 
provided in Section 1.1.2 of the Final EIS; analysis of the business 
decisions of TEP is outside the scope of the EIS. 
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JW-1 

 

Comment No. JW-1 
 
Chapter 5 of the EIS presents an analysis of cumulative impacts, as required 
under NEPA, which could occur as a result of the potential impacts of 
TEP’s proposed project when added to impacts from other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions. Where specific information was 
available on past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it was 
included in the EIS; relevant information received from the public during 
the Draft EIS public comment period was also added to the Final EIS (e.g., 
information on planned residential developments was added to Section 
5.2.4). Section 5.1, Cumulative Impacts Methodology, in the Final EIS has 
been revised to clarify that the analysis identifies where cumulative impacts 
may differ among alternatives, and Section 5.3, Cumulative Impact 
Analysis, has been revised in the Final EIS to more completely assess the 
potential cumulative impacts.  
 
In addition, Table 5.4-1 has been added to the Final EIS to provide a 
summary comparison of the cumulative impacts by resource area, and 
identify any differences in cumulative impacts for the Western, Central, and 
Crossover Corridors. For example, for the actions described as reasonably 
foreseeable actions in the area of Nogales, Arizona, the cumulative impacts 
would not differ among TEP’s alternatives because the Western, Central, 
and Crossover Corridors are identical in the vicinity of Nogales. 
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JW-1 
cont. 
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JW-1 
cont. 
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JW-1 
cont. 
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JW-1 
cont. 
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BP-1 

 

Comment No. BP-1 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 discuss the existing visual resources, and analyze 
potential impacts to these resources.  
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WK-1 

WK-2 

 

Comment No. WK-1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to all three action 
alternatives. 
 
Comment No. WK-2 
 
Section 1.4 of the Draft EIS explained why DOE selected the Western 
Corridor as its preferred alternative in the Draft EIS.  Section 1.4 of the 
Final EIS has been updated to reflect any new information and identifies the 
preferred alternatives for all Federal agencies.  Section 1.6.6 explains that 
there are other factors in addition to environmental considerations that may 
be considered in the decision of each Federal agency on the proposed 
project, and that the decisions of each agency will be explained in their 
respective RODs. 
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WK-3 

WK-4 

 

Comment No. WK-3 
 
If TEP’s proposed project is approved by each of the Federal agencies, then 
there would still be a variety of events that could preclude TEP from 
implementing this project, such as the possibility of failure by TEP to 
secure a power sales contract with CFE. Issuance of a Presidential Permit 
by DOE would only indicate that DOE has no objection to the project, but 
would not mandate that the project be built.  
 
The wisdom of TEP’s business decisions are outside the scope of the EIS. 
Refer to the response to comment WK-2 above regarding additional factors 
(outside of those evaluated in the EIS) that may be considered in the 
decision of each Federal agency on the proposed project. 
  
Comment No. WK-4 
 
Section 4.12.1, Transportation, states that TEP would create new access 
ways only where no access currently exists. This EIS evaluates the affected 
environment and potential environmental impacts of the proposed project 
and No Action Alternative based on both the most recent project design 
information provided by TEP (including the Roads Analysis for the 
proposed project [URS 2003a]) and the independent analyses of the Federal 
agencies. The EIS does not evaluate the consistency of the project design 
information with previous information, and the Federal agencies recognize 
that the design of a project can evolve over time. However, if TEP is 
granted approval for an action alternative and subsequently makes changes 
to their project design that would significantly alter or increase the 
environmental impacts, TEP’s proposed project would be subject to 
supplemental NEPA review.  
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WK-4 
cont. 

WK-5 

 

Comment No. WK-5 
 
The option of constructing the entire length of the transmission line by 
helicopters without using roads is not feasible because construction crews 
would still be needed on the ground for digging and pouring foundations 
(see Section 2.2.3, Transmission Line Construction) even if transmission 
line structures are brought in by helicopter. 
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WK-5 
cont. 

WK-6 

WK-7 

WK-8 

 
 

Comment No. WK-6 
 
The information provided on the portion of the proposed corridors outside 
of the Coronado National Forest is appropriate for the analysis of the 
proposed project. USFS has additional analytical requirements (such as the 
ROS analysis) that require specific, and sometimes more detailed, analysis 
for lands within the Coronado National Forest.  
 
Comment No. WK-7 
 
As a condition of the Certificate of Environmental Compatibility issued by 
the ACC to TEP in January 2002, TEP would be obligated to “meet and 
confer with landowners who are within or adjacent to the Route Corridor 
and other interested parties in order to develop a plan for specific pole 
locations that will mitigate the environmental and visual impact of the 
Project transmission lines within the Route Corridor.”   If implementation 
of the proposed project requires condemnation of private lands (in the case 
that an easement agreement cannot be reached with the land owner), such 
condemnation would be subject to separate legal proceedings which provide 
due process for those affected.  

 
Comment No. WK-8 
 
Section 1.2 explains the roles of the Federal agencies in developing 
alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a permit for 
a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s proposed project, 
the Federal agencies generally limit their review of alternatives to those that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide whether that proposal is 
or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal agencies do not review 
alternatives that are not within the scope of the applicant’s proposal. 
Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to alter its proposal; 
instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is appropriate for the proposal 
as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the agency to run the applicant’s 
business and to change the applicant’s proposal, but only to evaluate the 
environmental effects of the applicant’s business proposal as offered. 
Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives, which 
include the full spectrum of alternatives that would satisfy the applicant’s 
proposal. 
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WK-8 
cont. 

WK-9 

WK-10 

WK-1 
cont. 

 

Comment No. WK-8 (continued) 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Section 2.1.4, 
Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis, has been 
renumbered to Section 2.1.5 in the Final EIS, and revised to clarify the 
reasons that the power plant alternative was eliminated. 
 
Comment No. WK-9 
 
The reasons cited by the commenter are from a TEP letter to DOE (TEP 
2002a) stating that they are not pursing the Eastern Corridor. As stated in 
Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further 
Analysis, in the Final EIS, TEP’s decision not to pursue the Eastern 
Corridor alternative renders it infeasible, and the Federal agencies removed 
this alternative from further consideration for this reason. Refer also to the 
response to Comment WK-8 above regarding the roles of TEP and the 
Federal agencies in developing alternatives for the proposed project. 
Section 3.10.1, Safety, states that there have been a number of fires in the 
project area, acknowledging that this is a concern in the project area (as 
referenced by TEP in their letter to DOE).  
 
Comment No. WK-10 
 
In all EISs that assess an applicant-proposed project (as opposed to a 
federally proposed project), it is necessary that the applicant provide 
project-specific information such as design parameters, purposes and needs 
for the project, etc.  While this information comes initially from the 
applicant, because of their unique knowledge of their own project, the 
Federal agencies always review and evaluate the merits of this information 
before relying upon it in an environmental analysis. 
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HH-1 
 

 

Comment No. HH-1 
 
ACC Decision No. 62011 (ACC 1999) mandates the construction of a 
second transmission line to serve customers in Santa Cruz County, and does 
not reference the export of electricity to Mexico. However, TEP’s stated 
purpose and need for the proposed project is a dual purpose and need of 
benefiting both southern Arizona and Mexico. 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
After a utility company such as TEP constructs a project, the ACC 
determines whether, or to what degree, an investment by a utility is 
recoverable through retail (consumer) electricity rates. Because the Federal 
agencies cannot anticipate how the ACC may adjust consumer electricity 
rates in light of the proposed project, the potential change in consumer 
electricity rates is too speculative for inclusion in the EIS.  
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HH-1 
cont. 

JP-1 

 

Comment No. JP-1 
 
As explained in Section 2.1.5, improvements to the local distribution system 
(formerly Citizens) do not eliminate the need for the proposed second 
transmission line. 
 
Potential economic benefit to TEP or its shareholders from the proposed 
project is outside the scope of the EIS. 
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JP-1 
cont. 

JP-2 

 

Comment No. JP-2 
 
This EIS evaluates the affected environment and potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed project and No Action Alternative. Section 1.6 
explains that the EIS is a source of information for Federal decisionmakers 
when deciding among the various alternatives for a program or project. The 
public participation required as part of the NEPA process is explained in 
Section 1.6. 
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ZH-1 

ZH-2 

ZH-3 

ZH-4 

 

Comment No. ZH-1 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Comment No. ZH-2 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the No Action 
Alternative and opposition to the Western Corridor. 
 
Comment No. ZH-3 
 
Potential economic benefit to TEP or its shareholders from the proposed 
project is outside the scope of the EIS. 
 
Comment No. ZH- 4 
 
Chapter 3, Affected Environment, includes discussions of Peck Canyon 
under the Crossover Corridor subsections for each resource area, and 
Chapter 4, Environmental Effects, evaluates potential impacts to Peck 
Canyon. As stated in Section 4.12.3, TEP is not proposing any road 
construction or improvement within the inventoried roadless area that 
encompasses part of  Peck Canyon. 
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ZH-4 
cont. 

RB-1 

 

Comment No. RB- 1 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, which 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
Improvements to the local distribution system (formerly Citizens) do not 
eliminate the need for the proposed second transmission line. A new power 
plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second transmission 
line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a new power 
plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 2.1.5, 
Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
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 RB-1 

cont. 

RB-2 

RB-3 

 

Comment No. RB-2 
 
The Federal agencies agree that if any agency (including USFS) denies 
permission for the proposed project, it would not be built (see Section 1.6.6 
of the EIS). 
 
Comment No. RB-3 
 
Because the Federal agencies cannot anticipate how the ACC may adjust 
consumer electricity rates in light of the proposed project, the potential 
change in consumer electricity rates is too speculative for inclusion in the 
EIS (see the response to the Border Power Plant Working Group,  
Comment 2). 
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 RB-3 

cont. 

RB-4 

 

Comment No. RB-4 
 
A minimum distance of 100 ft (30 m) would be maintained between any of 
the proposed transmission line structures and the edge of the existing EPNG 
pipeline ROW, in compliance with the Amended Certificate of 
Environmental Compatibility issued to TEP on October 29, 2001, ACC  
(see Section 4.10 of the Final EIS).  As shown in Table 10-2 of the Final 
EIS, the Federal agencies consulted with EPNG regarding safety 
requirements, and EPNG concurred that the ACC’s requirement is adequate. 
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RB-4 
cont. 
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JR-1 

HK-1 

 
 

Comment No. JR-1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the No Action 
Alternative. 
 
Comment No. HK-1 
 
Section 1.6 of the Final EIS has been revised to explain the process 
conducted by the Federal agencies to invite public participation in the 
NEPA process per CEQ requirements.   The Draft EIS was sent to any 
individual who expressed interest in receiving the document.  No 
individuals were taken off the mailing list because of “where” they lived.   
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HK-1 
cont. 

HK-2 

HK-3 

 

Comment No. HK-2 
 
The portions of the proposed corridors that are densely populated and 
sparsely populated are given equal evaluation in the EIS.  Furthermore, the 
NEPA public involvement process is not a voting process that favors a 
larger majority over a smaller group of citizens. Rather, it gives equal 
consideration to each commentor’s comments and concerns. Visual 
simulations along both the densely and sparsely populated areas along the 
corridors have been performed. 
 
Comment No. HK-3 
 
Section 4.10, Human Health and Environment, of the Final EIS has and 
been augmented to include a discussion of the safety considerations of 
locating a 345-kV transmission line in the vicinity of a natural gas pipeline. 
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HK-3 
cont. 

HK-4 

HK-5 

 

Comment No. HK-4 
 
Section 4.12, Transportation, includes the preliminary identification of 
locations where existing roads would need to be improved for construction 
and/or operation of the proposed project (see Figure 3.12-1, Roads Within 
the Tumacacori EMA).  
 
Comment No. HK-5 
 
If TEP’s proposed project is approved by each of the Federal agencies, then 
there would still be a variety of events that could preclude TEP from 
implementing this project, such as the possibility of failure by TEP to 
secure a power sales contract with CFE. Issuance of a Presidential Permit 
by DOE would only indicate that DOE has no objection to the project, but 
would not mandate that the project be built. 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
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GS-1 

GS-2 

Comment No. GS-1 
 
Section 1.2 explains the roles of the Federal agencies in developing 
alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a permit for 
a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s proposed project, 
the Federal agencies generally limit their review of alternatives to those that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide whether that proposal is 
or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal agencies do not review 
alternatives that are not within the scope of the applicant’s proposal. 
Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to alter its proposal; 
instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is appropriate for the proposal 
as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the agency to run the applicant’s 
business and to change the applicant’s proposal, but only to evaluate the 
environmental effects of the applicant’s business proposal as offered. 
Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives, which 
include the full spectrum of alternatives that would satisfy the applicant’s 
proposal. 
 
Comment No. GS-2 
 
An average of 30 direct jobs and approximately 31 indirect jobs would be 
created by the construction phase of the proposed project (see Section 
4.5.1).  
 
Potential impacts to cultural, recreational, and visual resources are analyzed 
in Sections 4.4, 4.1.2, and 4.2. Section 3.5 has been revised in the Final EIS 
to describe existing socioeconomic aspects of tourism in the project area, 
and Section 4.5 has been revised to discuss potential impacts to 
socioeconomic aspects of tourism.  
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GS-3 

GS-2 
cont. 

GS-1 
cont. 

 

Comment No. GS-3 
 
In response to public comments, the Federal agencies again solicited 
comments from the U.S Border Patrol. Based on the U.S. Border Patrol’s 
response (USBP 2004) to the Federal agencies’ request, the Federal 
agencies have revised Sections 4.1.1, Land Use; Section 4.12, 
Transportation; and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts of the Final EIS. The 
U.S. Border Patrol’s response generally re-enforced the information on 
which the relevant analysis in the Draft EIS was based. The U.S. Border 
Patrol stated that the roads associated with the construction and 
maintenance of the proposed project would contribute to an increase in 
illegal immigrant and narcotic smugglers in the area and affect U.S. Border 
Patrol operations. The U.S. Border Patrol stated that although the proposed 
project would not create a single north-south route and roads would be 
closed or otherwise blocked, illegal immigrants and narcotic smugglers 
would be attracted to the area to use portions of the proposed access roads, 
resulting in a need for the U.S. Border Patrol to increase its presence in the 
Coronado National Forest.   
 

For more information on the effects of illegal immigration, see Report to the 
House of Representatives Committee on Appropriations on Impacts Caused 
by Undocumented Aliens Crossing Federal Lands in Southeast Arizona, 
April 29, 2002 (House 2002). 
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NV-1  

Comment No. NV-1 
 
Section 1.2 explains the roles of the Federal agencies in developing 
alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a permit for 
a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s proposed project, 
the Federal agencies generally limit their review of alternatives to those that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide whether that proposal is 
or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal agencies do not review 
alternatives that are not within the scope of the applicant’s proposal. 
Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to alter its proposal; 
instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is appropriate for the proposal 
as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the agency to run the applicant’s 
business and to change the applicant’s proposal, but only to evaluate the 
environmental effects of the applicant’s business proposal as offered. 
Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives, which 
include the full spectrum of alternatives that would satisfy the applicant’s 
proposal. 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
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NV-1 
cont. 

Public Comment Hearings 
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NV-1 
cont. 
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BS-1 

BS-2 

BS-3 

Comment No. BS-1 
 
The public comment period began on August 22, 2003, and officially 
concluded on October 14, 2003, for a total of 53 days.  An extension of the 
comment period was not granted because the Federal agencies deemed this 
comment period to be reasonable, and it exceeded the requirements set forth 
by CEQ Regulations (40 CFR 1506.10[c]) for a Draft EIS public comment 
period of at least 45 days. Although the official public comment period for 
comments on the Draft EIS closed on October 14, 2003, the Federal 
agencies continued to accept comments after the close of public comment 
periods, and considered them, to the extent feasible, in the preparation of 
the Final EIS.  
 
 
Comment No. BS-2 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the No Action 
Alternative. 
 
Comment No. BS-3 
 
Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business Plan and the 
Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, of the Final EIS 
includes an explanation of the relevant ACC decisions and the relation to 
TEP’s proposed project. The Federal agencies agree that ACC Decision No. 
62011 (ACC 1999) does not require a 345-kV transmission line. TEP’s 
purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in TEP’s 
Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 345 kV, 
alternating current  transmission line to interconnect the existing electrical 
systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, Arizona, 
with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona to the CFE 
transmission system….”  As discussed in Section 1.2, each of the Federal 
agencies are responding to TEP’s proposal. Approval by each Federal 
agency would only indicate that each agency has no objection to the project, 
but would not mandate that the project be built. 
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BS-3 
cont. 

BS-4 

BS-5 

 
 

Comment No. BS-4 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
Section 1.6.6 of the Final EIS explains that there are other factors in 
addition to environmental considerations that may be considered in the 
decision of each Federal agency on the proposed project, and that the 
decisions of each agency will be explained in their respective RODs. 
 
Comment No. BS-5 
 
The actions that TEP may take if the proposed project is not approved are 
speculative. Therefore, the actions suggested by the commentor are not 
included as part of the No Action Alternative. 
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BS-5 
cont. 

BS-6 

BS-7 

 
 

Comment No. BS-6 
 
Chapter 5, Cumulative Effects, has been revised in the Final EIS in 
response to several commentors’ concerns about the adequacy of the 
cumulative effects analysis in the Draft EIS. 
 
Comment No. BS-7 
 
Section 1.6 of the Final EIS has been modified to provide additional 
explanation of the NEPA process in general and the scoping process in 
particular.  As noted, during the scoping process, the public provides 
comments directly to the Federal agencies.  The Federal agencies consider 
these comments in determining the alternatives, issues, and environmental 
impacts to be analyzed in the EIS. Section 1.6.2, Issues Outside of the 
Scope of the EIS, explains the issues raised during public scoping that the 
Federal agencies considered to be outside the scope of the EIS. The Federal 
agencies responses to specific public comments on the Draft EIS on a 
variety of issues considered out of scope are contained within the comment 
responses.  
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BS-8 

 
 

Comment No. BS-8 
 
The Federal agencies do not have any information suggesting that any 
power plant construction in Mexico is reliant upon or otherwise connected 
to TEP’s proposed project. Therefore, the potential for construction of 
power plants in Mexico is not a connected action and is not analyzed in 
Chapter 4, Environmental Effects, of the EIS.  
 
Chapter 5, Cumulative Effects, of the Final EIS has been augmented to 
discuss the growth of electricity demand in Mexico and the United States 
and the potential for new power plants, and to describe qualitatively the 
potential impacts in the United States (including air quality impacts) from 
power plant construction in southern Arizona and Sonora, Mexico. Chapter 
5 has also been revised to describe the regulation of power plants in Mexico 
(including coordination between the United States and Mexico), potential 
fuel sources, and associated emissions.  
 
If TEP’s proposed project is approved by each of the Federal agencies, then 
there would still be a variety of events that could preclude TEP from 
implementing this project, such as the possibility of failure by TEP to 
secure a power sales contract with CFE. There is no requirement that a 
contract for sale of power be in place before DOE can issue a Presidential 
Permit. Issuance of a Presidential Permit by DOE would only indicate that 
DOE has no objection to the project, but would not mandate that the project 
be built. 
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BS-8 
cont. 
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BS-8 
cont. 

BS-9 

Comment No. BS-9 
 
Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated From Further 
Analysis, has been augmented in the Final EIS to provide a brief analysis of 
this alternative, and explain why it is not evaluated in detail in the EIS (see 
also the response to comment BS-4 above). 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy (including energy for the public) should be furnished within 
Arizona’s borders, and DOE does not second-guess the ACC on this matter. 
As stated in Section 1.2.2, Federal Agencies’ Purpose and Need Statements, 
an agency’s statement of purpose and need explains what the agency is 
called upon to do, given its authority, and it is from this statement of 
purpose and need that an agency identifies the range of reasonable 
alternatives it will consider in the EIS. In an applicant-initiated process, 
such as TEP’s proposed project, the range of reasonable alternatives 
analyzed in detail in the EIS is directly related to the applicant’s purpose 
and need. 
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BS-9 
cont. 

BS-10 

Comment No. BS-10 
 
Section 5.2 has been modified to update the status of the PNM proposal 
with the three Federal agencies involved.  As of October 2004, PNM 
indicated to DOE its intention to withdraw its Application for a Presidential 
Permit. 
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BS-10 
cont. 

Public Comment Hearings 
September 26, 2003, 5 p.m. to 7 p.m., Nogales, AZ 
Page 20 of 55 
 

BS-3 
cont. 

BS-6 
cont. 

BS-8 
cont. 
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 BS-8 

cont. 

BS-7 
cont. 
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MM-1 

Comment No. MM-1 
 
The ACC and any associated state rules or regulations address electricity 
rate and cost reimbursement issues within the State of Arizona. Because the 
Federal agencies cannot anticipate how the ACC may adjust consumer 
electricity rates in light of the proposed project, the potential change in 
consumer electricity rates is not addressed in the EIS. 
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Public Comment Hearings 
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Public Comment Hearings 
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MM-2 

Comment No. MM-2 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
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PH-1 

Comment No. PH-1 
 
The Federal agencies have reviewed the document provided by the 
commentor.  The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it 
believes energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, 
the need for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). 
Refer to the revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: 
TEP’s Business Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation 
Committee, that provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of 
the state and Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
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 PH-1 

cont. 
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KB-1 

Comment No. KB-1 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources, and potential 
impacts to biological resources from the proposed project, including 
mortality, interference with breeding, loss of habitat, and loss of forage 
plants under all of the action alternatives. None of the impacts to wildlife 
would result in a population decline on a regional scale.   
 
Section 4.5 states that the cost for each alternative would be approximately 
$70 million, plus or minus $7 million. 
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DB-1 

Comment No. DB-1 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
The Western Corridor passes through the area known as Bear Valley near 
where the Western Corridor separates from Ruby Road and heads to the 
north. This EIS evaluates the affected environment and potential 
environmental impacts (both negative and positive) of each alternative and 
the No Action Alternative, including the portion of the Western Corridor in 
the vicinity of Bear Valley.    
 

2.2-167 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

Public Comment Hearings 
September 26, 2003, 5 p.m. to 7 p.m., Nogales, AZ 
Page 36 of 55 
 

DB-2 

Comment No. DB-2 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a discussion of existing biological resources 
and analysis of potential impacts to biological resources, including impacts 
to endangered species. The Sonora chub is listed as a threatened species 
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973.  
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DB-3 

DB-4 

DB-5 

Comment No. DB-3 
 
Section 4.3.2, Vegetation and Wildlife, of the Final EIS has been revised to 
clarify that no changes in wildlife distribution are expected to occur on a 
regional scale as a result of the proposed project, although small animal 
species (e.g., small mammals, reptiles, amphibians, etc.) may be excluded 
from areas that are cleared for support structures or access roads as a result 
of loss of habitat. Because the ROW would not be fenced or otherwise 
separated from surrounding lands, no changes in livestock distribution 
would be expected as a result of the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. DB-4 
 
Section 3.1.1, Land Use, addresses the overlap of each corridor alternative 
with the existing Forest Transportation System and Utilities Corridor. The 
Central Corridor is outside of the existing utility corridor for approximately 
2 mi (3.2 km) on the Coronado National Forest (compared to longer 
distances that the Western and Crossover Corridors are outside the utility 
corridor on the Coronado National Forest). Refer to Appendix H on the 
Forest Plan amendments that would be necessary for each of the three 
corridor alternatives.  
 
Comment No. DB-5 
 
Section 4.12.1, Transportation, has been revised to clarify that roads to be 
closed on the Coronado National Forest to maintain the existing road 
density would be identified through the Special Use Permit process.  This 
process would include USFS personnel who would coordinate the road 
closures with other multiple uses, such as grazing permits, on the Coronado 
National Forest. 
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DB-5 
cont. 

BS-11 

Comment No. BS-11 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 describe the existing biological resources and potential 
impacts to these resources, including jaguar. 
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BS-11 
cont. 
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BS-12 

Comment No. BS-12 
 
The Town of Arivaca has been added to figures where appropriate in the 
Final EIS. 
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BS-12 
cont. 

BS-12 
cont. 

BS-13 

BS-14 

Comment No. BS-13 
 
The exact type of structure that would be used in each location has not been 
decided as it depends on a number of factors related to analysis of 
environmental impacts and engineering design of the project. The primary 
support structures to be used for the transmission line would be self-
weathering monopoles, and dulled, galvanized steel lattice towers would be 
used in specific locations for engineering reasons or to minimize overall 
environmental impacts 
 
Comment No. BS-14 
 
Chapter 4 evaluates the environmental impacts of each of the proposed 
alternatives, including the temporary roads required for construction and the 
permanent roads required for operation. 
 
Regarding the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to the National 
Wilderness Preservation System, the Federal agencies are aware that 
environmental groups are interested in achieving Federal wilderness 
designation for a large portion of the Tumacacori EMA.  Maps provided by 
commentors indicate that all corridor alternatives considered in this EIS 
cross the area suggested for wilderness designation. Presence of a 
transmission line would not necessarily preclude wilderness designation, as 
Forest Service regulations (36 CFR 293.15) provide for the establishment 
and subsequent maintenance of transmission lines in wilderness areas.  
Information about the wilderness proposal has been added to Section 5.2.4 
of the FEIS as a potential future action.  
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BS-14 
cont. 

BS-15 

BS-16 

Comment No. BS-15 
 
TEP would restore access and construction areas not required for 
maintenance in accordance with agreements with landowners and managers. 
All construction areas not needed for normal maintenance would be graded 
to their original contour or to blend with adjacent landforms (see Section 
2.2.3).  For vegetation restoration to lands managed by Federal agencies, 
each Federal agency would decide (with input from any specialists deemed 
appropriate by the Federal agency) which mitigation measures would be 
appropriate for inclusion as conditions of a permit.  All mitigation measures 
would be outlined in each agency’s ROD.  
 
Comment No. BS-16 
 
The EIS does not address the final disposition of the proposed transmission 
lines.  It is assumed that the transmission lines, if built, would be utilized for 
the reasonably foreseeable future.  It would be speculative to assess what 
might occur beyond that.   
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BS-16 
cont. 
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MM-3 

Comment No. MM-3 
 
TEP has not finalized the placement of the 125-ft (38-m) ROW within the 
0.25-mi (0.40-km) wide study corridors because the precise siting would 
involve input from cultural, biological, and visual specialists, to identify and 
minimize impacts to each area of land to be disturbed. 
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MM-4  

Comment No. MM-4 
 
Information supplied by EPNG indicates that there is only one natural gas 
pipeline in the area, as discussed in Section 3.11, Infrastructure, and that 
this pipeline is 6 inches (15 cm) in diameter. EPNG indicated that there are 
not any plans for expansion of this gas pipeline in the project vicinity or 
across the U.S.-Mexico border (EPNG 2004).  
 
A minimum distance of 100 ft (30 m) would be maintained between any of 
the proposed transmission line structures and the edge of the existing EPNG 
pipeline ROW, in compliance with the Amended Certificate of 
Environmental Compatibility issued to TEP on October 29, 2001, ACC (see 
Section 4.10 of the Final EIS).  As shown in Table 10-2 of the Final EIS, 
the Federal agencies consulted with EPNG regarding safety requirements, 
and EPNG concurred that the ACC’s requirement is adequate. 
 
Section 4.10, Human Health and Environment, of the Final EIS has been 
augmented to include a discussion of the safety considerations of locating a 
345-kV transmission line in the vicinity of a natural gas pipeline. This 
discussion states that the natural gas would not carry electricity or otherwise 
present a shock hazard to residential gas users. Liability concerns and 
potential impacts from operating automobiles near gas vents are outside the 
scope of the EIS. 

2.2-177 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

Public Comment Hearings 
September 26, 2003, 5 p.m. to 7 p.m., Nogales, AZ 
Page 46 of 55 
 

MM-4 
cont. 
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MM-4 
cont.
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MM-4 
cont. 
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MM-4 
cont.
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MM-4 
cont. 

MM-5 

Comment No. MM-5 
 
Section 1.6 of the Final EIS has been revised to explain the process 
conducted by the Federal agencies to invite public participation in the 
NEPA process, per CEQ requirements.  
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 MM-5 

cont. 

MM-6 

Comment No. MM-6 
 
As documented in Table 10-2 of the Draft EIS, the U.S. Border Patrol did 
not respond to DOE’s solicitation of comments regarding the proposed 
project prior to publication of the Draft EIS, and therefore, the Draft EIS 
addressed in a general manner the potential impacts on illegal immigration 
and U.S. Border Patrol operations and the resulting environmental impacts.  
 
In response to public comments, the Federal agencies again solicited 
comments from the U.S Border Patrol. Based on the U.S. Border Patrol’s 
response (USBP 2004) to the Federal agencies’ request, the Federal 
agencies have revised Sections 4.1.1, Land Use; Section 4.12, 
Transportation; and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts of the Final EIS. The 
U.S. Border Patrol’s response generally re-enforced the information on 
which the relevant analysis in the Draft EIS was based. The U.S. Border 
Patrol stated that the roads associated with the construction and 
maintenance of the proposed project would contribute to an increase in 
illegal immigrant and narcotic smugglers in the area and affect U.S. Border 
Patrol operations. Given the existing magnitude of the influx of illegal 
immigrants (USBP 2004), any impacts on medical facilities from 
incrementally increased illegal immigration associated with the proposed 
project is speculative and beyond the scope of the EIS. Section 4.5, 
Socioeconomics Environmental Effects, analyzes the potential impact of the 
proposed project on community services (including hospitals, as described 
in Section 3.5, Socioeconomics Affected Environment). 
 
Refer to the response to Comment MM-4 above regarding pipeline safety.  
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MM-6 
cont. 

MM-7 

Comment No. MM-7 
 
The Federal agencies conducted consultation with Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) (see Table 10-1, and letter in Appendix A), and the 
FAA indicated that the only requirement would be to adhere to State of 
Arizona statutes in regard to tower construction. Table 2.2-2, TEP 
Mitigation Practices Included in the Proposed Action, measure number 7, 
has been revised to reflect this requirement. USFS agrees that visual 
markers on the proposed transmission line may increase impacts to visual 
resources, and therefore this measure is not recommended by USFS.  
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MM-8 

Comment No. MM-8 
 
As presented in Chapter 10 and Appendix A of the Final EIS, the Federal 
agencies and TEP had initiated consultation with Davis Monthan Air Force 
Base regarding potential impacts of the proposed transmission line on 
military flight operation.  In response to the consultation, the Davis 
Monthan Air Force Base stated no relevant issues with any of the proposed 
corridors.  The proposed Western Corridor could impact the FUZZY 
Military Operating Area, controlled by the 162nd FG Airspace in Tucson.  
Subsequently, information regarding the proposed project has been 
forwarded to the 162nd FG Airspace Manager and a copy of the Draft EIS 
has been sent for review and comment.  No comment has been received.  
 
DOE and TEP have initiated consultation with the FAA regarding potential 
impacts of the proposed transmission line on flight operations.  The FAA 
has indicated that the proposed project would not affect air traffic due to 
location and height of the transmission line structures. Refer to the letter 
from the FAA in Appendix A. 
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2 

 
 

Comment No. 1 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the Draft EIS should be withdrawn is noted. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 describe existing land use resources and analyze 
potential impacts to these resources, including potential impacts to the 
Tumacacori Mountains and the Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National 
Forest. 
 
Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the IRAs within 
the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, 
Transportation, evaluate potential impacts to IRAs. 
 
Section 5.2.4 of the EIS acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an 
addition to the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to wildlife. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current  transmission line to interconnect the  existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system located in Sonora, Mexico.”   As explained 
in Section 1.2 of the Final EIS, where a Federal agency is evaluating a 
request for a permit for a proposed action developed by a non-Federal 
applicant (e.g., TEP), CEQ has opined that Federal agencies should select 
alternatives which are feasible given the applicant’s stated goals and reflect 
the “common sense realities” of the situation. Therefore, the Federal 
agencies are evaluating the proposed project presented by TEP to each of 
the Federal agencies (see Section 1.2.2, Federal Agencies’ Purpose and 
Need Statements). 
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5 

6 

Comment No. 4 
 
Section 1.2.2 of the Final EIS states that the purpose and need for USFS 
action is to determine whether the proposed project is appropriate within the 
Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National Forest, and thus whether to 
issue authorization. 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The agency 
to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal.  
 
Comment No. 6 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.) 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Section 4.3.2 presents analyses of potential impacts to wildlife within the 
Western Corridor from the proposed project.  Section 4.2.1 presents 
analyses of the potential impacts to visual resources within the Western 
Corridor from the proposed project. 
 
Due to visual impacts through densely populated areas, and the potential 
impacts to cultural resources, the I-19 Corridor was eliminated from further 
analysis as viable action alternative (see Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis, in the Final EIS). 
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Comment No. 1 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….”  In an applicant-initiated process, such 
as TEP’s proposed project, the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed in 
detail in the EIS is directly related to the applicant’s purpose and need. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 present a description of the existing recreational 
opportunities and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the 
proposed project. 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present a description of the existing visual resources 
and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed 
project. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the 
proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition for the approval of 
permit for the construction of the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
A smaller transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not 
meet the international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and 
therefore is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 2.1.5, 
Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
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Comment No. 1 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….”  In an applicant-initiated process, such 
as TEP’s proposed project, the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed in 
detail in the EIS is directly related to the applicant’s purpose and need. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 discuss the existing recreational opportunities and 
analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project. 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 discuss the existing visual resources and analyze the 
potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 discuss the existing land use and analyze the potential 
impacts to these resources from the proposed project. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opinion that the absence of 
critique of the Central Corridor does not imply that environmentalists are in 
favor of the Central Corridor or any corridor that would impact the 
Coronado National Forest. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the Draft EIS should be withdrawn is noted. 
 
Comment No. 3 
  
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 describe existing land use resources and analyze 
potential impacts to these resources, including potential impacts to the 
Tumacacori Mountains and the Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National 
Forest. 
 
Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the IRAs within 
the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, 
Transportation, evaluate potential impacts to IRAs. 
 
Section 5.2.4 of the EIS acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an 
addition to the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to wildlife habitat. 
 
 

2.3-6 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

Allison, Juniper 
Page 2 of 2 
 

3 
cont. 

4 

5 

6 

 

Comment No. 4  
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system located in Sonora, Mexico.”  As explained 
in Section 1.2 of the Final EIS, where a Federal agency is evaluating a 
request for a permit for a proposed action developed by a non-Federal 
applicant (e.g., TEP), CEQ has opined that Federal agencies should select 
alternatives which are feasible given the applicant’s stated goals and reflect 
the “common sense realities” of the situation. Therefore, the Federal 
agencies are evaluating the proposed project presented by TEP to each of 
the Federal agencies (see Section 1.2.2, Federal Agencies’ Purpose and 
Need Statements). 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
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Comment No. 6 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.) 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the Draft EIS should be withdrawn is noted. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 describe existing land use resources and analyze 
potential impacts to these resources, including potential impacts to the 
Tumacacori Mountains and the Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National 
Forest. 
 
Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the IRAs within 
the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, 
Transportation, evaluate potential impacts to IRAs. 
 
Section 5.2.4 of the EIS acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an 
addition to the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to wildlife. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system…”  When a Federal agency is evaluating a 
request for a permit for a proposed action developed by a non-Federal 
applicant (e.g., TEP), CEQ has opined that Federal agencies should select 
alternatives which are feasible given the applicant’s stated goals and reflect 
the “common sense realities” of the situation.  Therefore, the Federal 
agencies are evaluating the proposed project presented by TEP to each of 
the Federal agencies (see Section 1.2.2, Federal Agencies’ Purpose and 
Need Statements). 
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Comment No. 4 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of TEP and the Federal 
agencies in developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an 
applicant seeks a permit for a particular business project, such as the case 
with TEP’s proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their 
review of alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal 
and decide whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. 
The Federal agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the 
scope of the applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the 
applicant to alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit 
is appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
A smaller transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not 
meet the international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and 
therefore is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 2.1.5, 
Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
Potential economic benefit to TEP from the proposed project is outside the 
scope of the EIS. 
 
Comment No. 6 
 
Alternative and renewable power supply methods do not meet TEP’s 
proposal and are thus not evaluated in this EIS (see Section 2.1.5 of the 
EIS). 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the construction 
of the proposed transmission line and the emphasized objection to the 
proposed routing. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 discuss the existing visual resources and analyze the 
potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to Atascosa Peak, Peña Blanca Lake and Sycamore 
Canyon.  
 
Comment No. 3 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current  transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system…”  In an applicant-initiated process, such 
as TEP’s proposed project, the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed in 
detail in the EIS is directly related to the applicant’s purpose and need. 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
The commentor’s opinion that  DOE should deny the Presidential Permit is 
noted 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Section 1.2.2.2 explains the purpose and need of USFS in response to TEP’s 
proposed project, and Section 3.1.1, Land Use, explains the specific 
direction for managing the Coronado National Forest. If approved, the 
authorization process would include USFS personnel who would coordinate 
the proposed project with other multiple uses on the Coronado National 
Forest.  
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Potential economic benefit to TEP from the proposed project is outside the 
scope of the EIS.  
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 discuss the existing recreational opportunities and 
analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project. 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 discuss the existing visual resources and analyze the 
potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
Section 1.2 explains the roles of the Federal agencies in developing 
alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a permit for 
a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s proposed project, 
the Federal agencies generally limit their review of alternatives to those that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide whether that proposal is 
or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal agencies do not review 
alternatives that are not within the  
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Comment No. 4 (continued) 
 
scope of the applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the 
applicant to alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit 
is appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
  
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present a description of the existing visual resources 
(including the Atascosa Mountains and Sycamore Canyon) and analyze the 
potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project. Likewise, 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and analyze the potential impacts to these resources. 
 
Due to visual impacts through densely populated areas, and the potential 
impacts to cultural resources, the I-19 Corridor was eliminated from further 
analysis as viable action alternative (see Section 2.1.5 of the Final EIS). 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The Federal agencies have revised Sections 4.1.1, Land Use; Section 4.12, 
Transportation; and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts of the Final EIS based 
on the U.S. Border Patrol’s response (USBP 2004) to the Federal agencies’ 
request regarding illegal immigration and law enforcement activities in the 
proposed project vicinity. The U.S. Border Patrol’s response generally re-
enforced the information on which the relevant analysis in the Draft EIS 
was based. The U.S. Border Patrol stated that the roads associated with the 
construction and maintenance of the proposed project would contribute to 
an increase in illegal immigrant and narcotic smugglers in the area and 
affect U.S. Border Patrol operations. The effects of these activities are 
reflected in the Final EIS in the sections listed above.  
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Comment No. 1 
 
Section 3.2 presents a description of the existing visual resources and 
Section 4.2 analyzes the potential impacts to these resources from the 
proposed project, including impacts to the Coronado National Forest. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The Federal agencies have revised Sections 4.1.1, Land Use; Section 4.12, 
Transportation; and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts of the Final EIS based 
on the U.S. Border Patrol’s response (USBP 2004) to the Federal agencies’ 
request regarding illegal immigration, drug smuggling, and law 
enforcement activities in the proposed project vicinity. The U.S. Border 
Patrol’s response generally re-enforced the information on which the 
relevant analysis in the Draft EIS was based. The U.S. Border Patrol stated 
that the roads associated with the construction and maintenance of the 
proposed project would contribute to an increase in illegal immigrant and 
narcotic smugglers in the area and affect U.S. Border Patrol operations. The 
effects of these activities are reflected in the Final EIS in the sections listed 
above.   
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 present a description of land use and recreation, and 
analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project.   
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.) 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 present a description of land use and recreation, and 
analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project.   
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to wildlife. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
As stated in Section 4.12, Transportation, TEP would close 1.0 mi (1.6 km) 
of existing classified road for every 1.0 mi (1.6 km) of proposed road to be 
used in the operation or long-term maintenance of the proposed project, 
such that road density on the Coronado National Forest would not be 
affected. The Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National Forest in and of 
itself does not exceed road density limits set forth in the Forest Plan.  Road 
density limits set forth in the Forest Plan are for the Coronado National 
Forest as a whole, not for individual land units or EMAs within the 
Coronado National Forest.  
 
Analysis of the proposed amendments to the Forest Plan associated with the 
proposed project is contained in Appendix H. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to sensitive wildlife species. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the Draft EIS should be withdrawn is noted. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 describe existing visual resources and analyze potential 
impacts to these resources, including potential impacts to the Tumacacori 
Mountains and the Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National Forest. 
 
Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the IRAs within 
the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, 
Transportation, evaluate potential impacts to IRAs. 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the  
applicant to alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit 
is appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal, as required by NEPA.  The Federal 
agencies do not think the Draft EIS needs to be re-issued. 
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Comment No. 3 (continued) 
 
Potential economic benefit to TEP from the proposed project is outside the 
scope of the EIS.  
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Comment No. 1 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the Draft EIS should be withdrawn is noted. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.) 
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Comment No. 1 
  
As explained in Section 3.1, Land Use, each of the three study corridors 
cross a portion of the Coronado National Forest, and each would require a 
Forest Plan amendment (see Appendix H).  However, none of the study 
corridors go through a wilderness area classified as part of the National 
Wilderness Preservation System (Sections 3.1.1 and 4.1.1 address the 
nearest such area, the Pajarita Wilderness). 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the existing roads 
and IRAs within the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 
4.12, Transportation, evaluate potential impacts related to roads.  
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to migratory birds and impacts from invasive (exotic) 
species. Section 4.3.2 states that the long-term reductions in biological 
activity (e.g., lack of vegetation in an area due to construction traffic) tend 
to be more pronounced in arid areas such as the proposed project area where 
biological communities recover very slowly from disturbances.   
 
The Federal agencies have revised Sections 4.1.1, Land Use; Section 4.12, 
Transportation; and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts of the Final EIS based 
on the U.S. Border Patrol’s response (USBP 2004) to the Federal agencies’ 
request regarding illegal immigration and law enforcement activities in the 
proposed project vicinity. The U.S. Border Patrol’s response generally re-
enforced the information on which the  relevant analysis in the Draft EIS 
was based. The U.S. Border Patrol stated that the roads associated with the 
construction and maintenance of the proposed project would contribute to 
an increase in illegal immigrant and narcotic smugglers in the area and 
affect U.S. Border Patrol operations. The effects of these activities are 
reflected in the Final EIS in the sections listed above.  
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Comment No. 3 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 1 above regarding wilderness areas.  
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s support for the 345-kV 
transmission line. 
 
Comment No. 2 
  
The No Action Alternative only analyzes reasonably foreseeable actions 
that may occur if the proposed project does not occur; none of the actions 
suggested by the commentor fall into this category, and thus are not 
analyzed under the No Action Alternative. 
 
Federal agencies cannot speculate on the actions of the ACC, or any local 
actions in response to ACC orders, such as additions or upgrades to existing 
distribution networks or generators (or a new power plant). 
 
As described in Chapter 5 of the EIS, the Applicant for the proposed PNM 
transmission line project has recently stated the intention to withdraw the 
Presidential Permit Application for that project.  As such, that project is no 
longer reasonably foreseeable and is not assessed in the cumulative impact 
section of this TEP Final EIS. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Section 4.5.2 discusses potential socioeconomic impacts from the No 
Action Alternative.  Refer to the response to Comment 2 above regarding 
the No Action Alternative. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 2 above regarding analysis of PNM’s 
proposed project and a new power plant.  
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Comment No. 5 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. The Federal agencies 
agree that there are negative environmental impacts associated with 
construction and operation of a power plant.  Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis, has been revised to 
describe the types of environmental impacts that could be associated with a 
new power generating facility. 
 
Comment No. 6 
 
The calculation of power loss is beyond the scope of the EIS (the EIS 
analyzes the potential environmental impacts resulting from the proposed 
project or the No Action Alternative). Refer to the response to Comment 2 
above for discussion of the No Action Alternative. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present a description of the existing visual resources 
and analyze the potential impacts to these resources. Section 5.2.4 of the 
EIS acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to the 
National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
A smaller transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line (e.g.,  
115-kV line) would not meet the international interconnection aspect of 
TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer 
also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further 
Analysis). 
 
Likewise, distributed generation serves a different purpose than the stated 
purpose and need of TEP’s proposal, and thus, is not evaluated as an 
alternative in this EIS. Furthermore, as noted in Section 2.1.5, alternative 
generation services (including distributed energy resources) do not 
eliminate the need for the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
The Federal agencies do not have any information suggesting that any 
power plant construction in Mexico is reliant upon or otherwise connected 
to TEP’s proposed project. Therefore, the potential for construction of 
power plants in Mexico is not a connected action and is not analyzed in 
Chapter 4, Environmental Effects, of the EIS.  
 
Chapter 5, Cumulative Effects, of the Final EIS has been augmented to 
discuss the growth of electricity demand in Mexico and the United States 
and the potential for new power plants, and to describe qualitatively the 
potential impacts in the United States (including air quality impacts) from 
power plant construction in southern Arizona and Sonora, Mexico. Chapter 
5 has also been revised to describe the regulation of power plants in Mexico 
(including coordination between the United States and Mexico), potential 
fuel sources, and associated emissions.  
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Comment No. 4 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
project. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present a description of the existing visual resources 
and analyze the potential impacts to these resources.  Section 5.2.4 
acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to the National 
Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 present a description of land use and recreation, and 
analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, 
including impacts to wilderness areas and recreational opportunities. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
A smaller transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line (e.g.,  
115-kV line) would not meet the international interconnection aspect of 
TEP’s proposal and, therefore, is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer 
also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further 
Analysis). 
 
Comment Nos. 3-4 
 
Refer to the responses to Comments 3 and 4 in the previous submittal from 
Roger Barthelson. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 discuss existing recreational settings and activities, 
and analyze potential impacts to recreation from the proposed project. 
Section 4.1.2 specifically evaluates impacts to ROS indicators such as 
remoteness and naturalness, both of which would have changes that are 
“inconsistent” with the existing ROS classes for much of the length of the 
Western and Crossover Corridors within the Coronado National Forest. 
Analysis of the proposed Forest Plan Amendments is contained in 
Appendix H.   
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and analyze potential impacts to these resources from the 
proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 2  
 
The Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National Forest in and of itself does 
not exceed road density limits set forth in the Forest Plan.  Road density 
limits set forth in the Forest Plan are for the Coronado National Forest as a 
whole, not for individual land units or EMAs within the Coronado National 
Forest.   
 
Regarding the effectiveness of road closures, any authorization issued to 
implement the proposed project on the Coronado National Forest would 
contain terms and conditions to ensure road barrier effectiveness and 
maintenance, as appropriate. Based on these terms and conditions for 
ensuring the effectiveness of road closures, the proposed project is 
consistent with Forest Plan standards and guidelines for road density. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opinion that USFS should deny 
the authorization for the Western and Crossover Corridors because of their 
incompatibility with the current uses of the area. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
ACC Decision No. 62011 (ACC 1999) mandates the construction of a 
second transmission line to serve customers in Santa Cruz County, and does 
not reference the export of electricity to Mexico. However, TEP’s stated 
purpose and need for the proposed project has a dual purpose to benefit both 
southern Arizona and Mexico. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The affected environment of the Western and Crossover Corridors is 
described in Chapter 3, and the potential environmental impacts (including 
socioeconomic impacts) from these alternatives are fully evaluated in 
Chapter 4. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System.   
 
Section 4.3.2, Vegetation and Wildlife, states that the long-term reductions 
in biological activity (e.g., lack of vegetation in an area due to construction 
traffic) tend to be more pronounced in arid areas such as the proposed 
project area where biological communities recover very slowly from 
disturbances.   
 
Comment No. 4 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current  transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….”  In an applicant-initiated process, such 
as TEP’s proposed project, the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed in 
detail in the EIS is directly related to the applicant’s purpose and need. 
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Comment No. 5 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.) 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the Draft EIS should be withdrawn is noted. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current  transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….”  When a Federal agency is evaluating a 
request for a permit for a proposed action developed by a non-Federal 
applicant (e.g., TEP), CEQ has opined that Federal agencies should select 
alternatives which are feasible given the applicant’s stated goals and reflect 
the “common sense realities” of the situation. Therefore, the Federal 
agencies are evaluating the proposed project presented by TEP to each of 
the Federal agencies (see Section 1.2.2, Federal Agencies’ Purpose and 
Need Statements). 
 
Regarding the trade of electricity across the U.S-Mexico border, the passage 
of NAFTA established the benefits of strengthening and enhancing the 
electricity trade with Canada and Mexico.  
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 describe existing land use resources and analyze 
potential impacts to these resources, including potential impacts to the 
Tumacacori Mountains and the Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National 
Forest. 
 
Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the IRAs within 
the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, 
Transportation, evaluate potential impacts to IRAs. 
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Comment No. 3 (continued) 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to wildlife. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s  
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.) 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the 
proposed project, including impacts to special status species and wildlife 
habitat and impacts related to invasive species. Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present 
a description of the existing visual resources and analyze the potential 
impacts to these resources from the proposed project. Regarding the citizen-
initiated proposal for an addition to the National Wilderness Preservation 
System, refer to the response to Arizona Wilderness Coalition, Comment 1. 
 
Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the IRAs within 
the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, 
Transportation, evaluate potential impacts to IRAs. Section 3.1.2 states that 
there is off-highway (off-road) vehicle use in the project area, and Section 
4.1.2 analyzes the impacts of off-highway vehicle use as one of many 
recreational uses of the project area, including the Coronado National 
Forest. 
 
The Federal agencies have revised Sections 3.1.1 and 4.1.1, Land Use; 
Section 4.12, Transportation; and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts of the 
Final EIS based on the U.S. Border Patrol’s response (USBP 2004) to the 
Federal agencies’ request regarding illegal immigration and law 
enforcement activities in the proposed project vicinity. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current  transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….”  In an applicant-initiated process, such 
as TEP’s proposed project, the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed in 
detail in the EIS is directly related to the applicant’s purpose and need. 
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Comment No. 2 (continued) 
 
A smaller transmission line (e.g., 115-kV line) in lieu of the proposed  
345-kV line would not meet the international interconnection aspect of 
TEP’s proposal and, therefore, is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer 
also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further 
Analysis). 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project.  Where an applicant seeks 
a permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
Refer to the response to Comment 2 above regarding a smaller transmission 
line. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the 
proposed project, including impacts to special status species and wildlife 
habitat and impacts related to invasive species. Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present 
a description of the existing visual resources and analyze the potential 
impacts to these resources from the proposed project. Section 5.2.4 
acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to the National 
Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the IRAs within 
the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, 
Transportation, evaluate potential impacts to IRAs. Section 3.1.2 states that 
there is off-highway (off-road) vehicle use in the project area, and Section 
4.1.2 analyzes the impacts of off-highway vehicle use as one of many 
recreational uses of the project area, including the Coronado National 
Forest. 
 
The Federal agencies have revised Sections 3.1.1 and 4.1.1, Land Use; 
Section 4.12, Transportation; and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts of the 
Final EIS based on the U.S. Border Patrol’s response (USBP 2004) to the 
Federal agencies’ request regarding illegal immigration and law 
enforcement activities in the proposed project vicinity (refer to the response 
to Sky Island Alliance, Comment 14). 
 
Analysis of the proposed Forest Plan Amendments is contained in 
Appendix H.   
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Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 discuss existing recreational settings and activities, 
and analyze potential impacts to recreation from the proposed project. 
Section 4.1.2 specifically evaluates impacts to ROS indicators such as 
remoteness and naturalness, both of which would have changes that are 
“inconsistent” with the existing ROS classes for much of the length of the 
Western and Crossover Corridors within the Coronado National Forest. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
project. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 present a description of the existing recreational 
opportunities and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the 
proposed project.   
 
The Federal agencies do not have any information suggesting that any 
power plant construction in Mexico is reliant upon or otherwise connected 
to TEP’s proposed project. Therefore, the potential for construction of 
power plants in Mexico is not a connected action and is not analyzed in 
Chapter 4, Environmental Effects, of the EIS.  
 
Chapter 5, Cumulative Effects, of the Final EIS has been augmented to 
discuss the growth of electricity demand in Mexico and the United States 
and the potential for new power plants, and to describe qualitatively the 
potential impacts in the United States (including air quality impacts) from 
power plant construction in southern Arizona and Sonora, Mexico. Chapter 
5 has also been revised to describe the regulation of power plants in Mexico 
(including coordination between the United States and Mexico), potential 
fuel sources, and associated emissions.  
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
impacts to vegetation.   
 
Comment No. 3 
 
TEP has not finalized the placement of the 125-ft (38-m) ROW within the 
0.25-mi (0.40-km)-wide study corridors. If an action alternative is selected 
for implementation by each of the Federal agencies through the issuance of 
a ROD, then precise siting of the ROW and the support structures within the 
ROW would involve input from cultural, biological, and visual specialists, 
to identify and minimize impacts to each area of land to be disturbed.  For 
this reason, the Final EIS cannot include maps showing a precise location 
for the ROW or the individual support structures.   
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the No Action 
Alternative. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Refer to the responses to the Comments 6 and 7 that follow regarding health 
and safety. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
Per Section 2.1.5, local generation and/or improvements to the Citizens 
distribution system do not eliminate the need for the proposed second 
transmission line. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
Chapters 3 and 4 present the affected environment and potential impacts to 
the environment from the proposed project.   
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Comment No. 4 (continued) 
 
As part of DOE’s decisionmaking process on whether to grant a Presidential 
Permit for the proposed project, DOE will determine whether the proposed 
project will adversely impact the reliability of the U.S. electric system. 
Also, before authorizing exports to Mexico over the proposed  
345-kV facilities, DOE must ensure that the export will not impair 
sufficiency of supply within the United States and will not impede, or tend 
to impede, the coordinated use of the regional transmission system. 
 
The proposed transmission line would be no greater a terrorist target than 
any other extra high voltage transmission line in the United States.  The 
worst-case scenario would be that several transmission line poles are felled 
and that it takes a few days to a couple of weeks to replace them and 
restring the conductors (see Section 4.11.1 of the EIS). 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
As stated in Section 1.2.2, Federal Agency’s Purpose and Need Statements, 
an agency=s statement of purpose and need explains what the agency is 
called upon to do, given its authority, and it is from this statement of 
purpose and need that an agency identifies the range of reasonable 
alternatives it will consider in the EIS. In an applicant-initiated process, 
such as TEP’s proposed project, the range of reasonable alternatives 
analyzed in detail in the EIS is directly related to the applicant’s purpose 
and need. TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to 
DOE in TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-
circuit 345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the 
existing electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in 
Nogales, Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, 
Arizona to the CFE transmission system….” 
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Comment No. 6 
 
A minimum distance of 100 ft (30 m) would be maintained between any of 
the proposed transmission line structures and the edge of the existing EPNG 
pipeline ROW, in compliance with the Amended Certificate of 
Environmental Compatibility issued to TEP on October 29, 2001, ACC (see 
Section 4.10 of the Final EIS).  As shown in Table 10-2 of the Final EIS, 
the Federal agencies consulted with EPNG regarding safety requirements, 
and EPNG concurred that the ACC’s requirement is adequate. Section 4.10, 
Human Health and Environment, of the Final EIS has been augmented to 
include a discussion of the safety considerations of locating a 345-kV 
transmission line in the vicinity of a natural gas pipeline. 
 
Comment No. 7 
 
Sections 3.10 and 4.10 summarize the most recent information available on 
EMF health effects and analyze the potential effects from EMF from the 
proposed project.  Table 4.10-2 presents EMF strengths that may be 
experienced at various distances from the centerline of the proposed 
transmission line.  Appendix B, Electric and Magnetic Field Background 
Information, presents studies conducted on human health effects from EMF 
exposure. The available data have not revealed any conclusive evidence that 
EMF exposure from transmission lines poses a hazard to animal or human 
health. 
 
Comment No. 8 
 
As part of DOE’s decisionmaking process on whether to grant a Presidential 
Permit for the proposed project, DOE will determine whether the proposed 
project will adversely impact the reliability of the U.S. electric system. 
Also, before authorizing exports to Mexico over the proposed 345-kV 
facilities, DOE must ensure that the export will not impair sufficiency of 
supply within the United States and will not impede, or tend to impede, the 
coordinated use of the regional transmission system. 
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Comment No. 9 
 
If TEP’s proposed project is approved by each of the Federal agencies, then 
there would still be a variety of events that could preclude TEP from 
implementing this project, such as the possibility of failure by TEP to 
secure a power sales contract with CFE. Issuance of a Presidential Permit 
by DOE would only indicate that DOE has no objection to the project, but 
would not mandate that the project be built. 
 
Comment No. 10 
 
The Federal agencies have revised Sections 3.1.1 and 4.1.1, Land Use; 
Section 4.12, Transportation; and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts of the 
Final EIS based on the U.S. Border Patrol’s response (USBP 2004) to the 
Federal agencies’ request regarding illegal immigration and law 
enforcement activities in the proposed project vicinity. The U.S. Border 
Patrol’s response generally re-enforced the information on which the 
relevant analysis in the Draft EIS was based. The U.S. Border Patrol stated 
that the roads associated with the construction and maintenance of the 
proposed project would contribute to an increase in illegal immigrant and 
narcotic smugglers in the area and affect U.S. Border Patrol operations. The 
effects of these activities are reflected in the Final EIS in the sections listed 
above. 
 
The proposed transmission line would be no greater a terrorist target than 
any other extra high voltage transmission line in the United States.  The 
worst-case scenario would be that several transmission line poles are felled 
and that it takes a few days to a couple of weeks to replace them and 
restring the conductors (see Section 4.11.1). 
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Comment No. 11 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Comment No. 12 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present analyses of the existing visual resources and 
potential impacts to these resources. 
 
Comment No. 13 
 
Section 1.6 of the Final EIS has been revised to explain the process 
conducted by the Federal agencies to invite public participation in the 
NEPA process, per CEQ requirements. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the Draft EIS should be withdrawn is noted.  
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential special interest species (Section 4.3.3), migratory birds and raptors 
(Section 4.3.4), and invasive species impacts (Section 4.3.6). 
 
Sections 3.3.2 and 4.3.2 of the Final EIS have been revised to address 
habitat fragmentation. 
 
Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the existing IRAs 
within the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, 
Transportation, evaluate potential impacts to IRAs. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….”  When a Federal agency is evaluating a 
request for a permit for a proposed action developed by a non-Federal 
applicant (e.g., TEP), CEQ has opined that Federal agencies should select 
alternatives which are feasible given the applicant’s stated goals and reflect 
the “common sense realities” of the situation. Therefore, the Federal 
agencies are evaluating the proposed project presented by TEP to each of 
the Federal agencies (see Section 1.2.2, Federal Agencies’ Purpose and 
Need Statements). 
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Comment No. 4 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
Likewise, a smaller transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line 
would not meet the international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, 
and therefore is not evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.) 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 present analyses of the affected environment and 
potential impacts to land use from the proposed project. Sections 3.2 and 
4.2 present a description of the existing visual resources and analyze the 
potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project.  Sections 3.3 
and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological resources and 
analyze potential impacts to these from the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Draft EIS was prepared in accordance with Section 102(2)(c) of NEPA, 
the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code of 
Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508), and all applicable laws, 
regulations, and agency policies.  The Federal agencies have determined 
that the Draft EIS does not need to be re-issued for additional review. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 (Land Use) and 3.2 and 4.2 (Visual Resources) include 
discussion on the existing land use and visual resources, and potential 
impacts to these resources in the Tumacacori and Atascosa Mountains from 
the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of TEP and the Federal 
agencies in developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an 
applicant seeks a permit for a particular business project, such as the case 
with TEP’s proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their 
review of alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal 
and decide whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. 
The Federal agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the 
scope of the applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the 
applicant to alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit 
is appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the Draft EIS should be withdrawn is noted.  
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of TEP and the Federal 
agencies in developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an 
applicant seeks a permit for a particular business project, such as the case 
with TEP’s proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their 
review of alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal 
and decide whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. 
The Federal agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the 
scope of the applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the 
applicant to alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit 
is appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated from Further 
Analysis, of the Final EIS discusses the reasons why the Eastern and I-19 
Corridors were eliminated from further analysis.   
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opinion that ecological 
protection and restoration are the “highest and best use of our public lands.” 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 describe existing land use resources and analyze 
potential impacts to these resources, including potential impacts to the 
Tumacacori Mountains and the Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National 
Forest. 
 
Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the IRAs within 
the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, 
Transportation, evaluate potential impacts to IRAs. 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to wildlife. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit  
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….”  When a Federal agency is evaluating a 
request for a permit for a proposed action developed by a non-Federal 
applicant (e.g., TEP), CEQ has opined that Federal agencies should select 
alternatives which are feasible given the applicant’s stated goals and reflect 
the “common sense realities” of the situation. Therefore, the Federal 
agencies are evaluating the proposed project presented by TEP to each of 
the Federal agencies (see Section 1.2.2, Federal Agencies’ Purpose and 
Need Statements). 
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Comment No. 4 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.) 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.11 and 4.11 present a description of the existing transportation 
network and analyze the potential impacts of the existing and new roads 
from the proposed project, including roads on the Coronado National 
Forest. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the 
proposed project. Section 4.3.3, Special Interest Species, specifically 
addresses potential impacts to Cactus Ferruginous Pygymy Owl including 
impacts from modification of habitat. 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present a description of the existing visual resources 
and analyzes the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed 
project. Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 present description of the existing 
recreational opportunities and analyze the potential impacts to these 
resources from the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Section 1.6.6 of the Final EIS states that each Federal agency will make and 
explain its decision in its respective ROD. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
All unnecessary project roads (those that are not required for ongoing 
maintenance of the project) would be closed following construction (see 
Section 4.12, Transportation) such that access to new roads would be 
limited to an occasional TEP maintenance vehicle. This would limit an 
increase in use of the area by humans, and limit effects from passing 
vehicles such as airborne dust generation. Chapter 4, Environmental 
Effects, analyzes the potential impacts from roads associated with the 
project for each resource area.  
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Comment No. 3 (continued) 
 
Section 4.3.2, Vegetation and Wildlife, has been revised in the Final EIS to 
state that mortality from collisions with vehicles is possible, although the 
number of collisions would be minimal because of the limited access to new 
roads. Section 4.3.2 addresses the possibility of wildlife mortality from any 
disturbance including road construction, and disturbance to vegetation and 
wildlife (e.g., interference with breeding). Any new roads would not be 
paved, and therefore, would not create a “heat island” as cited by the 
commentor. Also, vegetation in the area is generally short such that the 
clearing of a tree canopy as cited by the commentor is not applicable. 
 
Sections 3.6.2 and 4.6.2 present a description of the existing soils and 
analysis of the potential impacts to soils, including soil density, 
sedimentation, and erosion impacts, and the use of water bars and rolling 
dips to divert water off the roads.  
 
Sections 3.3.6 and 4.3.6 discuss existing invasive species and evaluate 
potential invasive species impacts from the proposed project. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to jaguar. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
ACC Decision No. 62011 (ACC 1999) mandates the construction of a 
second transmission line to serve customers in Santa Cruz County, and does 
not reference the export of electricity to Mexico. However, TEP’s stated 
purpose and need for the proposed project has a dual purpose to benefit both 
southern Arizona and Mexico. 
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Comment No. 3 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.) 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the 
proposed project, including potential impacts to threatened and endangered 
species. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 present a description of the existing land use and 
analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies assume that the commentor’s reference to PR means 
public relations.  The issuance or content of TEP’s public relations material 
is beyond the scope of the EIS. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to 
Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business Plan and the 
Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that explains the 
relationship between TEP and Citizens, the jurisdictions and authorities of 
the state and Federal agencies, and the ACC’s requirements of TEP. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
As explained in Section 2.1.5, local generation and/or improvements to the 
Citizens distribution system do not eliminate the need for the proposed 
second transmission line. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
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Comment No. 5 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….” 
 
If TEP’s proposed project is approved by each of the Federal agencies, then 
there would still be a variety of events that could preclude TEP from 
implementing this project, such as the possibility of failure by TEP to 
secure a power sales contract with CFE. Issuance of a Presidential Permit 
by DOE would only indicate that DOE has no objection to the project, but 
would not mandate that the project be built.  
 
Because the Federal agencies cannot anticipate how the ACC may adjust 
consumer electricity rates in light of the proposed project, the potential 
change in consumer electricity rates is too speculative for inclusion in the 
EIS. 
 
Comment No. 6 
 
Regarding the trade of electricity across the U.S-Mexico border, the passage 
of NAFTA established the benefits of strengthening and enhancing the 
electricity trade with Canada and Mexico. Note also that power plant 
construction in Nogales, Sonora is not reasonably foreseeable (see Section 
5.2, Reasonably Foreseeable Action Identification.)  
 
Comment No. 7 
 
The commentor’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
A new power plant is not a viable alternative to a new, second transmission 
line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a new power 
plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 2.1.5, 
Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the Draft EIS should be withdrawn is noted. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system located in Sonora, Mexico.”  When a 
Federal agency is evaluating a request for a permit for a proposed action 
developed by a non-Federal applicant (e.g., TEP), CEQ has opined that 
Federal agencies should select alternatives which are feasible given the 
applicant’s stated goals and reflect the “common sense realities” of the 
situation. Therefore, the Federal agencies are evaluating the proposed 
project presented by TEP to each of the Federal agencies (see Section 1.2.2, 
Federal Agencies’ Purpose and Need Statements). 
 
A smaller transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not 
meet the capacity requirements of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the IRAs within 
the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, 
Transportation, evaluate potential impacts to IRAs. 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
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Comment No. 3 (continued) 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to wildlife. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present a description of the existing visual resources 
and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed 
project. Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 present a description of the existing 
recreational opportunities and analyze the potential impacts to these 
resources from the proposed project. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present a description of the existing visual resources 
and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed 
project. Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 present a description of the existing 
recreational opportunities and analyze the potential impacts to these 
resources from the proposed project. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the 
proposed project, including potential impacts to biodiversity, vegetation, 
birds, and other wildlife. 
 
Sections 3.12 and 4.12 present a description of the existing roads and 
analyze the potential impacts from construction of new roads for the 
proposed project. Any authorization issued to implement the proposed 
project on the Coronado National Forest would contain terms and 
conditions to ensure road barrier effectiveness and maintenance, as 
appropriate. Based on these terms and conditions, the proposed project 
would not violate the Forest Plan. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opinion that USFS should deny 
authorization for the proposed project. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The construction of the proposed project in or near the Santa Cruz River 
would result in erosion, sedimentation and floodplain impacts.  Because of 
these potential adverse environmental impacts, construction of the 
transmission line entirely within or near the Santa Cruz River is not a 
reasonable alternative and is not evaluated in the EIS. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The nearest corridor to the Santa Cruz River is the Central Corridor, which 
is approximately 0.5 mi (0.8 km) from the Santa Cruz River. The Santa 
Cruz River would not be crossed by any of the three proposed corridors, 
and none of the corridors are in or near the Santa Cruz River. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
project.   
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present a description of the existing visual resources 
and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed 
project. Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 present a description of the existing 
recreational opportunities and analyze the potential impacts to these 
resources from the proposed project, including impacts to hiking within the 
Coronado National Forest. 
 
The residential, industrial, and roadway development aspects of urban 
sprawl, and the associated impacts cited by the commentor, are addressed in 
Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts.  
 
Comment No. 3 
 
As part of DOE’s decisionmaking process on whether to grant a Presidential 
Permit for the proposed project, DOE will determine whether the proposed 
project will adversely impact the reliability of the U.S. electric system. 
Also, before authorizing exports to Mexico over the proposed 345-kV 
facilities, DOE must ensure that the export will not impair sufficiency of 
supply within the United States and will not impede, or tend to impede, the 
coordinated use of the regional transmission system. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Chapter 4 analyzes the potential environmental impacts of construction and 
operation of the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.) 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present a description of the existing visual resources 
and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed 
project, including potential impacts to the Tumacacori Mountains and the 
Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National Forest.  
 
Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the IRAs within 
the Coronado National Forest.  Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, 
Transportation, evaluate potential impacts to IRAs. 
 
A smaller transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not 
meet the international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and 
therefore is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 2.1.5, 
Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). The 
commentor’s suggestion of building a line adjacent to the existing 
transmission line in the I-19 corridor was considered but eliminated from 
further analysis in the EIS (see Section 2.1.5 of the Draft EIS discusses the 
elimination of the Eastern Corridor and the I-19 Corridor, both similar to 
the commentor’s suggestion).  
 
Comment No. 2 
 
ACC Decision No. 62011 (ACC 1999) mandates the construction of a 
second transmission line to serve customers in Santa Cruz County, and does 
not reference the export of electricity to Mexico. However, TEP’s stated 
purpose and need for the proposed project is a dual purpose and need of 
benefiting both southern Arizona and Mexico. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal  
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Comment No. 3 (continued) 
 
and decide whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. 
The Federal agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the 
scope of the applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the 
applicant to alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit 
is appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.) 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present a description of the existing visual resources 
and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed 
project, including potential impacts to the Tumacacori Mountains and the 
Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National Forest.  
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 present a description of the existing recreational 
opportunities and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the 
proposed project.  Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing 
biological resources and analyze the potential impacts to these resources. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The Western Corridor would require construction of approximately 20 mi 
(32 km) of temporary new roads for construction on the Coronado National 
Forest, and the Central and Crossover Corridors would require fewer roads, 
and unnecessary project roads would be closed following construction (see 
Section 4.12, Transportation). The Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado 
National Forest in and of itself does not exceed road density limits set forth 
in the Forest Plan.  Road density limits set forth in the Forest Plan are for 
the Forest as a whole, not for individual land units or EMAs within the 
Coronado National Forest. TEP would close 1.0 mi (1.6 km) of existing 
classified road for every 1.0 mi (1.6 km) of proposed road to be used in the 
operation or long-term maintenance of the proposed project, such that road 
density on the Coronado National Forest would not be affected. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 present a description of the existing land use and 
analyze the potential impacts to land use from the proposed project. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.) 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 present a description of the existing land use and 
analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, 
including potential impacts to recreational opportunities (see Sections 3.1.2 
and 4.1.2) 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opinion that USFS should deny 
the authorization for the Western Corridor. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Chapters 3 and 4 present a description of the affected environment and 
analyze potential impacts to the resources from the proposed project, 
including analysis of biological resources (Sections 3.3 and 4.3) and visual 
resources (Sections 3.2 and 4.2). 
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Comment No. 1 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….”  In an applicant-initiated process, such 
as TEP’s proposed project, the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed in 
detail in the EIS is directly related to the applicant’s purpose and need. 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 discuss the existing visual resources and analyze the 
potential impacts to the resources from the proposed project. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Section 4.3.2 discusses potential impacts to wildlife in the vicinity of the 
Western Corridor (which includes Sycamore Canyon) from the proposed 
project, based on the affected environment in Section 3.3, Biological 
Resources.  Section 4.2.1 discusses of the potential impacts to visual 
resources in the vicinity of the Western Corridor from the proposed project, 
based on the affected environment in Section 3.2, Visual Resources. 
 
Due to visual impacts through densely populated areas, and the potential 
impacts to cultural resources, the I-19 Corridor was eliminated from further 
analysis as viable action alternative (see Section 2.1.5). 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The maximum level at which the proposed 345-kV transmission line would 
be operated is 500 MW (refer to the response to Border Power Plant 
Working Group, Comment 2). If TEP wanted to operate the proposed  
345-kV transmission line above 500 MW, TEP would have to apply to DOE 
for an amendment to their Presidential Permit, and DOE would have to 
perform additional analysis required by NEPA. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The type of conductor that would be used for the proposed transmission line 
has not yet been chosen. The selection of the conductor would be part of the 
detailed engineering and design after the final siting of the corridor.    
 
Comment No. 3 
 
The Federal agencies agree that there are negative environmental impacts 
associated with construction and operation of a power plant.  However, the 
proposed action in this EIS does not require construction and operation of a 
new power plant.   
 
Comment No. 4 
 
Sections 3.10 and 4.10 discuss the existing EMF and analyze the potential 
EMF impacts from the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s support for the proposed 
project. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The features in the project area cited by the commentor are considered in 
the analysis of the existing scenic integrity and changes to the scenic 
integrity from the proposed project (see Sections 3.2 and 4.2). 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The Federal agencies agree that there are negative environmental impacts 
associated with construction and operation of a power plant. However, the 
proposed action in this EIS does not require construction and operation of a 
new power plant.   
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Comment No. 1 
 
As explained in Section 3.1, Land Use, none of the study corridors go 
through a wilderness area classified as part of the National Wilderness 
Preservation System (Sections 3.1.1 and 4.11 address the nearest such area, 
the Pajarita Wilderness).  Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated 
proposal for an addition to the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 describe the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
impacts to special status species and their habitat. Section 4.3.2 states that 
the long-term reductions in biological activity (e.g., lack of vegetation in an 
area due to construction traffic) tend to be more pronounced in arid areas 
such as the proposed project area where biological communities recover 
very slowly from disturbances.   
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Comment No. 1 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 1 of the previous submittal from Paul T. 
Condon.  
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the No Action 
Alternative. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
project. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Distributed generation serves a different purpose than the stated purpose 
and need in TEP’s proposal, and thus, is not evaluated as an alternative in 
this EIS. Furthermore, as noted in ACC Comment 3, alternative generation 
sources (including distributed energy resources) do not obviate the need for 
the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
As part of DOE’s decisionmaking process on whether to grant a Presidential 
Permit for the proposed project, DOE will determine whether the proposed 
project will adversely impact the reliability of the U.S. electric system. 
Also, before authorizing exports to Mexico over the proposed 345-kV 
facilities, DOE must ensure that the export will not impair sufficiency of 
supply within the United States and will not impede, or tend to impede, the 
coordinated use of the regional transmission system. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
The proposed transmission line would be no greater a terrorist target than 
any other extra high voltage transmission line in the United States.  The 
worst-case scenario would be that several transmission line poles are felled 
and that it takes a few days to a couple of weeks to replace them and 
restring the conductors (see Section 4.11.1 of the EIS). 
 
The Federal agencies have revised Sections 4.1.1, Land Use; Section 4.12, 
Transportation; and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts of the Final EIS based 
on the U.S. Border Patrol’s response (USBP 2004) to the Federal agencies’ 
request regarding illegal immigration and law enforcement activities in the 
proposed project vicinity. The U.S. Border Patrol’s response generally re-
enforced the information on which the relevant analysis in the Draft EIS 
was based. The U.S. Border Patrol stated that the roads associated with the  
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Comment No. 4 (continued) 
 
construction and maintenance of the proposed project would contribute to 
an increase in illegal immigrant and narcotic smugglers in the area and 
affect U.S. Border Patrol operations. The effects of these activities are 
reflected in the Final EIS in the sections listed above. 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present analyses of the affected environment and 
potential impacts to biological resources, including impacts to vegetation 
and wildlife habitat. Sections 3.3.6 and 4.3.6 discuss the existing invasive 
species (non-native plants) in the project area, and potential invasive species 
impacts that could result from the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 6 
 
Chapter 5, Cumulative Effects, of the Final EIS has been augmented to 
discuss the growth of electricity demand in Mexico and the United States 
and the potential for new power plants, and to describe qualitatively the 
potential impacts in the United States (including air quality impacts) from 
power plant construction in southern Arizona and Sonora, Mexico. Chapter 
5 has also been revised to describe the regulation of power plants in Mexico 
(including coordination between the United States and Mexico), potential 
fuel sources, and associated emissions.  
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Comment No. 7 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the Draft EIS should be withdrawn is noted. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
DOE has determined that the issuance of this Presidential Permit to TEP for 
the proposed project would constitute a major Federal action that may have 
a significant impact on the environment within the meaning of NEPA, and 
therefore, has prepared this Final EIS to evaluate potential environmental 
impacts from the proposed Federal action (granting a Presidential Permit for 
the proposed transmission facilities) and reasonable alternatives, including 
the No Action Alternative. An EIS is a tool that informs Federal 
decisionmakers of the environmental consequences of choosing among the 
alternatives available to them.   
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 describe existing land use resources and analyze 
potential impacts to these resources, including potential impacts to the 
Tumacacori Mountains and the Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National 
Forest. 
 
Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the IRAs within 
the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, 
Transportation, evaluate potential impacts to IRAs. 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System.  
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to wildlife. 
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Comment No. 4 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….”  As explained in Section 1.2 of the 
Final EIS, where a Federal agency is evaluating a request for a permit for a 
proposed action developed by a non-Federal applicant (e.g., TEP), CEQ has 
opined that Federal agencies should select alternatives which are feasible 
given the applicant’s stated goals and reflect the “common sense realities” 
of the situation. Therefore, the Federal agencies are evaluating the proposed 
project presented by TEP to each of the Federal agencies (see Section 1.2.2, 
Federal Agencies’ Purpose and Need Statements). 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of TEP and the Federal 
agencies in developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an 
applicant seeks a permit for a particular business project, such as the case 
with TEP’s proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their 
review of alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal 
and decide whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. 
The Federal agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the 
scope of the applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the 
applicant to alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit 
is appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
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Comment No. 6 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.) 
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Comment No. 1 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….”  In an applicant-initiated process, such 
as TEP’s proposed project, the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed in 
detail in the EIS is directly related to the applicant’s purpose and need.  
 
A smaller transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not 
meet the international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal and, 
therefore, is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 2.1.5, 
Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
ACC Decision No. 62011 (ACC 1999) mandates the construction of a 
second transmission line to serve customers in Santa Cruz County, and does 
not reference the export of electricity to Mexico. However, TEP’s stated 
purpose and need for the proposed project is a dual purpose and need of 
benefiting both southern Arizona and Mexico. 
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Comment No. 3 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2.3-90 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

Coste, Robert 
Page 1 of 1 
 

1 

2 

3 

 
 

Comment No. 1 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 present analysis of existing recreational settings 
and activities, and potential impacts to recreation from the proposed project. 
Section 4.1.2 specifically evaluates impacts to ROS indicators such as 
remoteness and naturalness, both of which would have changes that are 
“inconsistent” with the existing ROS classes for much of the length of the 
Western and Crossover Corridors within the Coronado National Forest. 
Analysis of the proposed Forest Plan amendments is contained in Appendix 
H.   
 
Section 3.3 presents a description of the existing biological resources, 
including sensitive wildlife and plant species, and Section 4.3 analyzes the 
potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 discuss the existing land use and analyze the potential 
impacts to these resources from the proposed project. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the Draft EIS should be withdrawn is noted. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 describe existing land use resources and analyze 
potential impacts to these resources, including potential impacts to the 
Tumacacori Mountains and the Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National 
Forest. 
 
Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the IRAs within 
the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, 
Transportation, evaluate potential impacts to IRAs. 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to wildlife. Section 4.3.2 states that the long-term 
reductions in biological activity (e.g., lack of vegetation in an area due to 
construction traffic) tend to be more pronounced in arid areas such as the 
proposed project area where biological communities recover very slowly 
from disturbances.   
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Comment No. 3 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….”  When a Federal agency is evaluating a 
request for a permit for a proposed action developed by a non-Federal 
applicant (e.g., TEP), CEQ has opined that Federal agencies should select 
alternatives which are feasible given the applicant’s stated goals and reflect 
the “common sense realities” of the situation. Therefore, the Federal 
agencies are evaluating the proposed project presented by TEP to each of 
the Federal agencies (see Section 1.2.2, Federal Agencies’ Purpose and 
Need Statements). 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
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Comment No. 5 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.) 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat. 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to 
ACC, Comment 1, and to the revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of 
TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona 
Corporation Committee, that provides explanation of the jurisdictions and 
authorities of the state and Federal agencies, and their relationship to this 
NEPA analysis. 
 
As explained in section 2.1.5, improvements to the local distribution system 
(formerly Citizens) do not eliminate the need for the proposed second 
transmission line. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
If TEP’s proposed project is approved by each of the Federal agencies, then 
there would still be a variety of events that could preclude TEP from 
implementing this project, such as the possibility of failure by TEP to 
secure a power sales contract with CFE. Issuance of a Presidential Permit 
by DOE would only indicate that DOE has no objection to the project, but 
would not mandate that the project be built 
 
Section 1.5, TEP’s Proposed Project Capacity and Usage, explains the 
connection between TEP’s proposed project and Mexico’s electric grid. 
Also, the passage of NAFTA established the benefits of strengthening and 
enhancing the electricity trade with Canada and Mexico.  
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Comment No. 3 
 
As part of DOE’s decisionmaking process on whether to grant a Presidential 
Permit for the proposed project, DOE will determine whether the proposed 
project will adversely impact the reliability of the U.S. electric system. 
Also, before authorizing exports to Mexico over the proposed 345-kV 
facilities, DOE must ensure that the export will not impair sufficiency of 
supply within the United States and will not impede, or tend to impede, the 
coordinated use of the regional transmission system. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 1 above regarding the ACC.  
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.) 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
Analysis of the generation capacity of TEP is outside the scope of the EIS. 
Section 3.11.1 of the Final EIS has been revised to clarify that the proposed 
project does not include either the development of new or expansion of 
existing power generation facilities. The proposed project would utilize 
existing power on the Western electric grid. In addition, note that TEP 
anticipates using 400 MW of capability for transport of energy between the 
United States and Mexico rather than 1,000 MW as cited by the commentor 
(see Section 1.5, TEP’s Proposed Project Capacity and Usage, of the Final 
EIS). 
 
Comment No. 6 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the No Action 
Alternative.
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