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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 present a description of the existing land use and 
analyze the potential land use impacts from the proposed project. 
 
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 hiking in 
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 
 
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 Coronado National 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 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. 
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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 
 
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. 3 
 
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). 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).  
 
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….”  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). 
 
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 
 
Each of the resource areas cited by the commentor are addressed in the EIS. 
See Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 for recreational resources, Sections 3.2 and 4.2 
for visual resources, and Sections 3.3 and 4.3 for biological resources. 
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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. 
 
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. 3 (continued) 
 
The passage of NAFTA in fact established the benefits of strengthening and 
enhancing the electricity trade with Canada and Mexico. 
 
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 
 
The town of Arivaca is located on Arivaca Road, an estimated 10 mi  
(16 km) west of the Western Corridor as it runs west of the Tumacacori 
Mountains, and is beyond the limits of the maps 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 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.   
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
project. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 1 in the previous submittal from Gona 
DiSpigno. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
project. 
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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 is a dual purpose and need of 
benefiting both southern Arizona and Mexico. 
 
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). 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the Draft EIS should be withdrawn is noted. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
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. 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….”  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. 6 
 
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. 7 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s  
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Comment No. 7 (continued) 
 
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 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. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the Draft EIS should be withdrawn is noted. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
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. 
 
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….”  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. 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 
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 present a description of the existing recreational 
opportunities, including hiking and birding, and analyze the potential 
impacts to these resources from the proposed project. 
 
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. 
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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 3.2 and 4.2 present a description of the existing visual resources, 
including those within the Coronado National Forest, and analyze the 
potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project. 
 
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. 
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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 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 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 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. 
 
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.) 
 
Comment No. 6 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 discuss the existing land use 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, including 
potential impacts to biodiversity. 
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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 
 
The Federal agencies concur with the commentor’s statement that 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. 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 
 
The potential implications of the proposed project on Federal, state, or local 
energy policies (e.g., regarding renewable energy or distributed and local 
generation) are 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. 
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Comment No. 4 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 3 above regarding the authority of the 
ACC to decide how it believes energy should be furnished within Arizona’s 
borders. 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
Energy conservation does not meet TEP’s proposal and thus is not 
evaluated as an alternative in this EIS (refer to the response to ACC 
Comment 3).  
 
Comment No. 6 
 
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. 
 
Section 1.1.2 of the Final EIS has been revised to provide additional 
background on TEP’s business plan and the proceedings of the ACC. 
Section 1.5 of the Final EIS describes TEP’s proposed project capacity and 
usage, including capacity that would be available for transfer of energy  
between the United States and Mexico. Any additional information beyond 
this background information and project description is not related to 
environmental impacts and is beyond the scope of the EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

2.3-122 

Falco, Emilio 
Page 3 of 6 
 

4 
cont. 

5 

6 

4 
cont. 

 

Comment No. 7 
 
Section 3.10, Human Health and Environment, of the EIS acknowledges the 
present uncertainty regarding EMF health effects, and contains a summary 
(with backup material in Appendix B) of the existing credible scientific 
evidence relevant to evaluating the potential impacts of EMF, as required 
by NEPA-implementing regulations (40 CFR 1502.22).  
 
The Federal agencies concur that EMF levels would vary depending on the 
distance from the transmission line, and have thus included Table 4.10-2 in 
the Draft and Final EISs presenting the EMF strengths that would be 
present at different distances from the centerline of the proposed 
transmission line. The Federal agencies also concur that EMF levels directly 
underneath the transmission line may be potentially 100 times larger than 
EMF levels at locations farther removed from the transmission line. 
Appendix B of the EIS presents studies on human health effects from 
transmission lines and states that uncertainty exists on whether long-term, 
lower exposures (typically associated with transmission lines) and short-
term, higher exposures (typically associated with appliances) are 
comparable in their potential effects on human health.   
 
Comment No. 8 
 
Chapter 3 presents a description of the affected environment and Chapter 4 
analyzes the potential impacts to these existing resources from the proposed 
project, including potential impacts from the proposed Central Corridor. 
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Comment No. 9 
 
The photograph of the EPNG pipeline ROW in Figure 3.2-6 was taken 
looking directly down the pipeline ROW to accurately capture the ROW 
and surrounding area. 
 
Section 3.3.2, Wildlife, has been revised in the Final EIS to discuss wildlife 
surveys that were conducted in the corridors. Wildlife surveys were 
conducted in the corridors for special status species such as the Pima 
pineapple cactus and the cactus ferruginous pygmy owl as part of 
preparation of the Biological Assessments in support of the proposed 
project. In addition, ongoing wildlife surveys conducted by USFS and 
Arizona Game and Fish Department were relied upon as part of the analysis 
of the affected environment and potential environmental impacts. Any 
additional project-specific wildlife surveys are generally not required for a 
NEPA evaluation. 
 
In Figure 4.2-3, the map of the Western Corridor is shaded to indicate 
visibility from travelways. The EIS states that 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 main tailings piles in the area (see Section 4.2.2).     
 
Comment No. 10 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the No 
Action Alternative. 
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The DEIS effectively ignored, by relegating the information to
the end of Appendix B, a very significant study that was
completed in June 2002 in California (see
http://www.dhs.cahwnet.gov/ehib/emf/RiskEvaluation/riskeval.
html.)  
 
The executive summary of this study makes it clear: prolonged
exposure to powerline EMFs is likely to increase the incidence
of certain forms of cancer, especially among children, and such
risks should be a significant factor in powerline siting. The
DEIS concentrated instead on an older    study by NIHES that
was published in 1999. The goal was clear: concentrate on a
study that would shine a more favorable light on the effects of
EMFs. 
 
It is impossible for TEP to effectively minimize the risks of
their proposed powerline in the central corridor. The central
corridor is not worth potentially sacrificing human health for
TEP’s (and nobody else’s) gain. A higher standard than used in
the DEIS is required. It would be interesting to find out how
close to their powerline TEP employees would be willing to
allow their families to live. The rational alternative from the
point of view of the central corridor is the no-action decision. 
 
5) The DEIS needs significant revision to pass muster as an
official document: 
 
The DEIS is faulty in its form: the editing was poor, with
countless typos; it displays ignorant spelling such as Chilitepene
for Chiltepin, Luback Creek for Tubac Creek; there were
incorrect figure references and claims that vegetation was
cleared in a wide swath around the EPNG gas pipeline (by
showing a misleadingly angled photograph, Figure 3.2-6), 
whereas the reality is that only narrow ROW clearing is in
place. The list is endless and will not be included here! 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the No Action 
Alternative. 
 
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. 
 
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…”  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.  
 
 
 

1 

2 

3 
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Comment No. 3 (continued) 
 
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.  
 
Potential economic benefit to TEP from the proposed project is outside the 
scope of the EIS.  
 
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. 1 
 
The ACC’s selection of the Western Corridor does not limit the choices that 
each Federal agency can make in their ROD regarding the proposed project 
(see Section 1.5, NEPA Process, regarding the implications of selection of 
conflicting alternatives by the ACC and Federal agencies).  
 
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 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.   
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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.   
 
Commentor 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 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 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 1 above regarding the impacts of a Forest 
Plan amendment. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss existing biological resources and analyze the 
potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to endangered, threatened and special status species. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 describe existing land use resources and analyze 
potential impacts to these resources. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
While the Federal agencies recognize that a given property owner’s value 
could be affected (positively or negatively) by the proposed project, the 
Federal agencies have not attempted to quantify theoretical public 
perceptions of property values should the proposed project be built. 
 
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. 2 
 
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 
 
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.  The Atascosa Lookout is listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places for its architectural quality and its association with historical events 
that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our 
history, including wildfire control efforts, Civilian Conservation Corps 
work, and the conservation movement.  Assessments of the visual impact of 
the Western, Crossover and Central corridors all demonstrate that although 
the proposed transmission line would be visible from the lookout, the 
original fire detection function of the lookout house would not be 
compromised by the presence of the transmission line.  The proposed 
project corridors would compromise neither the architecture, nor the 
historical associations of the lookout.  None of the proposed corridors 
significantly impact the historical integrity of Atascosa Lookout. 
. 
Comment No. 2 
 
TEP reached agreement with Citizens to provide up to 100 MW of 
transmission capacity from Tucson to Nogales, Arizona, and TEP 
anticipates using the remaining 400 MW of capability for transport of 
energy between the United States and Mexico (see Section 1.5, TEP’s 
Proposed Project Capacity and Usage, of the Final EIS). 
 
Chapter 3 describes the affected environment of the area and Chapter 4 
evaluates the potential impacts of the proposed project, including potential 
impacts on the Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National Forest. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
project. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
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. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources, including the 
area of the Tumacacori Mountains and Sycamore Canyon, and analyze the 
potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project. Likewise, 
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. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
TEP would close 1.0 mi (1.6 km) of existing 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.  
 
Analysis of the proposed Forest Plan amendments is contained in Appendix 
H.   
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Comment No. 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.   
 
Direct and indirect effects of the proposed action, including the required 
road access, are evaluated in Chapter 4, Environmental Effects, for each 
resource area. Cumulative effects, such as road access from the proposed 
project in combination with road access from U.S. Border Patrol operations, 
are evaluated in Chapter 5.  
 
Sections 3.6.2 and 4.6.2 present a description of the existing soils and 
analysis of the potential impacts to soils, including erosion impacts. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and evaluation of potential impacts to biological resources, 
including invasive species impacts (Section 4.3.6) that could result from the 
proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources (including USFS Classified Riparian Areas in the Peck Canyon 
portion of the Crossover Corridor) and potential impacts to those biological 
resources from the proposed project.  
 
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  
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Comment No. 3 (continued) 
 
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.) 
 
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.   
 
Regarding the “Santa Cruz riparian corridor” cited by the commentor, 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 the immediate vicinity of the Santa Cruz River. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and evaluation of potential impacts to biological resources. 
 
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. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The construction costs of each of the three action alternatives (the Western, 
Central, and Crossover Corridors) would be roughly similar (see Section 
4.5.1). Section 4.5 analyzes the potential socioeconomic impacts that could 
result from the proposed project based on a number of factors including the 
cost of the proposed project. Any additional analysis of the cost of the 
proposed project is outside the scope of the EIS. 
 
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. It is not for 
the agency to run the applicant’s business.  
 
Comment No. 3 
 
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). 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and evaluation of potential impacts to biological resources, 
including impacts from roads associated with the proposed project. 
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 present a description of the existing recreational 
opportunities, including hiking and camping, and analyze the potential 
impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including impacts 
from roads associated with the proposed project. 
 
TEP would close 1.0 mi (1.6 km) of existing 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.  
 
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.   
 
Comment No. 3 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the authorization should be denied is noted. 
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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. 
 
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. 
 
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 rare wildlife (see Section 4.3.3, Special Interest 
Species). 
 
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  
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Comment No. 2 (continued) 
 
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 Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the No Action 
Alternative.   
 
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 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 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opinion that the DOE should 
deny the Presidential Permit for the proposed project.  
 
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, that 
provides explanation of 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….”   
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 present a description of the existing recreational 
opportunities, including hiking, and analyze the potential impacts to these 
resources from the proposed project. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The affected environment of the Western and Crossover Corridors is 
described in Chapter 3, and the potential environmental impacts (including 
socioeconomics impacts) are fully evaluated in Chapter 4. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
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 endangered, threatened and 
special status species. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Section 3.1, Land Use, discusses the affected environment of the Pajarita 
Wilderness, which encompasses the Goodding Research Natural Area and 
the segment of Sycamore Canyon that is potentially eligible for designation 
as a Wild and Scenic River. The structure locations, construction areas, and 
proposed access roads for all three corridors would not enter into the 
Pajarita Wilderness. Potential impacts to these resources are addressed in 
the resource sections of Chapter 4, Environmental Effects.  
 
Comment No. 4 
 
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 in the areas cited by the commentor. Section 4.1.2 
specifically evaluates impacts to 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.   
 
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  
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Comment No. 4 (continued) 
 
the proposed project in the areas cited by the commentor. Section 4.1.2 
specifically evaluates impacts to 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.   
 
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 impacts to Scenic Integrity. Analysis of the proposed 
Forest Plan amendments is contained in Appendix H.   
 
Comment No. 5 
 
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. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present analyses of the affected environment and 
potential impacts to biological resources, including wildlife and invasive 
species impacts. 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.   
 
Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, Transportation, evaluate potential impacts 
related to roads. Section 3.1.2 of the EIS 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. 
 
Comment No. 6 
 
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  
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Comment No. 6 
 
 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. 7 
 
As discussed in Section 1.2.2.2 of the Final EIS, the purpose and need for 
USFS action is to determine whether the proposed project development is 
appropriate within the Tumacacori EMA within the Coronado National 
Forest.  If the proposed transmission line development is appropriate, USFS 
would work with TEP to decide the site-specific location for the line and 
support structures, mitigation measures and BMPs to be implemented to 
reduce environment effects, permit issuance terms and conditions, and pre- 
and post- construction reporting and monitoring. 
 
Comment No. 8 
 
ACC Decision No. 62011 (ACC 1999) mandates the construction of a 
second transmission line to serve customers in Santa Cruz County, and does 
not require a 345-kV transmission line. However, TEP’s stated purpose and 
need for the proposed project has a dual purpose to benefit both southern 
Arizona and Mexico. 
 
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 (refer to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further 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 located in Sonora, Mexico.”  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. 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.. 
 
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. 
 
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 Nos. 2, 3, and 4 
 
Refer to the response to Comments 1, 2, and 3, respectively, in the previous 
submittal from Jonathan Green. 
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Comment No. 5 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 1 above regarding the alternatives 
evaluated in the EIS.  
 
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.) 
 
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). 
 
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). NEPA’s definition of environmental 
impacts does not require a cost-benefit analysis, and thus, such analysis for 
the entire project is outside the scope of the EIS. 
 
Comment No. 6 
 
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.   
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Comment No. 6 (continued) 
 
The passage of NAFTA established the benefits of strengthening and 
enhancing the electricity trade with Canada and Mexico. 
 
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. 7 
 
The alternatives suggested by the commentor do not meet TEP’s proposal 
(see response to Comment 1 above). 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. 7 (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 (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Comment No. 8 
 
A portion of each of the action alternatives follows or crosses an existing 
natural gas pipeline (see Table 2.3-1, Summary Comparison of Potential 
Environmental Effects of Alternatives) that is within a utility corridor and 
has some access roads and other associated ground disturbance. 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 Final EIS).  
 
Comment No. 9 
 
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. 1 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the Draft EIS should be withdrawn is noted. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Section 4.2.1, Visual Resources, has been revised in the Final EIS to clarify 
that the Western Corridor would be highly visible from higher elevations on 
trails leading to Castle Rock (in addition to trails leading to Atascosa 
Lookout, as stated in the Draft EIS). The photo simulations in Section 4.2 
are included to portray the range of visual impacts of the proposed project, 
from wide-open to partially blocked views at a range of distances, covering 
the most likely viewing areas. The photo simulations are augmented by 
descriptions of the vegetation and land use; Scenic Integrity values; and 
maps of visibility and various visual attributes, to support analysis of visual 
impacts, including impacts on scenic integrity. Mapping of project visibility 
was performed from major roadways because these areas would have the 
highest concentration of viewers.  
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 describe existing recreational resources and analyze 
potential impacts to these resources, such as potential impacts to hiking in 
the Coronado National Forest.  
 
Comment No. 3 
 
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. Sections 3.12 
and 4.12 describe the existing transportation system in the area, including 
the prevalence of wildcat roads, and evaluate potential impacts from the 
proposed project. 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 (continued) 
 
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. 4 
 
Sections 3.3 and 3.4 present analyses of affected environment and potential 
impacts to bird populations in the proposed transmission corridors, 
including analyses of potential impacts to migratory birds (see Sections 
3.3.4 and 4.3.4). 
 
The Federal agencies acknowledge that grassland habitat in southern 
Arizona is important to species such as Baird's sparrow.  Furthermore, the 
agencies acknowledge that impacts to this habitat type may impact 
individuals of several grassland species protected under the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act (MBTA), including Baird's sparrow. Baird's sparrow is not listed 
under the ESA, as threatened or endangered. A draft preliminary analysis of 
impacts to birds protected under the MBTA was prepared in support of the 
Draft EIS. This report was subsequently revised to incorporate comments 
from USFS made in January 2004 and include more species such as Baird's 
sparrow. The revised report is summarized in Section 4.3.4, Migratory 
Birds and Raptors, of the Final EIS and is incorporated by reference. The 
revised report discusses the impact of bird populations that use migratory 
flight corridors in the area and resident birds protected under the MBTA.  
This report also discusses impacts to the major vegetation types, including 
Semidesert Grassland, as they pertain to species protected under the MBTA.  
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Comment No. 4 (continued) 
 
The revised analysis of impacts to birds protected under the MBTA will be 
submitted to the USFWS, which has the primary responsibility for 
administrating the MBTA and its amendments, and subsequent acts. The 
USFWS will determine if the conservation measures proposed in the 
analysis are sufficient to mitigate impacts to birds protected under the 
MBTA.  The USFWS may recommend additional conservation measures if 
it is determined the impacts would adversely affect populations so that 
formal listing under the ESA would be required. 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
Section 1.6.6 of the Final EIS states that each Federal agency will make and 
explain its decision in its respective ROD. Each Federal agency is 
responding to TEP’s proposed project as described in Section 1.2.2, Federal 
Agencies’ Purpose and Need Statements. 
 
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 indicators such as remoteness 
and naturalness, both of which would have changes that are not compatible 
with the existing 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 from USFS, concluding that the 
proposed transmission line is out of character with recreation settings in the 
area, but that when considering the overall impact of the proposed 
transmission line on each area it crosses, it alone would not change ROS 
settings (that is, the proposed project would not result in the re-
classification of areas by USFS in terms of the recreational experience each 
area provides). 
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Comment No. 5 (continued) 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and analyze the potential impacts to these resources, including 
impacts to threatened and endangered species. The Federal agencies are 
currently conducting consultation with USFWS under ESA Section 7(a)(2), 
as described in Section 4.3.3, Special Interest Species. The Federal agencies 
are not allowed to authorize any actions that would jeopardize the continued 
existence of any threatened or endangered species listed under the ESA as 
amended. 
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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. 
 
Chapters 3 and 4 discuss the affected environment and analyze the potential 
environmental impacts from the proposed project, including potential 
impacts to cultural resources (see Sections 3.4 and 4.4).   
 
Because consumer electricity rates are overseen by the ACC, it would be 
speculative in nature for DOE or the cooperating agencies to analyze 
potential impacts to consumers’ electricity rates as a result of the proposed 
project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

2.3-154 

H., Zay 
Page 1 of 1 
 

 

1 

2 

1 
cont. 

 
 

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. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
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 Final EIS). 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s support for the proposed project 
because of increasing power needs as more people move into the area. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
project. 
 
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 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 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and analyze the potential impacts to these resources, including 
potential impacts to endangered, threatened and special status species. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
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. 
 
The potential impacts to Chiricahua leopard frog are addressed in Section 
4.3.3, Special Interest 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. 
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Comment No. 5 
 
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. 6 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 4 above regarding scarring of the area.  
 
Comment No. 7 
 
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.  TEP would close 1.0 mi (1.6 km) of existing 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. 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. 8 
 
The area of disturbance on the Coronado National Forest varies for each 
corridor (see Table 4.12-1, Temporary and Permanent Area Disturbed on 
the Coronado National Forest by the Proposed Project). 
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Section 3.1, Land Use, discusses the affected environment of the Pajarita 
Wilderness, which encompasses the Goodding Research Natural Area and 
the segment of Sycamore Canyon that is potentially eligible for designation 
as a Wild and Scenic River. The structure locations, construction areas, and 
proposed access roads for all three corridors would not enter into the 
Pajarita Wilderness. Potential impacts to these resources are addressed in 
the resource sections of Chapter 4, Environmental Effects.  
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and evaluation of potential impacts to biological resources, 
including invasive species impacts (Section 4.3.6) and impacts to wildlife 
(Section 4.3.2). 
 
Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, Transportation, evaluate potential impacts 
related to roads. Section 3.1.2 of the EIS 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 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. 10  
 
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. 11 
 
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. 
 
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  
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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 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
project. 
 
Comment Nos. 2, 3, and 4 
 
Refer to the response to Comments. 2, 3, and 4, respectively, in the previous 
submittal from Trevor Hare and Family. 
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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 biodiversity and 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 
 
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 3.1 and 4.1 describe existing land use resources and analyze 
potential impacts to these resources, including potential impacts to 
undisturbed natural areas. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and analyze the potential impacts to these resources, including 
potential impacts to threatened and other special status species. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.4 and 4.4 describe existing cultural resources and analyze 
potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project. Likewise, 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present a description of the existing visual resources 
and analyze the potential impacts to these resources. 
 
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-bnefit analysis 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 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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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s support for the proposed 
project, stating that additional transmission capacity is needed and that 
National Forest land is the ideal location for transmission lines. 
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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. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
project. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Chapter 3 describes the potentially affected environment (including the 
Western Corridor in the areas cited by the commentor) and Chapter 4 
analyzes potential impacts to these areas.  
 
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. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
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. Section 5.2.4, Power Plants in Mexico, in the 
Cumulative Impacts analysis of the Final EIS has been revised to indicate 
that the nearest known location to the U.S.-Mexico border crossing that is 
planned for power plant construction is in Naco, Sonora, approximately  
75 mi (121 km) east of Nogales. 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. 
 
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. 3 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
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Comment No. 4 
 
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.   
 
Comment No. 5 
 
The commentor states that the proposed project would destroy valuable 
wilderness without benefiting the residents of Arizona and urges that the 
Western Corridor not be approved.  The commentor states that if the 
proposed project were to be built, it should be sited along existing roads. 
 
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. 
 
Section 4.12, Transportation, states that access to the proposed project 
would be on existing utility maintenance roads, ranch access roads and 
trails, where feasible, and that new access would be constructed where no 
access currently exists. TEP would close 1.0 mi (1.6 km) of existing 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. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 describe the affected environment and analyze 
potential impacts to visual resources from the proposed project, 
respectively. Sections 3.3 and 4.3 describe the affected environment and 
analyze the potential impacts to biological 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). 
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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….”   
 
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 analyses 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. 
 
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. 2 (continued) 
 
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. However, as more fully discussed in Section 2.1.5, a new 
power plant in the Nogales area does not obviate TEP’s purpose and need 
for this project, and therefore, is not a viable alternative.   
 
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. 3 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 1 above regarding visual impacts. 
 
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, including both 
temporary roads for construction and permanent roads for maintenance. 
 
Section 3.1.2 of the EIS 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 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  
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Comment No. 3 (continued) 
 
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. 4 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Section 3.1, Land Use, discusses the affected environment of the Pajarita 
Wilderness, which encompasses the Goodding Research Natural Area and 
the segment of Sycamore Canyon that is potentially eligible for designation 
as a Wild and Scenic River. The structure locations, construction areas, and 
proposed access roads for all three corridors would not enter into the 
Pajarita Wilderness. Potential impacts to these resources are addressed in 
the resource sections of Chapter 4, Environmental Effects.  
 
Comment No. 5 
 
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 (see the response 
to the Border Power Plant Working Group, Comment 2).  
 
The EIS comprehensively reviews a No Action Alternative, that is, one that 
assumes that the lines are not built at all (see Section 2.1.4). 
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Comment Nos. 1, 2, and 3 
 
Refer to the response to Comments 1, 2, and 3, respectively, in the previous 
submittal from Susan Husband. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
NEPA regulations require that Federal agencies rigorously explore and 
objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives (40 CFR 1502.12[a]). As 
explained in Section 1.2 TEP conducted a corridor identification process 
prior to the NEPA process, and the Crossover Corridor was added for 
analysis in the EIS based on public and tribal input received during the 
public scoping period and tribal consultations (see Section 1.6.1, Public 
Scoping). 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
Refer to the response to Comment No. 4 in the previous submittal from 
Susan Husband. 
 
Comment No. 6 
 
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.  Any future special use, such as those mentioned by commentor 
(pipelines, roads, microwave towers, cell phone towers, etc.) would need to 
go through a permit application process, review by the Forest Service, and 
environmental assessment.  Each proposal is evaluated individually, and it 
is not possible to predict if any future proposals would be approved. The 
development of this powerline would not preclude Congressional 
wilderness designation for areas of the forest.  

 
Comment No. 7 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 5 in the previous submittal from Susan 
Husband. 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

2.3-176 

Husband, Susan 
Page 2 of 2 
 

5 

6 

7 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

Jewett, Robert and Deana 
Page 1 of 3 
 
 

----- Forwarded by Susan K Kozacek/R3/USDAFS on 
10/16/2003 05:14 PM ----- 
abblou@earthlink.net 
10/10/2003 12:33 AM 
    
To: skozacek@fs.fed.us 
cc:  
Subject: Environmental Impact Statement for Tucson 
Electric Power's proposed 345 kilovolt powerline 
 
Ms. Sue Kozacek 
Coronado National Forest 
Federal Building, 300 West Congress 
Tucson, AZ 85701 
 
Dear Ms. Kozacek, 
 
I am writing to urge you to withdraw the current draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for Tucson Electric 
Power's proposed 345 kilovolt powerline. 
 
TEP's proposed "Western Route" and alternative "Crossover 
Route" would carve through some of the most remote and 
wild areas in Southeast Arizona, forever scarring the 
beautiful and irreplaceable landscape of the Tumacacori 
Highlands. This area contains several roadless areas as well 
as a citizen's proposed Wilderness area home to black bears, 
Mexican spotted owls, lesser-long nosed bats and peregrine 
falcons as well as lesser known species such as the Sonora 
chub, Mexican vine snake, elegant trogon and the Gentry 
indigo bush. A jaguar was sighted in this area only two 
years ago.  
 
 

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. 
 1 
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). 

2 
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The important goal of providing fully reliable electrical 
service to the city of Nogales and Santa Cruz County must 
beachieved. Unfortunately, instead of building the small 
transmission line necessary to achieve this goal, TEP has 
proposed a massive, environmentally destructive, and 
extremely controversial powerline designed to export power 
to Mexico.  
 
The draft EIS is clearly inadequate, because it does not 
address important alternatives to TEP's powerline which 
would provide reliable service without destroying our 
environmental and cultural heritage, and which would not 
require huge increases to consumers' electricity bills. 
 
The recent blackout in the Northeast is an urgent reminder 
that our energy policy should be based on serving the public 
interest, not corporate private profits. I urge DOE to issue a 
new draft EIS which fully and rigorously explores all 
available options-including a local power plant and smaller 
power lines which would not serve Mexico-to meet the 
important public interest of providing reliable energy 
service to Santa Cruz County. 
 
Also please support renewable energy resources such as 
wind power. Jimmy Carter, one of our more intelligent 
presidents, had some good ideas on this. Those supporting a 
more commercially based value system over people's 
interests and practicality made sure these ideas were not 
implemented.  
 
The government is subsidizing and forming partnerships 
with industries that are destroying, not maintaining and  
 
 
 

 

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. 

3 

4 
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protecting people's interests. There are other choices, but 
those industries that also support political campaigns would 
loose control, market share and power.  
 
As voters, we haven't been asked. We are excluded, it is 
done behind closed doors in secrecy. 
 
Please withdraw this Impact Statement. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Robert and Deana Jewett 
12832 Iona Rd 
Ft Myers, Florida 33908 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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.) 

7 
cont. 

 
Comment No. 6 1 

cont.  
Alternative or renewable power supply methods do not meet TEP’s 
proposal and are thus not evaluated in this EIS (see Section 2.1.5). 
 
Comment No. 7 
 
Section 1.2.2 of the Final EIS provides discussion of the Federal agencies’ 
purpose and need for action. Section 1.6 of the Final EIS presents a 
discussion on the public participation process for the proposed project. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.8 and 4.8 discuss the existing air resources 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. 
 
 
 
 
 

1  
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From: Frank Kalil [frank@kalilco.com] 
Sent: Friday, September 26, 2003 1:57 PM 
To: Pell, Jerry 
Subject: MEXICAN POWER LINE  
 
 
I'M CONCERNED THAT TUCSON ELECTRIC POWER 
WANTS TO FURTHER POLLUTE THE TUCSON AIR 
JUST TO SELL POWER TO MEXICO.  LET MEXICO 
PRODUCE THEIR OWN POWER. OVERHEAD LINES 
WILL ADD EVEN MORE OF THEIR VISUAL 
POLLUTION.  THEY HAVE ALREADY DECIMATED 
PRISTINE AREAS JUST FOR PERSONAL PROFIT.  
YOU SHOULD SEE WHAT THEY DID TO THE 
RILLITO RIVER.  I'M SURE THEY COULDN'T GET 
AWAY WITH THAT TODAY. ASSETS WHICH 
BELONG TO ALL OF US SHOULD NOT BE USED FOR 
THEIR PERSONAL GAIN. THANK YOU. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.8 and 4.8 present a description of the existing air resources 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. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
This EIS addresses the environmental impacts that would accrue if a 
transmission line were constructed within one of the three corridors 
identified. There are 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, the national electric utility of 
Mexico. 

1 

2 

1 
cont. 

 
Comment No. 3 
 
Potential economic benefit to TEP from the proposed project is outside the 
scope of the EIS. 3 
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October 14, 2003 
 
Dr. Jerry Pell 
Office Of Fossil Energy 
U.S. Dept. Of energy 
1000 Independence Ave., S.W. 
Washington, DC  20585 
 
RE:   Tucson Electric Power Company (TEP) Sahuarita-
Nogales Transmission Line Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DOE/EIS-0336) 

 
Dear Dr. Pell: 

 
I am providing public comment as property owner and 
resident of the Arivaca area, near the Western Corridor of the 
power line. My family has lived in this area since 1879. All 
comment I made in the previous period still stands. Below are 
my comments regarding this Draft EIS: 

 
I favor a No Action Alternative.  If a power line must be 
constructed, I favor the Central Corridor.  I am absolutely 
opposed to the Western or Crossover Corridors. There are 
absolutely no justifiable reasons for the Western Corridor 
choice. The Western Corridor is the least defensible route 
environmentally.  I will provide additional comments to 
support this opinion below, referencing the Draft EIS: 

 
Page 1-6:  Preferred Alternative Corridor: If the only corridor 
that will be ultimately considered is the Western Corridor, 
because the Arizona Corporation Commission (ACC) has 
chosen it as their Preferred Corridor, why is the Crossover 
Corridor now being added?  It was not considered by the 
ACC.  In addition, most of the material in this Draft EIS was 
not available to the ACC, thus their opinion was based on 
incomplete information.  
 

Comment No. 1 
 
Chapter 3 presents a description of the affected environment, and Chapter 4 
analyzes the potential impacts to the environment from the three proposed 
corridors. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
All three corridors that are evaluated in detail in the EIS (the Western, 
Central, and Crossover Corridors) and the No Action Alternative are under 
consideration by each of the Federal agencies. Each Federal agency has 
designated their preferred alternative(s) in Section 1.4 of the Final EIS, as 
required by NEPA (40 CFR Part 1502.14[e]). Each agency is authorized to 
select its own preferred alternative, regardless of the actions of other 
agencies or the ACC. The Final EIS, including public input received during 
public scoping and review of the Draft EIS, will be used by each agency to 
make informed decisions in their respective RODs. For further explanation 
of the decision framework, refer to Section 1.6.6. 
 
Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business Plan and the 
Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Commission, of the Final EIS 
includes an explanation of the relevant ACC decisions and the relation to 
TEP’s proposed project, including the fact that ACC Decision No. 64356 
(ACC 2002) approved only TEP’s proposed Western Route. 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).  1 
 
However, while the Central Corridor remains a viable alternative for 
selection by the Federal decisionmakers in their respective RODs, 
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.   
 

2 
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Despite the preference of the ACC for the Western Route, the 
Central Route is the most logical route because it would be the 
easiest route for construction, cost the least, and would do the 
least damage to the environment. The Western Corridor is the 
least defensible route for the purposes of this EIS.  For this 
reason I will call for this Draft EIS to be returned to the ACC 
for reconsideration before a final decision is made by the 
DOE.  
 
Page 1-7:  TEP initially proposed this project to “assist 
Citizens Utility,” and the connection with Mexico was not 
emphasized in the initial hearings in front of the ACC.  Now it 
is apparent that a Mexico connection was the main purpose for 
TEP’s actions. This Draft EIS does not cover all the issues that 
will be encountered when power lines are extended into 
Mexico.  In the “Issues Out of Scope of the EIS” listed on 
page 1-12, the concerns regarding Mexico and the reliability 
and security concerns involved with any connection that 
travels into Mexico are considered “out of scope.”  It does not 
behoove the DOE to ignore security and reliability issues 
when issuing a Presidential Permit to allow power lines into 
Mexico, a country that has never had and does not now have 
the best interests of the United States at heart. There is a great 
amount of precedent for these concerns.  The DOE is the 
agency responsible for the safety of the American people 
where these power lines are concerned. Thus this Draft EIS is 
incomplete if these concerns are not addressed.  
 
Page 1-9:  The USFS should be able to determine where the 
site-specific location for the power line would go and not need 
to follow the ACC’s determination of the use of the Western 
Corridor, if that would do the most ecological damage.  The 
USFS has the responsibility of protecting its lands, which it 
has done since 1906 in this area.  Protective measures have 
increased over the years.  The DOE must not allow a power  
 
 

Comment No. 3 
 
As discussed in Section 1.6.2, Issues Out of Scope, while examining 
reliability of the U.S. electricity grid is part of DOE’s Presidential 
application review process, such an examination does not involve the study 
of environmental impacts and does not require assessment in the EIS. DOE 
will not “ignore” reliability issues, as suggested by the commentor. Security 
issues within the United States are addressed in Section 4.11, Infrastructure, 
and security issues in Mexico are outside the scope of the EIS. 

2 
cont. 

 
Comment No. 4 
 
Sections 3.7 and 4.7 present a description of the existing water resources 
and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed 
project.   
 
Comment No. 5 
 
Hard copies of the appendices were available upon request to the DOE 
contact in the cover letter of the Draft EIS. 
 

3 Comment No. 6 
 
The commentor expresses concern about the ecological integrity and 
sensitive nature of the Western Corridor, and states that site-specific 
information was provided to DOE and the ACC. 
 
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. 
 
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. 
 

2 
cont. 

All information received from the public was reviewed and considered in 
preparation of the EIS to the extent that it was relevant to environmental 
analysis of the proposed project at the level of detail that is appropriate for 
an EIS. 
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line into an extremely sensitive ecological watershed (the 
Western Corridor and the Crossover Corridor), particularly 
when there are no justifiable reasons for it. 
 
Page 1-10:  Public participation.  As I indicated in my email to 
Dr. Pell dated 10/8/03 in my capacity as Librarian of the 
Arivaca Library, public notice was incomplete in Arivaca. The 
appendices D, E and F were only available on CD, which 
could not be read on the public computers of the Arivaca 
Library. As of this writing, copies are still not available. 
 
Page 1-11:  Please note that 111 commentators raised issues 
regarding the ecological integrity and sensitive nature of the 
Western Corridor (and Crossover Corridor).  I intend to 
emphasize this same concern in my comments below, because 
site-specific information is not provided in this Draft EIS.  I 
provided it in my comments in 2001 both to the DOE and the 
ACC and thus it was available to TEP and their contractors. 
 
Page 2-1:  TEP Corridor Identification Process:  If TEP was to 
actually follow the principles given in this section, the 
Western Corridor would be eliminated.  It does not have an 
existing utility corridor, it does not have existing infrastructure 
to follow along most of its route, it contains the most sensitive 
and regulated habitat for threatened or endangered species, 
including the Pajarita Wilderness, the Goodding Research 
Natural Area, USFS roadless areas, and a AAA-designated 
scenic road-- the Ruby Road.   
 
The cost of construction of a line on the Western Corridor 
would be higher because it is longer, 65.7 miles versus 57.1 
for the Central Route, would have more environmental 
impacts thus more mitigation costs, and is technically a more 
difficult terrain to traverse than the Central Corridor. 
 
 

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. 

4 

5 

 
6 Comment No. 8 

 
The construction costs of each of the three action alternatives (the Western, 
Central, and Crossover Corridors) would be roughly similar (see Section 
4.5.1). Section 4.5 analyzes the potential socioeconomic impacts that could 
result from the proposed project based on a number of factors including the 
cost of the proposed project. Any additional analysis of the cost of the 
proposed project is outside the scope of the EIS. 
 

7  

8 
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The number of poles and towers will total 429 on the Western 
Corridor, 431 on the Crossover, but 373 on the Central 
Corridor, or 56 fewer poles than the remote routes. 
 
The Western Corridor would disturb permanently 29 acres and 
the Crossover Corridor 36 acres, while the Central only 23. 
Temporary disturbance would impact 197 acres on the 
Western, 238 on the Crossover, and only 105 on the Central. 
Fewer new access roads would be needed on the Central 
Corridor. 
 
The Central Corridor is the most logical route because it 
would be the easiest route for construction and would do the 
least damage to the environment. The Western Corridor is the 
least defensible choice for a route for the purposes of this EIS. 
 
Page 2-2 and 2-12: TEP would close 1 mile of existing road 
for every 1 mile of road they need for project maintenance. 
This is one of the beauties of this area:  THERE ARE VERY 
FEW EXISTING ROADS.  The roads that do exist now on the 
west side of the Tumacacoris and Atascosas are necessary for 
the USFS and the ranchers who have these grazing allotments. 
TEP cannot close these necessary roads in order to mitigate 
the construction it plans.   
 
Road construction by TEP will open up an area that is 
currently not open to the public because roads are too difficult 
to build in this terrain, topography and type of soil. The west 
side of the Tumacacoris, Apache Pass, Peck Canyon, and Bear 
Valley will be ruined by these roads. During construction, 
TEP’s roads will irreparably damage the watershed of 
Sycamore Canyon, and no mitigation will be successful.  If it  
 
 
 
 

Comment No. 9 
 
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 and would be identified through the authorization process.  TEP has 
already had preliminary consultations with USFS regarding the closure of 
roads. 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. 

8 
cont. 

 
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 against  

2 
cont. 

other potential impacts to the area. The impacts of roads associated with the 
proposed project are evaluated in Chapter 4, Environmental Effects, in each 
respective resource area (e.g., visual impacts are evaluated in Section 4.2, 
and watershed impacts are evaluated in Section 4.7, Water Resources). 
 
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. 
 
 

9 
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were possible to make roads in this area, there would 
already be roads, but there are not.  Hunters, treasure 
hunters, pot hunters, off-road vehicle aficionados and illegal 
migrants will be the winners. There are no gates, posts or 
berms that will keep people off the power line roads once 
they are constructed. Thus this proposed mitigation cannot 
and will not happen on the Western Corridor despite the 
claims of this Draft EIS on pages 2-12 to 2-22. Irreparable 
damage will occur. 
 
Specific Comments on Proposed Action and Alternatives 
 
Pages 2-23 – 2-41 offer comparison between the three 
corridors. Using the own words of the Draft EIS to support 
my contention that the Western Corridor is the least 
desirable, I quote from this Draft EIS (my comments are in 
italics): 
 
Land Use:  “The Central Corridor is shorter than the 
Western and Crossover Corridors”[ by 14 miles.]  
“The Western and Crossover Corridors pass primarily 
through undeveloped land with few residences, five houses 
approximately 1,000 ft from the centerline west of 
Sahuarita.”  
 
“In addition to the residences near the Western Corridor, the 
Central Corridor centerline passes approximately 1,000 feet 
from eight residences in the vicinity of Tubac.” That is, 
ONLY EIGHT HOUSES MORE in the Central than the 
more remote routes. These eight homeowners must be very 
powerful people.  
 
Page 3.2:  A National Forest Plan would have to be amended 
because 27.5 miles of power line would be in the Coronado 
National Forest.  If the current plan is the highest and best 
usage of the land in the CNF, why should they be  

Comment No. 10 
 
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. As discussed in Section 1.2.2 of the EIS, the 
purpose and need for USFS action is to determine whether the proposed 
project development is appropriate within the Tumacacori EMA within the 
Coronado National Forest.  If the proposed transmission line development is 
appropriate, USFS would work with TEP to decide the site-specific location 
for the line and support structures, mitigation measures and best 
management practices to be implemented to reduce environment effects, 
permit issuance terms and conditions, and pre- and post- construction 
reporting and monitoring. Analysis of the proposed Forest Plan Amendment 
is contained in Appendix H.   

9 
cont. 

 
Comment No. 11 
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 present a description of the existing ROS settings, 
and analyze the potential impacts to these ROS settings from the proposed 
project.  Figure 3.12-1, Roads Within the Tumacacori EMA, shows the 
existing roads in the vicinity of the Western Corridor on the west side of the 
Tumacacori Mountains. 
 

2 
cont. 

10 
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expected to negate it in favor of commercial interests that 
have nothing to do with the goals and objectives of the 
USFS, i.e. not agricultural. 
 
Recreation: “A Forest Plan amendment would be required to 
implement any of the three proposed corridors on national 
forest land.  Because the Central Corridor has the longest 
segment that follows or crosses an existing pipeline ROW, 
fewer new access roads would be required [for the Central 
Corridor] than for the other alternatives...” 
 
 “The Western and Crossover Corridors would have greater 
overall impacts than the Central Corridor to ROS settings on 
the Coronado National Forest.”  
 
“The Western Corridor would have an unacceptable impact on 
Naturalness where it runs adjacent to Ruby Road for 
approximately 4 mi southwest of the Atascosa Mountains.   
 
Most of the Western Corridor would be inconsistent with 
Remoteness. The length of the Western Corridor on the CNF 
affects the extent of potential recreation impacts on the CNF.” 
(at this point on the Ruby Road, speed limit is approximately 
15 miles an hour.  Four miles=1 hour driving time with the 
power line next to the road in the viewshed.) 
 
Page 3-11:  “Upon turning north from Ruby Road, the 
Western Corridor runs west of the Atascosas…Access to this 
area is limited to roads assigned for use by high-clearance 
vechicles, on which traffic is normally minor…this area is 
more remote than along Ruby Road, as the only evidence of 
human activity are dirt roads and occasional foot trails…The 
naturalness is very high…”  Naturalness is what makes this 
area valuable.  There are so few natural and also beautiful 
areas left in the United States. The Draft EIS neglects to 
mention that north of Corral Nuevo to the Arivaca Road there 
are virtually no roads, especially none paralleling the  

Comment No. 12 
 
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.  

10 
cont. 

 
Comment No. 13 
 
The statement that the area of land that would have reduced Scenic Integrity 
as a result of the Western or Crossover Corridors is approximately double 
the area of reduced Scenic Integrity from the Central Corridor is correct (see 
listing of areas under Visual Resources in Table 2.3-1). 
 
Section 4.2.1 states that the proposed transmission line in the Western 
Corridor would be highly visible in the immediate foreground in the 
segment where the two overlap. However, as further described in this 
section, the proposed transmission line in the Western Corridor would be 
sited immediately adjacent to Ruby Road in this segment such that the 
viewshed looking to the south (standing on Ruby Road, almost directly 
underneath the transmission line) would be protected. 

11 
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mountains, near the proposed Western Corridor. The Central 
Corridor is similar. Peck Canyon is also beautiful and 
natural.  
 
Page 4-9: [On Western Corridor] “Permanent access roads 
would be closed to public access; nonetheless, some increase 
in foot and all-terrain vehicle traffic may occur.  Remoteness 
would be decreased.  Naturalness would decrease from very 
high to moderate and low with minimum access roads, or to 
moderate, low and very low with full access roads.  These 
changes are not compatible with ROS class.” [underlining 
mine] 
 
Page 4-15:  “...the Western and Crossover Corridors would 
have greater overall impacts to ROS settings on the Coronado 
National Forest than the Central Corridor.” 
 
A Power line on either the Western and Crossover corridors 
would provide a ready, well-marked passageway north for 
undocumented immigrants and an  increase in Border Patrol 
use. 
 
Visual:  “The area of land that would have reduced Scenic 
Integrity as a result of construction and operation of the 
Western or Crossover Corridors is approximately double 
(Actually, four times) the area of reduced Scenic Integrity for 
the Central Corridor...While siting the Western Corridor 
transmission line immediately adjacent to portions of Ruby 
Road would have a maximum visual impact along Ruby Road, 
it would protect the viewshed to the south (towards the 
Pajarita Wilderness) for the public (including 
photographers)...” This is wrong:  the power line will be on the 
south side of Ruby Road (see map on page3-17)  thus the 
viewshed to the south for several miles along the Ruby Road  
 

 

Comment No. 14 
 
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. 

11 
cont. 

 
The Federal agencies agree that Visual Simulation 3 is not an actual 
photograph, but the simulation is included in the Final EIS because it shows 
the location of the proposed transmission line in relation to Ruby Road. 
Other visual simulations in the Final EIS that use actual photographs 
accurately represent the visual qualities of the project area. 
 
Comment No. 15 
 
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 special status species. 
 
As discussed in Section 4.6.1.1, there is a potential for ground failure where 
the Western Corridor crosses steep mountain ridges.  Relatively intact 
bedrock, which is not subject to ground failure, is near to or exposed to the 
ground surface along the majority of the Western Corridor on the west side 
of the Tumacacori Mountains.  These conditions should be suitable for 
supporting poles on a rock bolted base.  To ensure structure stability, TEP 
would conduct detailed geotechnical studies at the potential locations for 
tower structures to determine the suitability of specific areas, once a 
corridor has been selected. 

12 

 
Comment No. 16 
 
Biologist that prepared the BAs used general and site-specific sources as 
cited in the BAs that were adequate to evaluate the potential biological 
impacts from the proposed project. 

13 

 
Section 3.3.3 and 4.3.3, Specials Status Species, of the Final EIS have been 
revised to address the species cited by the commentor. 
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will be maximally impacted instead of protected.) Also see 
page 3-16:  there are 21.2 miles of Distinctive Scenic 
Attractiveness on the Western Corridor, versus 5.4 on the 
Central. 
 
Page 4-22:  Predicted scenic integrity if project is 
constructed in the Western Corridor would go from Very 
High and High to Very Low along the Ruby Road. This will 
impact tourism in this area, including the destinations of 
Arivaca and the Buenos Aires Refuge. There is no photo of 
the Ruby Road with the power line running along it. Visual 
Simulation 3 bears no resemblance to the real view.  
 
Page 3-18:  “The human alterations to the natural landscape 
are minimal along the Western Corridor within the 
Coronado National Forest…Especially to the south and west 
of the Tumacacori and Atascosa Mountains, the landscape is 
pristine as far as the eye can see, resulting in very high 
Scenic Integrity (the landscape is intact.)  Map on page 3-20 
shows High Public Value for the entire Western Corridor 
within the National Forest. 
 
Biological Resources. 
 
According to the Environmental Assessment of the Santa 
Cruz Study Area (1995) made for TEP by Harris 
Environmental Group, she recommended against the use of 
what would come to be known as the Western Corridor. I 
quote: “ Semidesert grassland should be the preferred area 
to place the transmission line for the following reasons:  
relatively few numbers of special status species, proximity 
to Interstate 19 corridor, and small acreage of federal land 
holdings.” (Central Corridor) She recommended against the 
Atascosa Mountains because of:  “high number of special 
status species, most of the habitat is owned and  
 

Comment No. 17 
 
As discussed in Section 4.3.1, biodiversity in the area results from the 
convergence of the climatic zones, topographic relief, variable geology, and 
precipitation patterns.  The proposed project would not alter these factors on 
a scale that would cause a regional decline in biodiversity. 13 

cont.  
Comment No. 18 
 
Application of BMPs for road and tower construction, revegetation for 
roads not needed for ongoing maintenance, and spot repairs of existing 
roads would mitigate the potential for impacting USFS water resource 
parameters on the Coronado National Forest, including the Sycamore 
Canyon watershed. 

14 

 
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 from roads 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   
 
 

15 
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 administered and engineering problems associated with steep 
canyons and slopes.” (p. 5-6) 
 
RE:  Appendix D (Harris Environmental group’s Draft 
Biological Assessment) of Draft EIS:  
This document is incomplete and inadequate. It is general and 
not sufficiently site specific to the Western Corridor.  I 
contend that the entire Draft EIS is incomplete and inadequate 
if the most site-specific information is omitted. 
Appendix D does not contain references to the specific 
scientific journal articles that pertain to studies done in 
Sycamore Canyon, Pena Blanca Canyon and/or their 
watersheds. I include a bibliography of those articles at the 
end of this letter.  
 
I contend that an adequate biological assessment was not 
done of this sensitive and special area.  Harris used lists 
obtained from Arizona Game and Fish Dept to determine the 
special species at risk, however, the following special status 
species listed by AGFD, Heritage Data Management System, 
obtained by the author on 7/26/01 for the area of the Western 
Corridor, are not mentioned in this Draft EIS: 
Great Plains Narrowmouth Toad (Gastrophryne olivacea) 
Yellow-nosed cotton rat (Sigmodon ochrognathus) 
Pima Indian Mallow (Abutilon parishii) 
Supurb beardtongue (Penstemon supurbus) 
Mexican lobelia (Lobelia laxiflora) 
Whisk Fern (Psilotum nudum) 
Lemmon Cloak Fern (Notholaena lemmonii) 
 
Draft EIS, comparison of special status species by corridor, 
page 2-35:  There is habitat on the Western Corridor for 10 
federally listed species, v. 7 on the Central.  There are 74 
special status species on the Western Corridor, v. 62 on the 
Central. 

 

Comment No. 19 
 
This concern is stated in Sections 3.4 and 4.4 of the EIS, which 
acknowledges that only a small percentage of each corridor has been 
surveyed for cultural resources, and that unrecorded sites are expected in all 
of the corridors.  If an action alternative is selected, the Federal agencies 
will follow a Programmatic Agreement with the Arizona State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), interested tribes, and TEP guiding the 
treatment of cultural resources.  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. 

15 
cont. 

 
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.   

16 
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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. 21 
 
To ensure structure stability, TEP would conduct detailed geotechnical 
studies at the potential locations for tower structures to determine the 
suitability of specific areas, once a corridor has been selected. 
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Impact of construction on Biological Resources:   
 
Page 4-52:  “Individual plant and animal species whose 
occurrences are considered rare in the proposed corridors 
may be directly or indirectly impacted through the 
construction, maintenance and/or operation of the proposed 
powerline.  No decline in the biodiversity of the region is 
anticipated as a result of the three proposed corridors.” How 
is it possible that TEP can make such a blanket statement in 
light of the information provided in this Draft EIS to the 
contrary? 
 
Page 2-34:  “Because the proposed project would be in an 
arid area, where vegetation recovers very slowly, 
disturbances due to construction could have long-term 
impacts.  The Western Corridor has the highest potential for 
adverse effects to special status species.” 
 
Page 3-93 “Because most wildcat roads...may not meet 
technical or environmental protection standards, they may 
post a threat to both the environment (for example, 
increased sedimentation in riparian corridors) and to user 
safety.” 
 
I agree and contend that damage to the Sycamore Canyon 
watershed by roads used to access the transmission line 
either during construction or afterwards will directly affect 
the Canyon itself and its unique ecology, due to the 
constricted nature of the canyon and the effects of future 
flooding with additional sedimentation.  Unique flora and 
fauna that inhabit the canyon bottom will be adversely 
affected by the effects of erosion caused by road 
construction and subsequent usage. This effect has not been 
sufficiently taken into consideration by this Draft EIS. 
I contend that road rehabilitation cannot be done as 
confidently stated in this Draft EIS because of the nature of  

Comment No. 22 
 
As discussed in Section 4.6.2, Soils, information regarding site-specific 
conditions where individual roads are planned would be used during design 
and construction of the new roads to calculate and minimize erosion. TEP is 
in consultation with USFS regarding development of BMPs for minimizing 
impacts on geologic, soil, and water resources from the proposed project, in 
accordance with the USFS “Soil and Water Conservation Practices 
Handbook.” 17 
 
Comment No. 23 
 
Sections 3.6 and 4.6 present a description of the existing geologic and soil 
resources and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the 
proposed project, including potential impact from geologic hazards to the 
proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 24 
 
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) is not within the Western 
Corridor or any of the proposed corridors. 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 value cited in Table 2.3-1 of the Draft EIS under Water Resources for 
the Western Corridor of 1.97 acres of 100-year floodplain is correct, 
although this number has been revised in the Final EIS based on the 500-
year floodplain analysis that the Federal agencies conducted. 
 
 
 18 
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the geology of the area and the nature of the future road 
users who are waiting in line to get into this area with their 
ATVs. 

 
Figure 3.12-1:  map showing roads and areas that will need 
prescriptive maintenance for the construction vehicles:  
compare the Western Corridor with at least 120 sites that 
will need road work, v. 24 for the Central Corridor. You 
cannot separate road building impacts from biological 
impacts. 
 
Cultural Resources.  “Although there may be a greater 
number of cultural resource sites in the Central Corridor, the 
majority of these have already been disturbed by 
construction of the existing EPNG pipeline... 
”Representatives of several tribes have stated that they are 
opposed to the project, but they would prefer that the project 
be constructed along the Central Corridor, if it is to be built 
at all.” 

 
Note:  The Western Corridor has never been surveyed for 
archaeological sites, as there has been no need in the past. 
Because of little human impact, the Western Corridor has 
the most potential for damage to sites known by local 
residents to exist. There are known Native American trails, 
both prehistoric and historic, that use the Western Route 
from Sycamore Canyon north to the Sopori Wash. There are 
known habitation sites for prehistoric peoples along all 
washes and their tributaries. I have seen sites at Bear Grass 
Tank and know of sites at Indian Hills Tank and Apache 
Pass, and there are petroglyphs on the walls of Peck 
Canyon. One should assume there are many more. 
 
Socioeconomics.  “...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 decision making.” Property values are  

Comment No. 25 
 
Sections 3.9 and 4.9 present a description of the existing noise and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts from corona effect. Sound level measurements taken 
during fair weather at existing TEP 345-kV transmission lines indicate only 
a 2 to 3 dB difference between background noise levels and levels beneath 
the transmission line. Changes in sound level of +/-5 dBA over a long 
period of time (such as the relatively constant noise from the corona effect) 
would generally be perceived as “barely perceptible.” Therefore, noise from 
the corona effect would have little or no impact on noise levels along the 
Western Corridor. 

18 
cont. 

 
Comment No. 26 
 
Section 3.10, Human Health and Environment, acknowledges the present 
uncertainty regarding EMF health effects, and contains a summary (with 
back-up material in Appendix B) of the existing credible scientific evidence 
relevant to evaluating the potential impacts of EMF, as required by NEPA-
implementing regulations (40 CFR 1502.22). 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. 19 
 
 

20 
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most important to those living near the south part of the 
Central Corridor, since there are more people living there 
than on the other corridors, so if their opinions are not to be 
taken into consideration, then the Central Corridor is the 
most logical one to follow. 
 
Geology and Soils:  “Potential for ground failure exists in 
mountainous areas…steep terrain in the southern portion of 
the [Western] corridor increases potential for ground failure” 
Along the Western Corridor the slopes are commonly 30 to 50 
degrees through the Atascosas, along the Ruby Road, thus the 
Western Corridor has the greatest potential for ground 
failure, as does the Crossover Corridor through Peck Canyon. 
 
“Road construction on unconsolidated alluvium could cause 
soil erosion and compaction.”  
 
Page 3-70: The proposed project (Western Corridor) crosses 
the Sycamore Canyon watershed, but is north of the 
nominated section...”It is immediately upstream of this section.  
Any alluvium immediately upstream of Sycamore Canyon will 
be affected by road building and erosion will negatively 
impact the fragile ecosystem in the canyon bottom. Flooding is 
common in this area and the Forest Service has spent years 
increasing the protection of this ecosystem, by removing cattle 
and roads.  Now that it is relatively protected, will you now 
undo everything the USFS has done for the last 30 years? 
 
Page 3-63: “Relatively intact bedrock is near to or exposed at 
the ground surface along the majority of the Western Corridor 
on the Western side of the Tumacacori Mountains.” On the 
Western and Crossover Corridors there are soils unsuited for 
roads, thus no roads have been built in the past.  These 
include the Tertiary volcanic rocks shown in Figure 3.6-1 
 
 

Comment No. 27 
 
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, Alternatives Considered But 
Eliminated from Further Analysis, of the Draft EIS). 20 

cont.  
Comment No. 28 
 
As discussed in Section 4.12, Transportation, short-term traffic delays may 
be encountered during construction when the proposed transmission line 
crosses major roads. Traffic mitigations, such as the use of flagmen, would 
be employed to mitigate traffic delays on these roads. 21 
 
Comment No. 29 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 25 above regarding potential noise 
impacts from the corona effect. 
 
Comment No. 30 
 
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. 

18 
cont. 

 
Section 3.13 discusses minority and low-income populations in the vicinity 
of the proposed project, including Arivaca, and Section 4.13 concludes that  
there would be no disproportionately high and adverse impact to the 
minority or low-income populations. 
 
Comment No. 31 
 
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 
 

22 
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along the western side of the Atascosa Mountains. Lampshire-
Chiricahua-Graham soils are very cobbly loose soils, which 
do not lend well to road building. “Erosion hazard is high on 
steep slopes in the Atascosa and Tumacacori Mountains”. 
(page 3-68) The Ruby road, along which the power line will 
follow, is on a steep slope of the Atascosas. 
 
Page 3-65: “A majority of the Central Corridor near and on the 
Tumacacori EMA has exposed soil at the surface rather than 
bedrock...” Road building for construction purposes would be 
easier on the Central Corridor than on the Western or 
Crossover. 
 
Page 32-61:  Seismic hazards. The author’s grandfather, 
Arthur Noon, a rancher and miner, noted numerous rockfalls 
in the area of Montana Peak and Atascosa Peak during the 
1887 earthquake, which he witnessed. Rockfalls of the type he 
described would damage the power poles. No such similar 
hazard exists on the Central Corridor. 
 
Water Resources:  “The Western and Crossover Corridors 
would have the greatest potential to impact floodplains in the 
project area.” 
 
“None of the corridors cross any eligible or designated Wild 
and Scenic Rivers.”  This is incorrect:  Sycamore Canyon is 
an eligible Wild and Scenic River and the Western Corridor 
power line would follow its upper watershed from Apache 
Pass south to where the Canyon narrows at Hank and Yank 
Spring.  On the chart on page 2-37 the figure of 1.97 acres for 
the Western Corridor obviously does not include the newly 
constructed roads in the entire watershed from Arivaca Road 
south to Ruby Road. Since there are virtually no roads in the 
area there will need to be more than 20 miles of construction. 
 
 

Comment No. 31 (continued) 
 
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. Refer also to the 
response to Sky Island Alliance, Comment 14. 
 
Section 3.13 discusses minority and low-income populations in the vicinity 
of the proposed project, including Arivaca, and Section 4.13 concludes that 
there would be no disproportionately high and adverse impact to the 
minority or low-income populations. 

22 
cont. 

 
Comment No. 32 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s requests that DOE only issue a 
Presidential Permit if the Western or Crossover Corridors are not the final 
choice for the proposed project. 
 23 
 
 

24 
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Noise:  “Long-term noise from the corona effect on 
transmission lines would generally be lost in background 
noise.”  This is only applicable on the Central Corridor:  there 
is virtually no human noise “background noise” on the entire 
expanse of the Western corridor south of the Arivaca Road 
except for occasional cars on Ruby Road. 
 
Human Health and Environment:  “There would be no 
[human] health effects from this exposure.” This is certainly a 
debatable issue, which I personally am not prepared to 
discuss.  
 
Infrastructure.  The power line should follow existing right of 
ways in the Santa Cruz Valley and not add new ones. 
 
Transportation. “Because the Central Corridor has the 
longest segment following the EPNG pipeline RPW, fewer 
temporary new access roads would be required than for the 
other alternatives...Short-term traffic disruptions on major 
roads such as I-19 or Ruby Road could occur during 
construction.”  Ruby Road will be inaccessible during 
construction as it is only barely wide enough for two cars—
passing large construction vehicles will not be possible. 
 
Floodplains and wetlands.  The Western Corridor will 
cross numerous drainages upstream of Sycamore Canyon 
Creek and within 2 mi. of a total of 10 mapped springs. 
These springs are used by the fauna of the area, which may 
be affected by power line noise and potential users of the 
roads that will be constructed on and to the ROW. The 
Central Corridor will not come near any mapped springs. 
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Minority and low-income populations 
 
The town of Arivaca is a low income area (see 2000 Census, 
detail available at the Arivaca Library) and dependent on 
ecotourism (birding) for much of its income, especially for 
the stores, restaurants, artists’ cooperative, and hotel 
facilities (B&Bs). This power line along the Western 
Corridor will permanently destroy the beautiful birding 
route from Nogales to Arivaca, from the birding areas of 
Patagonia to the birding areas on the Buenos Aires 
National Wildlife Refuge. What tourist will want to go on 
the Ruby Road with the powerline along the roadside for 
miles? The correlation between visual damage and 
ecotourism is not covered in the Draft EIS. I enclose a 
bibliography of sources that illustrate the impact of 
ecotourism on the Arivaca area, and the value of the Ruby 
Road birding/butterfly route. 
 
TEP will contribute to environmental justice by providing 
illegal immigrants from Mexico a well-marked road north to 
their jobs in the United States, no matter which corridor is 
chosen. For an example of this, see the power line ROW in 
the Altar Valley from Sasabe to Three Points. 
 
Conclusions 
 
In summary, I believe that the Draft EIS itself is the best 
defense against the choice of the Western and Crossover 
Corridors in the siting of the power line.  The Central 
Corridor would be shorter, less expensive for construction 
purposes and will do less damage to significant 
environmental sites. In no place is the Central Corridor 
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shown by this Draft EIS to have greater environmental value 
than the two more western corridors. I ask that the DOE 
issue a Presidential Permit only if the Western or Crossover 
Corridors are not the final choice for a power line. 
 
Respectfully,  
 
Mary N. Kasulaitis 
PO Box 210  
Arivaca, AZ 85601 
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not cited in the Harris Biological Assessment or Draft EIS: 
 
Arizona Game and Fish Department. List of plants and 
animals with limited distribution in Arizona occurring on 
Forest Service Research Natural Areas. Sycamore Canyon 
(Goodding RNA) 
 
Bailowitz, Richard A. and James P. Brock. Butterflies of 
Southeastern Arizona. Tucson: Sonoran Arthropod Studies, 
Inc., 1991. 
 
Darling, Jr., Thomas.  “Southwest Vacation.” American Fern 
Journal, 54:4, Oct-Dec., 1964. 
 
Gilbertson, R.L., E.R. Canfield and G.B. Cummins. “Notes on 
Fungi from the L.S. Goodding Research Natural Area.” 
Arizona Academy of Science Journal. Oct. 1972, 
 7 (3) pp. 129-138. 
 
Goodding Research Natural Area. Nogales Ranger District. 
Coronado National Forest. [n.d.] Includes list of plants and 
animals 
 
“Goodding Research Natural Area.” Research Natural Areas. 
USDA Forest Service, Rocky Mountain, Intermountain, 
Southwestern and Great Plains States.  
Provides site description, special interest plants  
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of the New York Botanical Garden, 47 (556) 1946, p. 86-96.  
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Hale, S.F. et al. “Disappearance of the Tarahumara Frog,” 
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Distribution, Abundance and Health of U.S. Plants, Animals 
and Ecosystems. U.S. Dept of the Interior, National 
Biological Service.       
http://biology.usgs.gov/s+t/noframe/d169.htm 
 
List of plants and animals with limited distribution in 
Arizona occurring on Forest Service Research Natural 
Areas. Arizona Natural Heritage Program. 
 
The Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan. U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Region 2, Albuquerque, NM. Ref. in The Mexican 
Wolf. Sierra Club and New Mexico Wolf Coalition, 1991. 
 
Preliminary analysis of eligibility and classification for 
Wild/Scenic/Recreational River designation. National 
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the Arizona-Nevada Academy of Science. Vol. 14, Oct. 
1979, p. 66. 
 
Taylor, Richard Cachor. A Birder’s Guide to Southeastern 
Arizona.  American Birding Association, 1995. 
 
Tucson Audubon Society.  Finding Birds in Southeast 
Arizona. Tucson: Tucson Audubon Society, 1999. 
 
Walsh, Bruce.  “Pena Blanca, Atascosa Highlands : Pena 
Blanca Canyon, one of the classic moth collecting locations 
in the US. Website:  
http://nitro.biosci.arizona.edu/zeeb/butterflies/habitats/Pena
Blanca.html 
 
Warshall, Peter. “Southwestern Sky Island Ecosystems.” 
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other economic issues, not cited in the Draft EIS: 
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Travel Guide to the Grand Canyon State. San Francisco: 
Sierra Club Books, 1991. 
 
Dollar, Tom. Hike of the month: Sycamore Canyon in the 
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History. Nov. 1984, p. 87. 
 
Thayer, Peter W.  Top 100 North American Birding Hot spots, 
page 3.  (also listed in top 250) 
Website:  www.birding.com/top100.htm 
 
Vanderpool, Tim.  “In Search of Arizona’s Elegant Visitor,” 
National Wildlife, June/July 2001. National Wildlife 
Federation website:  
http://www.nwf.org/natlwild/2001/trogonjj01.html 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2.3-199 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

Kesich, John 
Page 1 of 2 

 
EIS for Tucson Electric Power's proposed 345 kilovolt powerline             
             
 
Forwarded by Susan Kozacek/R3/USDAFS  
on 10/16/2003 05:34 PM   
Kesich@npacc.net 
10/11/2003 08:30 AM  
To: skozacek @fs.fed.us   
Cc:    
 
Subject: EIS for Tucson Electric Power's proposed 345 kilovolt 

powerline  
 
Ms. Sue Kozacek 
Coronado National Forest 
Federal Building, 300 west Congress 
Tucson, AZ 85701  
 
 
Dear Ms. Kozacek,  
Please withdraw the current draft Environmental Impact Statement  
for Tucson Electric Power's proposed 345 KV powerline. This  
draft EIS is flawed. It assumes that the new powerline should be  
used to export power to Mexico rather than presenting  
alternatives which restrict use to providing power to Santa Cruz  
County - this may be good for the company's bottom line but I do  
not see that it serves the public interest.  
 
I would also like to see alternatives which rely on distributed  
power generation - solar, wind, cogeneration - rather than  
simply stretching more wires across our landscape.  
One alternative I would favor is scaling back the project to the  
backup line which ACC originally ordered built and running that  
through the existing existing powerline corridors along I-19.  
This makes much more sense to me than marring the Coronado  
National Forest so that TEP can export power to Mexico.  
 

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….”  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. 2 
 
Alternative or renewable power supply methods do not meet TEP’s 
proposal and are thus not evaluated in this EIS (see Section 2.1.5).  
 
Comment No. 3 
 
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). 
 

1 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). 
 

2 
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--- TEP's proposed "Western Route" and alternative "Crossover  
Route" would carve through some of the most remote and wild  
areas in Southeast Arizona, forever scarring the beautiful and  
irreplaceable landscape of the Tumacacori Highlands. This area  
contains several roadless areas as well as a citizen's proposed  
Wilderness area home to black bears, Mexican spotted owls,  
lesser-long nosed bats and peregrine falcons as well as lesser      
known species such as the Sonora chub, Mexican vine snake,  
elegant trogon and the Gentry indigo bush. A jaguar was sighted  
in this area only two years ago.  
 
The important goal of providing fully reliable electrical  
service to the city of Nogales and Santa Cruz County must be  
achieved. Unfortunately, instead of building the small  
transmission line necessary to achieve this goal, TEP has  
proposed a massive, environmentally destructive, and extremely  
controversial powerline designed to export power to Mexico.  
The draft EIS is clearly inadequate, because it does not address  
important alternatives to TEP's powerline which would provide  
reliable service without destroying our environmental and  
cultural heritage, and which would not require huge increases to  
consumers' electricity bills.  
 
The recent blackout in the Northeast is an urgent reminder that  
our energy policy should be based on serving the public  
interest, not corporate private profits. I urge DOE to issue a  
new draft EIS which fully and rigorously explores all available  
options-including a local power plant and smaller power lines  
which would not serve Mexico-to meet the important public  
interest of providing reliable energy service to Santa Cruz  
County.  
 
Sincerely,  
John Kesich  
RR 2 Box 168a  
Millerton, Pennsylvania 16936 
 

Comment No. 4 
 
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. 

4 

 
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. 5 
 
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…”  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). 

6 

7 
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Comment No. 6 
 
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. 7  
 
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 4.10 of the Final EIS has been revised to include discussion on 
safety considerations for collocating natural gas pipelines and transmission 
lines. TEP has consulted with EPNG about the proposed project, and TEP 
would have detailed discussions with EPNG regarding safety issues of 
siting the proposed transmission line near the distribution station once an 
exact location for the structures is determined.   
 
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, by ACC 
(see Section 4.10 of the 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. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The study corridor for the Central Corridor would stay along the pipeline 
ROW in the area cited by the commentor. Section 3.1, Land Use, of the 
Final EIS has been modified to include the five additional houses and the 
distribution station along the Central Corridor.  
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From: Marge Kinkead [wmkinkead@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 30, 2003 7:28 PM 
To: Pell, Jerry 
Subject: power lines 
 
Dr. Pell: 
 
I missed the meeting in Nogales because I did not hear about it 
until after I had other plans. 
 
I wanted to address my continuing concerns about the safety 
of putting the pipeline along the gas line near the distribution 
station on Ed and Linda Wood's property at 2258 Rusty Spur 
in Tubac. Since these hearings have been going on the 
uncontrolled venting of the gas line has ceased. But El Paso 
Gas has told us that it is necessary to vent and test the 
distribution point and the line itself on a regular basis. It is this 
venting near 45 K power lines that seems to me to be unsafe. 
 
If I had been able to come to the meeting, I would have voiced 
these concerns at the meeting. This safety issue was not 
addressed in the Draft of the Environmental Impact Statement. 
I hope that it will be addressed in the final report. 
 
Marge Kinkead 
P.O. Box 1448 
7 Cerro Pelon 
Tubac, AZ 
520 398 2364 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Comment No. 1 
 
Refer to the response to Comment No. 1 in the previous submittal from 
Margaret Kinkead. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 1 
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Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Tucson 
Electric Power lines into Mexico  
                        
 
From: Marge Kinkead [SMTP:wmkinkead@earthlink.net]    
To: Pell, Jerry   
Cc: marshall@magruder.org   
 
Subject: Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed 
Tucson Electric Power lines into Mexico   
Sent: 10/13/2003 7:06 PM  
Importance: Normal   
 
Margaret R. Kinkead  
P.O. Box 1448  
7 Cerro Pelon  
Tubac, AZ   85646-1448  
520 398 2364  
 
Re: Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Tucson 
Electric Power lines into Mexico  
 
Dear Dr. Pell:  
 
Marshall Magruder suggested that I rephrase my recent letter 
to you so that it was in a question form. Where in the draft of 
the  Environmental Impact Statement were the safety issue 
addressed?  
 
How close can the 345 K power lines safely come to the 
distribution station on the property at 2258 Rusty Spur, Tubac, 
AZ which is vented for testing on a regular basis? I am 
anxious to receive your answer.  
 
Marge Kinkead 
 
 

Comment No. 1 
 
Refer to the response to Comment No. 1 in the first submittal from 
Margaret Kinkead. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
transmission line because of the potential impact on the vegetation in the 
area. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Alternative or renewable power supply methods do not meet TEP’s 
proposal and are thus not evaluated in this EIS (refer to 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 (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
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. 
 
Any study of alternatives for “helping Mexico” would be outside the scope 
of the EIS. 
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Comment No. 4 
 
Sections 3.4 and 4.4 discuss the existing cultural resources and analyze the 
potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
Native American Concerns.  There are no reserved tribal lands in the 
proposed project; however, several tribes have traditional connections to the 
proposed project areas.  Tribal concerns about the impacts of the 
transmission line on traditional use lands have been considered through 
consultation. 
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DOE-EIScommentsDOE/EIS-0336,TEP Sahuarite-Nogales 
Transmission Line DEIS    
                      
 
From: B & E Soporibell [SMTP:soporibell@msn.com]    
To: Pell, Jerry   
Cc:    
 
Subject: DOE-EIScommentsDOE/EIS-0336,TEP Sahuarite-
Nogales Transmission Line DEIS   
Sent: 10/14/2003 4:52 PM  
 
Importance: Normal   
 
Couple items not included in my verbal presentation: 
        
The ACC order contains a condition that TEP use non-
reflective, colorized monopoles.  The DEIS only mentions 
self-weathering monopoles.  Should the line be built TEP 
should be required to use the non-reflective, colorized 
monopoles as they would be less intrusive visually. 
        
In additions to my verbal presentation on "roads" please note 
the concern of invasive species taking advantage of the cleared 
path--they are extremely difficult to control and we certainly 
do not need them in the roadless-wilderness area. 
        
William Kurtz, 
65 Box 7990,  
Amado AZ 85645. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment No. 1 
 
ACC Decision No. 64356 (ACC 2002) uses the terms “non-reflective,” 
“self-weathering,” and “color suitable to the terrain and vegetation” to 
describe the structures that TEP should use. The self-weathering monopoles 
described in the EIS are intended to comply with these requirements of the 
ACC regarding structure finish. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
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 interest 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 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.  

1 

  
 
 
 2 
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Forwarded by Susan K Kozacek/R3/USDAFS on 10/16/2003 
06:04 PM ----- 
"B & E Soporibell" <soporibell@msn.com> 
10/14/2003 01:13 PM 
 
To: <skozacek@fs.fed.us> 
cc:  
Subject: DEIS, TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line 
 
<?xml:namespace prefix="v" /><?xml:namespace prefix="o" 
/>  
Attached is the statement I made to DOE at the hearing in 
Nogales.  Some of those statements are pertinent to the 
Coronado National Forest.  Please also consider the following 
additional comments: 
  
1. TEP is required by the ACC to use non-reflective colorized 
monopoles and NOT the self-weathering type described in the 
DEIS.  Should the line be built in the National Forest non-
reflective colorized monopoles should be required. 
 
2.  Regardless of how many visual simulations are made the 
fact remains that the line will be a great visual intrusion on the 
Forest and certainly one that we do not need be it the western, 
cross-over or central route. 
 
3.  The line is truly incompatible with the roadless,wilderness  
character of the Forest.  These areas are disappearing and we 
should not mar this one with transmission lines. 
  
4.   The attachment discusses roads but fails to mention that 
any new roads are prime places for invasive species to become 
established. 
 
 
 
 

Comment No. 1 
 
Refer to the response to Comment No. 1 in the previous submittal from 
William Kurtz. 
 
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. 
 
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. 3 1  
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 discuss the existing land use, including Wilderness 
Areas and roadless designations, and analyze the potential impacts to these 
resources from the proposed project. 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 
related to roads. Also, refer to the response to Center for Biological 
Diversity, Comment 9, regarding roadless area designations. 

2 

 
Comment No. 4 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. Section 3.3.2 discusses the existing vegetation and wildlife in 
the proposed project area. 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.  

4 
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Because the ACC order for a second line to serve Nogales 
only needs to be a 115kv line and can be provided outside the 
Forest no compelling reasons exist to construct a 345kv line 
through the Forest.  Of the four alternatives in the DEIS the 
NO ACTION alternative should be selected. 
  
William Kurtz, HC  
65 Box 7990,  
Amado AZ 85645. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment No. 5 
 
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. 

5 

 
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, this alternative is 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. 1 
 
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 the existing land use, and 
analyze potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project. 
 
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. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
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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Comment No. 4 
 
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. 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 3.1.2 and 41.2 present a description of the existing recreational 
opportunities and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the 
proposed project. 
 
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 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. 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. 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 
 
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. 4 
 
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. 
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From: dryland2@aol.com 
Sent: Thursday, October 09, 2003 9:02 PM 
To: Pell, Jerry 
Subject: Environmental Impact Statement for Tucson Electric 
Power's proposed 345 kilovolt powerline 
 
Dr. Jerry Pell 
U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Fossil Energy (FE-27) 
1000 Independence Avenue. SW 
Washington, DC 20585 
 
Dear Dr. Pell, 
 
I am writing to urge you to withdraw the current draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for Tucson Electric Power's 
proposed 345 kilovolt powerline. It sounds to me that Tucson 
Electric Power is taking advantage of the agreement between 
the Arizona Corporations Commission and the Citizens 
Communication Company to make a lot of extra profit by 
creating a more massive line than necessary so that it can 
export electricity to Mexico. 
 
In this rush to make profits as opposed to providing a needed 
backup for Nogales and Santa Cruz County, they are 
sacrificing the environment, a treasure for the rest of us and 
the wildlife within it.  
 
TEP's proposed "Western Route" and alternative "Crossover 
Route" would carve through some of the most remote and wild 
areas in Southeast Arizona, forever scarring the beautiful and 
irreplaceable landscape of the Tumacacori Highlands. This 
area contains several roadless areas as well as a citizen's 
proposed Wilderness area home to black bears, Mexican 
 
 
 
 

Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s suggestion that DOE withdraw 
the current Draft EIS. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Potential economic benefit to TEP from the proposed project is outside the 
scope of the EIS. (See response to the Border Power Plant Working Group, 
Comment 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.  

1 

 
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. 

2 

 
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. 3 
 
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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spotted owls, lesser-long nosed bats and peregrine falcons as 
well as lesser known species such as the Sonora chub, 
Mexican vine snake, elegant trogon and the Gentry indigo 
bush. A jaguar was sighted in this area only two years ago.  
 
The important goal of providing fully reliable electrical 
service to the city of Nogales and Santa Cruz County must be 
achieved. Unfortunately, instead of building the small 
transmission line necessary to achieve this goal, TEP has 
proposed a massive, environmentally destructive, and 
extremely controversial powerline designed to export power to 
Mexico.  
 
The draft EIS is clearly inadequate, because it does not 
address important alternatives to TEP's powerline which 
would provide reliable service without destroying our 
environmental and cultural heritage, and which would not 
require huge increases to consumers' electricity bills. 
 
The recent blackout in the Northeast is an urgent reminder that 
our energy policy should be based on serving the public 
interest, not corporate private profits. I urge DOE to issue a 
new draft EIS which fully and rigorously explores all available 
options-including a local power plant and smaller power lines 
which would not serve Mexico-to meet the important public 
interest of providing reliable energy service to Santa Cruz 
County. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
HAZEL LANDA 
3837 NY 2 
CROPSEYVILLE, New York 12052 
 
 
 

Comment No. 4 
 
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). 

3 
cont. 

 
Comment No. 5 
 
Potential economic benefit to TEP from the proposed project is outside the 
scope of the EIS. 
 

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.) 
 
 
 
 
 5 
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Comment No. 1 

While DOE identified the Western Corridor as its preferred alternative in 
Section 1.1 of the Draft EIS for the reasons cited, DOE accepted public 
comments on this designation and has taken these comments into account in 
the Final EIS. The Federal agencies made changes in the Final EIS where 
appropriate to include additional clarifications and analyses suggested by 
commentors on the Draft EIS.  As stated in Section 1.4.1, in light of the 
Arizona Corporation Commission’s (ACC) decision to site TEP’s proposed 
line along the Western Corridor, DOE continues to identify the Western 
Corridor as DOE’s preferred alternative. Refer to 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 background on 
TEP’s selection of the Western Corridor as its preferred alternative.  

Comment No. 2 
 
The Eastern Corridor was eliminated from further consideration in this EIS 
because of TEP’s conclusion that the Eastern Corridor is technically 
infeasible (see Section 2.1.5 for further discussion of elimination of the 
Eastern Corridor). The Western and Crossover Corridors remains a viable 
alternative for selection by the Federal decisionmakers. However, 
implementation of the proposed project in the Western or Crossover 
Corridors could not occur until TEP meets all regulatory requirements, 
including obtaining the necessary approval from the ACC.   
 
Comment No. 3 
 
The construction costs of each of the three action alternatives (the Western, 
Central, and Crossover Corridors) would be roughly similar (see Section 
4.5.1). Section 4.5 analyzes the potential socioeconomic impacts that could 
result from the proposed project based on a number of factors including the 
cost of the proposed project. Any additional analysis of the cost of the 
proposed project is outside the scope of the EIS. 
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Comment No. 4 
 
As discussed in Section 4.12.2, access to the Central Corridor would be on 
existing utility maintenance roads which would require extensive upgrades, 
ranch access roads and trails, and new access ways where no access 
currently exists.  
 
This EIS relies on pre-existing information and surveys to the extent 
practicable, and newly obtained information where necessary, to evaluate 
the environmental impacts of each of the proposed project alternatives. 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
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, including potential impacts from the use of helicopters 
along the three proposed alternative corridors. 
 
Comment No. 6 
 
Sections 4.3.2, Vegetation and Wildlife, and 4.3.4, Migratory Birds and 
Raptors, of the Final EIS have been revised to include analyses 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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Comment No. 7 
 
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. 
 
Comment No. 8 
 
Sections 3.3.5 and 4.3.5 present a description of the existing MIS and 
analyze the potential impacts to these species from the proposed project.  
The proposed project is not expected to result in any downward population 
trends for MIS in any of the alternative corridors. 
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Comment No. 9 
 
Although the EPNG pipeline may have damaged the archaeological sites 
through which it was constructed, the proposed TEP transmission line in the 
central corridor would not be located directly on the EPNG pipeline for 
safety reasons.  The central corridor right-of-way is ¼ mile wide, and the 
transmission line could impact potentially previously undisturbed areas.  To 
deal with this issue, 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 any 
of the action alternatives is selected.   
 
Comment No. 10 
 
The Federal agencies have not attempted to assess potential impacts to 
property values from the proposed project because it would be speculative. 
 
Sections 3.10 and 4.10 present analyses of the potential human health 
impacts of EMF exposure. Appendix B presents a study conducted by the 
NIEHS to determine if exposure to EMF may cause or promote adverse 
health effects. 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. 11 
 
Sections 3.9 and 4.9 discuss the existing noise and analyze the potential 
impacts from noise resulting from the proposed project, including potential 
noise impacts to wildlife. 
 
Comment No. 12 
 
As discussed in Chapter 10 and Appendix A of the Final EIS, consultation 
with the Air Space Manager of the Davis Monthan Air Force Base has been 
initiated.  Information on the proposed project has been forwarded to the 
162nd FG Airspace Manager for their review on how it may impact their 
military flight operation.  The 162nd FG Airspace Manager was added to the  
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Draft EIS distribution mailing list and a copy of the Draft EIS has been sent 
for their review and comment, but no comment was provided on the 
proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 13 
 
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. 14 
 
The following discussion on the potential for fire within the Coronado 
National Forest has been added to Section 4.1.1 of the Final EIS: 
 
The lands traversed by the proposed power line are typified by low fire 
occurrence from natural ignition sources.  Human caused fires occur at a 
more frequent rate in the area immediately west of Nogales, Arizona, and 
south of the Ruby Road (State Highway 289). 
 
Impacts to the power line from natural fires are expected to be minimal.  
This assessment is based on several factors.  The first issue of consideration 
is the low frequency of natural ignitions.  The second factor is that the 
primary carrier fuel is grass which would result in low to moderate flame 
heights.  A rapid dispersal of smoke could also be expected since there 
would be minimal smoldering of material after the passage of the fire front.   
Natural ignitions (lightning) are also frequently associated with light to 
moderate rainfall which would also temper the impacts from this source. 
 
 

Comment No. 14 (continued) 
 
Human caused fires in the Nogales area, and other areas of public travel are 
of somewhat greater concern because of the increased number of starts and 
the fact that these ignitions occur without the benefit of rainfall.  Again, due 
to grass being the primary carrier fuel, significant impacts are not expected 
to the proposal.   
 
Although heat from natural and man caused fires is not anticipated to be an 
impact to the power line corridor, smoke from a fire as small as several 
acres could generate enough concern to cause arcing problems.  Smoke 
from wildfires is known to cause arcing if it becomes dense enough.  This 
creates a significant hazard to firefighters attempting to suppress the fire.  
There is also a potential risk to the power line itself and adjacent structures.   
During the summer of 2004, power lines of a similar nature to the proposal 
were shut down while crews conducted burnout operations on the Willow 
Fire north of Phoenix, Arizona.   During the same time period, a power line 
crossing the Coconino National Forest was also shut down for a brief period 
while crews completed burnout operations along the power line right-of-
way.   Similar shutdowns could be expected for power lines associated with 
the TEP Proposal. 
 
At the present time, the majority of the power line proposal lies in areas 
where we are not likely to conduct prescribed burning.   The Forest has not 
identified the area associated with the power line as needing immediate 
fuels treatment.  One exception would be the area associated with Potrero 
Canyon in the vicinity of the Gateway Substation.  This area is currently 
being treated as a Wildland Urban Interface area with values at risk relating 
to the adjacent private land subdivisions.  The initial fuels reduction 
treatment in this area is scheduled for completion in 2005.  Future treatment 
options will be necessary to further reduce the risk to private land 
development and the planned power line and substation. 
 
Comment No. 15 
 
As discussed in Section 1.6.6, if there is a lack of agreement on the decision 
among the Federal agencies involved in the process, i.e., if TEP ultimately 
does not receive the unanimous consent all Federal agencies and the State 
of Arizona to build along the same corridor, this proposed project will have 
been rendered infeasible and could not proceed as described in the EIS.  
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Comment No. 16 
 
While the Central Corridor remains a viable alternative for selection by 
the Federal decisionmakers in their respective RODs (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.   
 
Comment No. 17 
 
Refer to Sections 3.6 and 4.6, Geology and Soil Resources, for a discussion 
of erosion and sedimentation. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The alternative or renewable power supply methods cited by the commentor 
do not meet the purpose and need of the proposed project (see Section 
2.1.5). 
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Comment No. 1 
 
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. 
 
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, including potential impacts to Tumacacori and Atascosa Mountains. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and analyze the potential impacts to these resources. Sections 
3.3.1 and 4.3.1 of the Final EIS have been revised to include the additional 
information regarding habitat fragmentation, specifically with respect to 
roads and linear corridors such as those associated with the proposed 
project. 
 
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 
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. 
 
Potential economic benefit to TEP from the proposed project is outside the 
scope of the 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.  
 
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.) 
 
Potential economic benefit to TEP from the proposed project is outside the 
scope of the EIS.  
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TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission line DEIS                   
From: lrl6454 [SMTP:lrl6454@comcast.net]    
To: Pell, Jerry   
Cc:    
Subject: TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission line DEIS   
Sent: 10/13/2003 10:47 PM  
Importance: Normal   
 
Dr. Jerry Pell  
Office of Fossil Energy  
U.S. Department of Energy  
Washington D.C. 20585  
 
Dear Dr. Pell,  
Please accept the following as my comments on the Draft 
EIS for the Tucson  
 
Electric Power Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line.  
I am strongly opposed to any alternative that would build 
this unnecessary power line.  I support the No Action 
Alternative for these reasons:  
 
-This power line is not needed, and would not benefit Santa 
Cruz County.  
- Both the Western and Crossover Routes would severely 
impact the wilderness proposal for the Tumacacori 
Highlands.  This proposal was being developed long before 
this power line proposal was presented, and would protect 
one of the largest remaining roadless areas in the Southwest.  
Numerous threatened, endangered, and special status 
species depend on these lands.  A power line with its 
associated roads would fragment and degrade the habitat.  
 
 
 
 

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. 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and analyze the potential impacts to the resources, including 
threatened, endangered and special status species. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
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). 
 
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). 1 
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- This transmission line does not serve the real needs of the 
citizens of the region. I urge you to withdraw this DEIS and 
re-issue a new one that addresses the real power needs of 
Santa Cruz County with a small, locally run power plant, or a 
smaller power line that uses existing power line routes and 
infrastruction.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments for 
your consideration.  
 
Sincerely,  
Lainie Levick  
12120 E. Snyder Road  
Tucson, AZ 85749 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

1 
cont. 

 
 
 
 2  
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Forwarded by Susan K Kozacek/R3/USDAFS on 
10/09/2003 06:51 PM ----- 
kliston@oceana.org 
10/09/2003 04:38 PM 
 
To: skozacek@fs.fed.us 
cc:  
Subject: Environmental Impact Statement for Tucson 
Electric Power's proposed 345 kilovolt powerline 
 
Ms. Sue Kozacek 
Coronado National Forest 
Federal Building, 300 West Congress 
Tucson, AZ 85701 
 
Dear Ms. Kozacek, 
 
I am writing to urge you to withdraw the current draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for Tucson Electric 
Power's proposed 345 kilovolt powerline. 
 
TEP's proposed "Western Route" and alternative "Crossover 
Route" would carve through some of the most remote and 
wild areas in Southeast Arizona, forever scarring the 
beautiful and irreplaceable landscape of the Tumacacori 
Highlands. This area contains several roadless areas as well 
as a citizen's proposed Wilderness area home to black bears, 
Mexican spotted owls, lesser-long nosed bats and peregrine 
falcons as well as lesser known species such as the Sonora 
chub, Mexican vine snake, elegant trogon and the Gentry 
indigo bush. A jaguar was sighted in this area only two 
years ago.  
 
 
 
 

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. 
 

1 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). 

2 
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The important goal of providing fully reliable electrical 
service to the city of Nogales and Santa Cruz County must 
be achieved. Unfortunately, instead of building the small 
transmission line necessary to achieve this goal, TEP has 
proposed a massive, environmentally destructive, and 
extremely controversial powerline designed to export power 
to Mexico.  
 
The draft EIS is clearly inadequate, because it does not 
address important alternatives to TEP's powerline which 
would provide reliable service without destroying our 
environmental and cultural heritage, and which would not 
require huge increases to consumers' electricity bills. 
 
The recent blackout in the Northeast is an urgent reminder 
that our energy policy should be based on serving the public 
interest, not corporate private profits. I urge DOE to issue a 
new draft EIS which fully and rigorously explores all 
available options-including a local power plant and smaller 
power lines which would not serve Mexico-to meet the 
important public interest of providing reliable energy 
service to Santa Cruz County. 
 
We must take the opportunity to protect what we can not 
change back. Please do not mar this landscape with power 
lines, while trying to meet energy needs. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kamie Liston 
PO BOX 20252 
Juneau, Alaska 99802 
 
 
 
 

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. 

3 

4 

 

5 

6 
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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). 
 
Comment No. 6 
 
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. 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 discuss of the existing land use and analyze the 
potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project. 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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From: stevealoe@msn.com 
Sent: Friday, October 17, 2003 10:36 PM 
To: Pell, Jerry 
Subject: Environmental Impact Statement for Tucson 
Electric Power's proposed 345 kilovolt powerline 
 
Dr. Jerry Pell 
U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Fossil Energy (FE-27) 
1000 Independence Avenue. SW 
Washington, DC 20585 
 
Dear Dr. Pell, 
 
I am a former Forest Biologist of the Coronado National 
Forest. I served on the Forest from 1978-1980. During this 
time, I had the pleasure of working in this biologically rich 
area.  
 
I am writing to urge you to withdraw the current draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for Tucson Electric 
Power's proposed 345 kilovolt powerline. 
 
TEP's proposed "Western Route" and alternative "Crossover 
Route" would carve through some of the most remote and 
wild areas in Southeast Arizona, forever scarring the 
beautiful and irreplaceable landscape of the Tumacacori 
Highlands. This area contains several roadless areas as well 
as a citizen's proposed Wilderness area home to black bears, 
Mexican spotted owls, lesser-long nosed bats and peregrine 
falcons as well as lesser known species such as the Sonora 
chub, Mexican vine snake, elegant trogon and the Gentry 
indigo bush. A jaguar was sighted in this area only two 
years ago.  
 
 
 

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. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 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…”  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). 

2 
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The important goal of providing fully reliable electrical 
service to the city of Nogales and Santa Cruz County must 
be achieved. Unfortunately, instead of building the small 
transmission line necessary to achieve this goal, TEP has 
proposed a massive, environmentally destructive, and 
extremely controversial powerline designed to export power 
to Mexico.  
 
The draft EIS is clearly inadequate, because it does not 
address important alternatives to TEP's powerline which 
would provide reliable service without destroying our 
environmental and cultural heritage, and which would not 
require huge increases to consumers' electricity bills. 
 
The recent blackout in the Northeast is an urgent reminder 
that our energy policy should be based on serving the public 
interest, not corporate private profits. I urge DOE to issue a 
new draft EIS which fully and rigorously explores all 
available options-including a local power plant and smaller 
power lines which would not serve Mexico-to meet the 
important public interest of providing reliable energy 
service to Santa Cruz County. 
 
I urge you to make sure the alternatives of placing this 
development in existing disturbed corridors are fully 
explored and do not risk creating intrusion into roadless, 
pristine areas.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Steve Loe 
12569 FIFTH ST. 
Yucaipa, California 92399 
 
 
 

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. 

3 

4 

 
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). 

5 

 
Comment No. 6 

6  
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  
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Comment No. 6 (continued) 
 
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 3.1, 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. 
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1 
cont. 

 
 
 

Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the Western 
Corridor because it would cause the least disruption to the local 
communities. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The issuance of authorization by USFS would be coordinated with other 
special use permits on the Coronado National Forest. 
 
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 determine the overall compatibility with land use 
plans. The Final EIS has been corrected to clarify that the EIS focuses on 
the potential impacts to land use that would result from the proposed project 
and determine the overall compatibility with land use plans. In addition, 
Section 4.1, Land Use, of the Final EIS has been revised to clarify potential 
impacts on commercial, residential, and other land uses in the project area.  
 
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.   
 
Comment No. 3 
 
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  
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Comment No. 3 (continued) 
 
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 
 
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.   
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The level of detail provided by TEP on the proposed project is adequate for 
the Federal agencies to conduct an environmental analysis of the proposed 
project per NEPA requirements. 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. The detailed engineering and design of 
the proposed project would be completed after the final siting of the 
corridor. For this reason, the Final EIS cannot include maps showing a 
precise location for the ROW or the individual support structures.   
 
Comment No. 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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Comment No. 3 (continued) 
 
In order to include public participation from the Hispanic population that 
may be impacted from the proposed project, factsheets and public meeting 
announcements were provided in Spanish. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
The alternative of constructing 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 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. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 1 above regarding the alternatives 
evaluated and the development of mitigation measures. The final siting and 
engineering of the transmission line has not yet been completed and 
alternatives that specifically address floodplain/wetland impacts have not 
yet been developed.  A final Floodplain/Wetlands Assessment would be 
conducted once the final siting of the transmission line has been 
determined, and if the Federal agencies determine that there is no alternative 
to implementing the proposed project in a floodplain then a brief statement 
of finding would be prepared (see Appendix C of the Final EIS).  The 
potential floodplain impacts in Mexico are not presented in the EIS because 
the EIS only analyzes potential environmental impacts in the United States. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
The commentor is correct that some agencies, such as USACE and USFWS, 
will not take further action on this project until a corridor and/or precise 
alignment is selected for implementation. However, DOE and the 
cooperating agencies preparing this EIS will select from among the 
alternatives evaluated in the EIS in their ROD. 
 
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.   
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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.  
 
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. 5 
 
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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Comment No. 6 
 
Permits or review requirements under Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean 
Water Act (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 USACE on these 
requirements, and would complete the required studies and obtain the 
required permits upon final selection of an alternative. 
 
Comment No. 7 
 
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 an 100-ft (30-m) expansion to the existing fenceline (see 
Section 2.2.1, Substation Upgrades and Additions and Fiber-Optic 
Regeneration Sites). 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.  
 
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. 
 
Comment No. 8 
 
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. 9 
 
The Final EIS has been modified to illustrate the South Substation boundary 
in Appendix C, Figure 2. 
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Comment No. 10 
 
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. 
 
Comment No. 11 
 
Exhibits G-1.2 and G-1.3 from TEP’s ACC Application were not added to 
Figure 5 of Appendix C because Figure 5 depicts the 100-year floodplain 
relative to the corridor alternative, and revegetation plan for the South 
Substation would not contribute useful information to the figure. As stated 
in Section 2.2.1 of the EIS, the South Substation would be revegetated with 
native plants, leaving a 10-ft (3-m) clear zone around the outside perimeter 
of the fence for safety and security personnel. 
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Comment No.1 
 
In Figure 4.2-3, the map of the Western Corridor is shaded to indicate 
visibility from travelway.  As the Western Corridor crosses I-19 and 
continues southwest, residents, travelers, and recreationalists would have 
views of the proposed project in the foreground and middleground, with 
views from many areas in lower terrain obscured by the hills and main 
tailings piles in the area (see Section 4.2.2).     
 
The Federal agencies have not attempted to assess potential impacts to 
property values from the proposed project because it would be speculative. 
 
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.  
 
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.   
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Figure 4.2-4 is based on residential density and topography and depicts one 
measure of visual assessment. Section 4.2 also presents other figures and 
visual assessments showing the potential impacts from the proposed project. 
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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…”  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. 4 
 
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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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. 
 
As discussed in section 2.1.5, improvements to the local distribution system 
(formerly Citizens) do not obviate 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. 
 
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….”  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). 
 
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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Comment No. 3 
 
A smaller transmission line (e.g., 100 MW capacity) 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 alternative of a new power plant in Nogales, Arizona, is evaluated 
briefly in the EIS (refer to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But 
Eliminated From Further Analysis). CEQ regulations (1502.14[a]) only 
require a brief discussion of the reasons for which alternative were 
eliminated from detailed analysis, rather than an in-depth analysis 
(including a cumulative effects analysis). Therefore, the alternative of a 
local power plant is not included in Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts. 
Additionally, Section 5.2.1 of the Final EIS explains that there are no 
reasonably foreseeable power plant construction or expansion projects in 
Pima or Santa Cruz Counties to be included in the cumulative impacts 
analysis. 
 
Chapter 5 of the EIS presents an analysis of cumulative impacts 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 Cumulative 
Impacts Methodology section 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 cumulative impacts. 
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Comment No. 4 (continued) 
 
Also, 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.  
 
As discussed in Section 5.2, the Applicant for the proposed PNM 
transmission line project recently indicated that he would be withdrawing 
his Application for a Presidential Permit.  As such, the cumulative impact 
assessment no longer includes that project.     
 
Comment No. 5 
 
 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. 6 
 
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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Comment No. 1 
 
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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Comment No. 1-2 
 
The Final EIS has been modified to reflect the correct date of Federal 
Register publication as August 27, 2003. 
 
Comment No. 3-4 
 
The toll-free number was established to facilitate public involvement during  
the scoping and public comment period.  Therefore, the toll-free number is 
not available after the publication of the Draft EIS. 
 
Comment No. 5-8 
 
The text is correct as written. 
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Comment No. 9-10 
 
The discussion regarding the purchase of the Citizens Communications by 
UniSource Energy, Inc. (UNS) has been expanded in Section 1.1.2 of the 
Final EIS.   
 
Comment No. 11-13 
 
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 provides 
explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and Federal 
agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. Analysis of 
commitments made by utilities is outside the scope of the EIS.   
 
UNS has committed to the purchase of 100 MW of transmission capacity 
from TEP to allow for future growth above Citizen’s current Santa Cruz 
County load of approximately 65 MW.  TEP anticipates using the other 400 
MW of capability for transport of energy between the U.S. and Mexico.  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. 
 
Comment No. 14-16 
 
As the lead agency, DOE may invite Federal and state agencies to join in 
the NEPA process by becoming a cooperating agency.  It is within an 
agency’s discretion to accept or reject the invitation to become a 
cooperating agency. While any of the alternatives would be viable for 
selection by the Federal decisionmakers in their respective RODs (see 
Section 1.6.6), implementation of the proposed project could not occur until 
TEP meets all regulatory requirements, including obtaining the necessary 
approval from the ACC and other state agencies. 
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Comment No. 17-18 
 
Although TEP submitted its application for the proposed project on August 
17, 2000, TEP has not withdrawn its application for the proposed project 
and the application process is ongoing. 
 
Comment No. 19-20 
 
The maps in the Final EIS have been modified to incorporate the correct 
boundary of the Town of Sahuarita.   
 
Comment No. 21-22 
 
The text is correct as written. 
 
Comment No. 23-24 
 
See response to Comments 9-10 above. 
 
Comment No. 25-27 
 
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 a new substation in 
the area of Nogales, Sonora, and the location of the substation have not yet 
been determined. 
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Comment No. 28-29 
 
The proposed corridors would meet the U.S.-Mexico border approximately 
3,300 ft (1,005 m) west of Arizona State Highway 189 in Nogales, Arizona 
(see Chapter 2).  USIBWC would review plans for construction of the 
proposed project where it would cross the border between the United States 
and Mexico and assess whether the effects of the proposed project would be 
consistent with existing bilateral arrangement between the two countries or 
would obscure or otherwise impact the international border. 
 
Comment No. 30-31 
 
The figure correctly shows what the structure would look like to viewers. 
 
Comment No. 32-33 
 
The three slightly different monopoles that would be used along the corridor 
based on the turning angle of the transmission line and the elevation change 
between towers would be visually very similar to the monopole shown in 
the Chapter 1 of the Final EIS.  The environmental impacts of the different 
variation of the monopoles would be very similar if not identical to the 
impacts that are cited in the Final EIS, and therefore, only one figure of the 
typical monopole that would be used is shown in the EIS. 
 
Comment No. 34-35 
 
The three slightly different lattice towers that would be used along the 
corridor would be visually very similar to the monopole shown in the 
Chapter 1 of the Final EIS.  The environmental impacts of the different 
variation of the lattice towers would be very similar if not identical to the 
impacts that are cited in the Final EIS, and therefore, only one figure of 
typical lattice tower that would be used is shown in the EIS. 
 
Comment No. 36-37 
 
The figure correctly shows what the structure would look like to viewers. 
 
Comment No. 38-39 
 
See response to Comments 25-27 above. 
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Comment No. 40-41 
 
The Central Corridor is correct as shown in all figures in the EIS (see for 
example, Figure 1.1-4), and is correctly described in the reference text.  In 
the Notice of Intent for the proposed project, the Central Corridor was 
shown as diverging to the west of the EPNG pipeline for a short distance 
near Tubac, while the Eastern Corridor followed the EPNG pipeline more 
closely.  However, upon elimination of the Eastern Corridor from further 
analysis (prior to the Draft EIS), TEP opted to retain the corridor alignment 
following the EPNG pipeline near Tubac (formerly the Eastern Corridor) as 
the Central Corridor for the Draft and Final EIS. 
 
Comment No. 42-43 
 
Due to the scale and the level of detail shown in Figure 1.1-4, the suggested 
locations are not shown or shaded in order to present a simplified, user-
friendly map.  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.”  
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Comment No. 44-45 
 
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.  Section 1.5 discussed 
synchronization of the U.S. and Mexican systems. 
 
Comment No. 46-47 
 
The text is correct as written as it is in Spanish. 
 
Comment No. 48-49 
 
Section 4.10 of the Final EIS has been revised to include discussion on 
safety considerations for collocating natural gas pipelines and transmission 
lines. TEP has consulted with EPNG about the proposed project, and TEP 
would have detailed discussions with EPNG regarding safety issues of 
siting the proposed transmission line near the distribution station once an 
exact location for the structures is determined. 
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Comment No. 50-51 
 
The number of times that the proposed transmission would cross the EPNG 
pipeline would be determined upon final siting of the transmission corridor, 
following each Federal agencies’ ROD. 
 
Comment No. 52-53 
 
The alternative of a new power plant is evaluated briefly in the EIS (refer to 
Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further 
Analysis). ACC Comment 3 emphasized that a new power plant in Nogales 
is not a viable alternative to a new, second transmission line (part of TEP’s 
proposal). 
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Comment No. 54-55 
 
The text is correct as written. 
 
Comment No. 56-57 
 
See response to Comments 40-41 above. 
 
Comment No. 58-59 
 
See response to Comments 52-53 above. 
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Comment No. 57-58 (misnumbered comment) 
 
The 115-kV transmission line from Gateway Substation to the Valencia 
Substation has been added, as appropriate, to the applicable figures in the 
Final EIS. 
 
Comment No. 60-78 
 
TEP’s purpose and need has been revised in the Final EIS (see Section 
1.2.1). 
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Comment No. 60-78 (continued) 
 
TEP’s purpose and need has been revised in the Final EIS (see Section 
1.2.1). 
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Comment No. 60-78 (continued) 
 
TEP’s purpose and need has been revised in the Final EIS (see Section 
1.2.1). 
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Comment No. 60-78 (continued) 
 
TEP’s purpose and need has been revised in the Final EIS (see Section 
1.2.1). 
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Comment No. 60-78 (continued) 
 
TEP’s purpose and need has been revised in the Final EIS (see Section 
1.2.1). 
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Comment No. 60-78 (continued) 
 
TEP’s purpose and need has been revised in the Final EIS (see Section 
1.2.1). 
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Comment No. 79-80  
 
The text is correct as written. 
 
Comment No. 81 
 
As discussed in Chapter 10 and Appendix A of the Draft EIS, consultations 
were conducted with the recommended agencies and organizations where 
appropriate. 
 
Comment No. 82-83  
 
The text is correct as written. 
 
Comment No. 84-85 
 
Section 1.7.1 of the Final EIS has been modified to include the full name of 
the Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail. 
 
Comment No. 86-87 
 
The text is correct as written. 
 
Comment No. 88-89 
 
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; as such, it is not considered a reasonably foreseeable action. 
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Comment No. 90-91 
 
Based on the rewrite of Chapter 1, the CEQ 1997 reference that was in 
Section 1.3.2 of the Draft EIS has been deleted. 
 
Comment No. 92-93 
 
The Pima County Department of Environmental Quality (PDEQ) controls 
the air quality in Pima County.  Information obtained from PDEQ was used 
in the analysis and as such, reference PDEQ 2003 is used to cite the 
information. 
 
Comment No. 94-95 
 
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. Refer to the response to Sky 
Island Alliance, Comment 14, for further discussion of power plant 
construction in Mexico. 
 
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. 96-97 
 
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). 
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Comment No. 98-99 
 
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. 100-101 
 
The consideration of impacts from the PNM proposal has been eliminated 
as described in Section 5.2 of the Final EIS. 
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Comment No. 102-103 
 
See response to Comments 25-27 above. 
 
As part of the analysis of potential impacts in the United States, DOE made 
the conservative assumption that there would be simultaneous construction 
in Mexico of a transmission line connecting to TEP’s proposed project in 
the United States that could have air quality impacts in the United States.  
These potential air quality impacts are evaluated in Section 4.8.3.  DOE is 
not aware of any other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future 
actions in Mexico that could result in cumulative impacts in the United 
States. Likewise, DOE is not aware of any design or impact evaluation 
documents for the connecting Mexican portion of the transmission line that 
could be included as an appendix to this EIS. 
 
Comment No. 104-105 
 
The Final EIS have been revised to evaluate the proposed 115-kV 
transmission line between the Gateway and Valencia Substations in 
Nogales, Arizona as part of the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 106-107 
 
See response to Comments 52-53 above. 
 
Comment No. 108-109 
 
The Final EIS has been revised to evaluate the proposed 115-kV 
transmission line route between the Gateway and Valencia Substations in 
Nogales, Arizona as part of the proposed project.  TEP is not pursuing the 
alternate 115-kV transmission line and it is not evaluated in the EIS. 
 
Comment No. 110-111 
 
The ROW width of 125 ft (38.1 m) was established by TEP as part of their 
project design, which includes operating the transmission line at 500 MW 
total, the maximum level at which the proposed 345-kV transmission line 
would be operated (refer to the response to Border Power Plant Working 
Group, Comment 2). 
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Comment No. 110-111 (continued) 
 
Refer also to the response to MM-4 in the public hearing transcript for 
Nogales, AZ September 26, 2003, 5 p.m. to 7 p.m. transcript. 
 
Comment No. 112-113 
 
The description of TEP’s corridor and substation location identification 
process was provided by TEP, and was included in this EIS to provide 
background information on how TEP identified potential transmission line 
corridors. The merits of TEP’s corridor identification process are beyond 
the scope of this EIS; the Federal agencies conducted an independent 
review of the transmission line corridors proposed by TEP, adding the 
Crossover Corridor as a result of public scoping and tribal input.  The 
description of the corridor and substation location identification process 
remains in the EIS as relevant background information. 
 
Comment No. 114-115 
 
Refer to the response to Magruder Comment No. 112-113.  The description 
of the factors used by TEP to evaluate potential transmission line 
alignments was provided by TEP, and remains in the EIS in Chapter 2 as 
relevant background information. 
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Comment No. 116-117 
 
Refer to the response to MM-8 in the public hearing transcript for Green 
Valley, AZ September 25, 2003, 3 p.m. to 5 p.m. 
 
Comment No. 118-119 
 
Refer to the response to Magruder Comment No. 112-115. The principles 
used by TEP remain in the EIS. 
 
Comment No. 120-121 
 
DOE correctly identified the Western Corridor as DOE’s preferred 
alternative in the Draft EIS for the reasons stated (in light of TEP’s 
preference and the ACC’s decision to site TEP’s proposed line along the 
Western Corridor).  DOE accepted public comments on this designation 
through the Draft EIS public comment period, and has taken these 
comments into account in the Final EIS. DOE and each of the cooperating 
agencies are authorized to select their own  alternative(s) for approval or 
denial in the ROD, regardless of the actions of other agencies or the 
designation of preferred alternatives in the Draft or Final EIS.  
 
Comment No. 122-123 
 
The reference to Figure 3.1-1 has been corrected to Figure 3.11-1 in the 
Final EIS. 
 
Comment No. 124-125 
 
The All Corridors segment is correct as shown.  The Caterpillar Test and 
Training facility was added to Figure 2.1-1. 
 
Comment No. 126-127 
 
The limits of the incorporated area of the Town of Sahuarita have been 
expanded on figures throughout the EIS. 
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Comment No. 128-129 
 
The Tubac Presidio State Historic Park and Tumacacori National Historic 
Parks have been added to Figure 2.1-2.  Fire stations are not typically 
environmental or cultural resources or locations of special interest and are 
not included on the maps.  
 
Comment No. 130-131 
 
Fire stations and ranger stations are not typically environmental or cultural 
resources or locations of special interest and are not included on the maps. 
 
Comment No. 132-133 
 
The in-holdings of private land on the Coronado National Forest are shown 
in Figure 1.1-4.  Other maps in the EIS that include the Coronado National 
Forest Tumacacori EMA do not show in-holdings for purposes of 
presenting simplified, user-friendly maps. 
 
Comment No. 134-135 
 
The exact locations of the tensioning and pulling sites and fiber-optic 
splicing sites would depend on the final precise siting of the ROW and 
support structures, which would occur after each agency has issued a ROD, 
as stated in Section 3.1.1 of the Final EIS. This would allow for mitigation 
of potential environmental impacts by resource specialists.  Section 2.2.4 
(Shield Wire and Conductor Stringing) states that stringing and tensioning 
sites and fiber-optic splicing sites would be selected to avoid 
environmentally sensitive resources, in coordination with land owners and 
managers. The description of the number, size, and general selection of 
tensioning and pulling sites presented in the Final EIS is adequate for 
evaluating potential environmental impacts. 
 
Comment No. 136-137 
 
Fiber-optic splicing sites are discussed under Shield Wire and Conductor 
Stringing in Section 2.2.4.  Refer to the response to Magruder Comment 
No. 134-135 regarding the exact siting of the fiber-optic splicing sites. 
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Comment No. 138-139 
 
Refer to the response to MM-8 in the public hearing transcript for Green 
Valley, AZ September 25, 2003, 3 p.m. to 5 p.m. 
 
Comment No. 140-141 
 
The Final EIS have been revised to evaluate the proposed 115-kV 
transmission line between the Gateway and Valencia Substations in 
Nogales, Arizona as part of the proposed project, analyzed under each 
resource area in Chapter 4, Environmental Effects. 
 
Comment No. 142-143 
 
The Central Corridor is correct as shown in all figures in the EIS (see for 
example, Figure 1.1-4), and is correctly described in the referenced text.  
 
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. 
 
Comment No. 144-147 
 
Refer to the response to Magruder Comment No. 134-135. 
 
Comment No. 148-149 
 
Refer to the response to Magruder Comment No. 112-113.  The description 
of the factors used by TEP to evaluate potential transmission line 
alignments was provided by TEP, and remains in the EIS as relevant 
background information.  
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Comment No. 150-151 
 
The suggested features have not been added to the map for purposes of 
presenting simplified, user-friendly maps. The Tumacacori National 
Historic Park has been removed from this map for consistency purposes. 
 
Comment No. 152-154 
 
TEP’s application to DOE on August 17, 2000 for a Presidential Permit 
included three proposed corridors the Western, Central, and Eastern. DOE 
began the NEPA process based on this application. During the preparation 
of the EIS, TEP determined the Eastern Corridor to be unsuitable, and 
subsequently requested that DOE remove the Eastern Corridor from the EIS 
as a viable alternative. TEP’s analysis and consultation with DOE and the 
cooperating agencies on the Eastern Corridor took approximately 2 years, 
concluding with TEP’s July 3, 2002, letter. The reasons cited by TEP in its 
letter requesting removal of the Eastern Corridor from further analysis are 
correctly summarized. 
 
Comment No. 155-161 
 
The reasons cited by TEP in its letter requesting removal of the Eastern 
Corridor from further analysis are correctly summarized. 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). 
  
Comment No. 162-165 
 
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  
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Comment No. 162-165 (continued) 
 
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. 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. 166-167 
 
Section 2.1.4, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further 
Analysis, in the Draft EIS has been renumbered to Section 2.1.5 in the Final 
EIS for logical flow of the alternatives. 
 
Comment No. 168-169 
 
The text is correct as written. 
 
Comment No. 170-172 
 
Sections 3.4.2 and 4.4.2 address Native American concerns. The San Xavier 
District of the Tohono O’odham Reservation is shown on Figure 2.1-1. 
 
Comment No. 173-175 
 
The proposed project would be operated at 500 MW (refer to the response 
to Border Power Plant Working Group, Comment 1). The RODs to be 
issued by each agency would require compliance with all applicable 
regulations, including any requirements of the Town of Sahuarita or Pima 
County Flood Control. 
 
Comment No. 176-177 
 
Environmental effects of the proposed project are described in Chapter 4, 
not Chapter 2 (see Section 4.7 for Water Resources). 
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Comment No. 178-179 
 
The RODs to be issued by each agency would require compliance with all 
applicable regulations. 
 
Comment No. 180-181 
 
As discussed in the EIS, TEP would acquire all necessary permits and 
approvals for construction in a floodplain.  It is premature to attempt to 
provide the level of detail requested by the commentor. 
 
Comment No. 182-184 
 
Refer to Sections 3.11.2 and 4.11.2 regarding waste management impacts. 
TEP’s Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan would prevent, 
control, and minimize impacts from a spill. 
 
 
Comment No. 185-193 
 
The level of detail of information provided in the EIS is adequate to assess 
environmental impacts.  
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Comment No. 194-196 
 
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.    
 
Comment No. 197-199 
 
The level of detail of information provided in the EIS is adequate to assess 
environmental impacts.  
 
Comment No. 200-202 
 
The level of detail of information provided in the EIS is adequate to assess 
environmental impacts. The purpose of the fiber optic system is described 
in Chapter 1, and a description of the facility is provided in Section 2.2.1. 
Maintenance requirements are described in Section 2.2.5. 
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Comment No. 203-208 
 
The types of towers described are those that are included in TEP’s proposal. 
The suggested text changes are not appropriate. 
 
Comment No. 209-212 
 
A description and drawing of the proposed 115-kV structures have been 
added to the Final EIS. The Draft EIS (Section 2.2.3) indicates that the 
variations of the structure types are visually very similar, and thus the 
additional information requested is not necessary. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2.3-282 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

Magruder, Marshall 
Page 36 of 84 
 

 
 

Comment No. 213-215 
 
Refer to the response to MM-2 in the Green Valley, AZ September 25, 
2003, 7 p.m. to 9 p.m. public hearing transcript.  
 
Comment No. 216-218 
 
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). 
 
Comment No. 219-220 
 
The referenced portion of the WECC website has been printed and placed in 
the administrative record for the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 221-223 
 
The level of detail of information provided in the EIS is adequate to assess 
environmental impacts. 
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Comment No. 224-226 
 
The precise locations of the splicing sites have not yet been determined, but 
they would be selected to avoid environmentally sensitive resources. 
 
Comment No. 227-229 
 
The level of detail of information provided in the EIS is adequate to assess 
environmental impacts.  
 
Comment No. 230-231 
 
Each agency will state any required mitigation measures in their respective 
RODs, based on the mitigation measures presented in Section 2.2.6 of the 
EIS, and any additional mitigation measures that the agency deems 
necessary. 
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Comment No. 232-242 
 
The information provided in the sections of the EIS cited by the commentor 
is consistent. The level of detail of information provided in the EIS is 
adequate to assess environmental impacts. 
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Comment No. 243-244 
 
Fiber-optic construction would be a minor part of construction and would 
be accomplished as part of the overall project construction. 
 
Comment No. 245-247 
 
See response to Comments 124-125 above. 
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Comment No. 248-249 
 
“Land managers” has been added after “property owners” to clarify that 
lands may be managed by various entities. 
 
Comment No. 250-252 
 
Proposed access way is a road to access the proposed project. The level of 
detail of information provided in the EIS is adequate to assess 
environmental impacts.  
 
Comment No. 253-254 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 230-231 above. 
 
Comment No. 255-257 
 
The area required both for construction of a monopole and lattice tower are 
given in the sentence cited by the commentor. These estimates of maximum 
disturbance apply for all methods of construction. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2.3-289 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

Magruder, Marshall 
Page 43 of 84 
 

 

Comment No. 258-260 
 
The temporary construction sites and construction laydown area are not 
shown on any of the project maps. However, the EIS does specify the 
approximate location of the temporary laydown area and construction sites. 
These sites would be used prior to and during construction for storing of 
construction materials and equipment.  
 
The start of construction is dependent on several factors, including approval 
by Federal and state agencies, and therefore is not known at this time. 
 
A detailed list of standard mitigation practices to be employed by TEP is 
shown in Table 2.2-2. TEP would implement standard mitigation practices 
in areas cleared or disturbed during construction. The temporary 
construction sites and the laydown area would be allowed to revert back to 
its original state or reseeded/revegetated to prevent the introduction or 
spread of invasive species. Erosion control measures would be implemented 
in accordance with TEP’s Erosion and Sediment Control Plan. 
 
Comment No. 261-263 
 
The temporary construction laydown yard would be sited on previously 
disturbed land and would be used to store construction equipment and 
materials including transmission line towers. The EIS points out that 
helicopters would be used when large cranes could not access tower 
locations by road. For the Western and Central Corridors, existing, 
improved, and new access roads would be used to bring poles to structure 
sites. TEP intends to use helicopters only for stringing conductors on the 
Western and Central Corridors.  However, for the Crossover Corridor 
Alternative, helicopters would be used to transport 20 to 25 structures to the 
Peck Canyon portion of the Crossover Corridor due to the terrain in this 
area of the site.  

2.3-290 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

Magruder, Marshall 
Page 44 of 84 
 

 
 

Comment No. 264-266 
 
Since a preferred alternative has not been agreed upon, the discussion on 
foundation types is general because a geotechnical investigation for the 
preferred alternative has not been conducted. The scope of the geology and 
soils section of the EIS is limited to general information about the geology, 
soils, and geological features in the project area and vicinity. To determine 
the depth to bedrock and the soil types at each proposed pole location, site-
specific geotechnical investigations must be conducted at each proposed 
pole location. These investigations will be conducted once the Presidential 
Permit is approved and a preferred alternative is agreed upon. 
 
Comment No. 267-269 
 
The depth would depend on local geologic conditions. 
 
Comment No. 270-271 
 
Several cranes would be used at the site during construction. These cranes 
include the side boom crane, the all terrain crane, rough crane, rough terrain 
crane, and the truck mounted crane. Cranes would be transported to the site 
on large flat-bed trucks. 
 
Comment No. 272-274 
 
Details on monopole types to be used and pole locations are not provided in 
the EIS.  If an action alternative is selected for implementation, these 
decisions would be made after the RODs from each Federal agency, during 
the design phase of the project. 
 
Comment No. 275-276 
 
The text is correct as written. 
 
Comment No. 277-279 
 
As stated in the discussion of Structure Assembly/Erection in Section 2.2.4, 
lattice towers would be used in locations such as road crossing because their 
use would allow for a greater distance between tower locations. TEP’s
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Comment No. 277-279 (continued) 
 
rationale for using lattice towers is to reduce the impact to the environment 
by not constructing new access roads and by increasing the distance 
between towers. 
 
Comment No. 280-281 
 
See the response to Comment 272-274 above. The citation TEP 2003 
references documents used in EIS preparation and not ACC Decision No. 
64356. ACC Decision No. 64356 has been referenced as ACC 2002 in 
Chapter 2 and in Chapter 11, References.  That Decision is also now in 
Appendix J. 
 
Comment No. 282-284 
 
Details on wire-handling sites are not provided in the EIS. Once a preferred 
alternative is agreed upon, the location of these sites would be designated in 
the design phase of the project. 
 
Comment No. 285-290 
 
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 has initiated consultation with FAA regarding potential 
impacts of the proposed transmission line on flight operations.  FAA has 
indicated that the proposed project would not affect air traffic due to 
location and height of the transmission line structures (see letter in 
Appendix A). 
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Comment No. 291-292 
 
Reference to the Pima County Sahuarita Landfill in Section 2.2.4, ROW 
Cleanup and Restoration, was stated as an example.   
 
Comment No. 293-294 
 
The commentor’s recommendation, “meeting the requirements of native 
plant ordinances in Santa Cruz and Pima Counties,” has been be added to 
the ROW Cleanup and Restoration section in Section 2.2.4 of the Final EIS. 
 
Comment No. 295-299 
 
In cases where there is a conflict between various safety standards, the 
strictest/most conservative safety standard would be adhered to. Evaluation 
of legal liability is outside the scope of the EIS. 
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Comment No. 300-302 
 
The level of detail requested by the commentor is not appropriate in an EIS.  
Chapter 1 provides a discussion of TEP’s efforts to link the Mexican and 
U.S. electric systems.   
 
Comment No. 303-304 
 
The level of detail requested by the commentor is generally not provided in 
an EIS.  
 
Comment No. 305-306 
 
In Section 2.2.5, a general statement is made about the potential sources that 
sometimes damage transmission lines. As written, the statement does not 
imply that transmission lines associated with this project will be damaged 
by floods, rather, there is the potential for damage.  A floodplain analysis is 
provided in Appendix C.   
 
Comment No. 307-309 
 
The information requested by the commentor is not appropriate for this EIS. 
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Comment No. 310-312 
 
Condition Number 16 in ACC Decision No. 64356 requires TEP comply 
with “recommendations, mitigation measures, and actions to reduce or 
prevent environmental impact included in the EIS.” TEP management will 
be responsible for providing oversight of contractors and ensuring that 
mitigation measures are implemented and adhered to. Section 2.2.6 
provides a list of other sources (e.g., agreements, permits) that may include 
mitigation measures.  
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Comment No. 313-314 
 
The mitigation measures in Table 2.2-2 are proposed measures under the 
Proposed Action. The Federal agencies will describe specific mitigation 
commitments in their RODs. The RODs will explain how mitigation 
measures will be planned and implemented, will be as complete as possible 
based on available information, and will be subject to revision as more 
specific and detailed information becomes available. The RODs will be 
available for public review and copies will be available upon request. 
 
Comment No. 315-317 
 
Due to changes likely to be made during the NEPA process, final 
designation for the pole construction, staging, laydown and access areas 
will occur during the design phase of the project. These areas are described 
in Section 2.2.4.  
 
Comment No. 318-320 
 
Repairs would depend on agreements with the parties involved. 
 
Comment No. 321-323 
 
CEQ and DOE NEPA-implementing regulations require compliance with 
all applicable regulations.  
 
Comment No. 324-326 
 
Refer to Section 4.3 regarding consultation with USFWS. 
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Comment No. 327-328 
 
In Table 2.2-2, mitigation measure 21 does address fire safety as stated by 
the commentor. Table 2.2-2 provides a list of all proposed mitigation 
measures that are likely to be implemented under the Proposed Action. A 
more detailed discussion on fire safety and mitigation can be found in 
Section 4.10, Human Health and Environment. Firefighters and TEP 
personnel would comply with the mitigation and safety measures in Forest 
Service Fireline Handbook (NWCG Handbook 3, PMS 410-1, NFES 0065) 
and the Forest Service Health and Safety Code Handbook (FSH 6709.1). 
 
Comment No. 329-330 
 
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, and Table 2.2-2 describes the mitigation 
measures to be employed in accordance with applicable requirements. 
 
Comment No. 331-333 
 
The Identification of Environmental Issues section of the Notice of Intent To 
Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement and to Conduct Public 
Scoping Meetings and Notice of Floodplain and Wetlands Improvement; 
Tucson Electric Power Company provided a preliminary list of issues that 
would be analyzed in the Draft EIS.  Section 2.3 presents a list of the 
resource areas evaluated. The issues identified in the NOI are discussed in 
the appropriate resource area. 
 
Comment No. 334-335 
 
Alternative power supply means does not meet TEP’s proposal and are thus 
not evaluated in this EIS (refer to Section 2.1.5 of the EIS). 
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Comment No. 336-337 
 
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. 
 
Comment No 338-339 
 
ACC Comment 3 emphasized that 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. 340-341 
 
One of the alternatives route for the proposed 115-kV transmission line was 
eliminated from further analysis due to land use of the area.  Discussion on 
the 115-kV line has been added to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. 
 
Comment No. 342-344 
 
The NEPA process does not end with the preparation of the Draft EIS. 
Rather, it is an ongoing process with formal and informal consultations until 
the project is completed.  Presentation of tower, ROWs, and facility 
locations in the Draft EIS are preliminary and subject to change with the 
findings of the biological and cultural investigations. If an action alternative 
is selected, the Federal agencies will follow a Programmatic Agreement 
with the Arizona State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), interested 
tribes, and TEP guiding the treatment of cultural resources.  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  
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 Comment No. 342-344 (continued) 
 
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. 345-346 
 
As stated in the Draft EIS “the possibility of deleterious health effects…has 
increased public concern.” The suggestion made by the commentor is 
similar to and conveys the same idea as presented in the Draft EIS.  
 
Comment No. 347-348 
 
Section 3.10, Human Health and Environment, includes a discussion on 
electric and magnetic fields. While corona effects mainly cause 
interference, audible noise, and produce visible light, because these effects 
are due to the electric field effects, they are discussed in Section 3.10. 
 
Comment No. 349-350 
 
The text is correct as written. 
 
Comment No. 351-352 
 
Section 3.10.1 of the EIS mentioned by the commentor provides a 
comparison of the EMF level of some common household appliances at 3 ft 
and EMF level from existing transmission lines at the edge of the ROW. 
The EMF from the common household appliances and the existing 
transmission lines were modeled at a reasonable distance that the public 
would be exposed to the EMF. 
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Comment No. 353-355 
 
The reference for the data for Table 3.10-1, EMF Level of Some Common 
Household Appliances, in the EIS was from a study done in 2003, and not 
September 1985 as stated by the commentor.   
 
The comparison with the household appliance EMF was used for exposure 
to EMF from the transmission line because exposure to EMF from the 
transmission line would not be continuous, as there are no houses located in 
the vicinity of the proposed corridors that would be exposed to continuous 
EMF from the transmission line. Therefore, like exposures the household 
appliance EMF, exposure to EMF from the transmission line would be 
short-term. 
 
Comment No. 356-362 
 
The referenced paragraph states that no Federal regulations have been 
established specifying environmental limits on the strengths of fields from 
powerlines. The level of detail of information currently provided in the EIS 
is adequate to assess environmental impacts. 
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Comment No. 356-362 (continued) 
 
The referenced paragraph states that no Federal regulations have been 
established specifying environmental limits on the strengths of fields from 
power lines. The level of detail of information currently provided in the EIS 
is adequate to assess environmental impacts. 
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Comment No. 363-365 
 
Section 3.13 describes the affected environment as it pertains to 
environmental justice issues. The information and data presented in this 
section provide a baseline description of environmental justice issues 
against which the various alternatives could be evaluated to determine 
potential negative or positive effect on minority populations and low- 
income populations on or near the proposed transmission line corridors. The 
impacts associated with the proposed project are discussed in Chapter 4. 
 
Comment No. 366-367 
 
The purpose of Figure 3-13.3 is to show the unlabeled block groups in 
Figures 3.13-1 and 3.13-2. 
 
Comment No. 368-369 
 
Figures 3.13-1 and 3.13-2 shows the minority and low-income census block 
groups on near the three proposed corridor alternatives. Table 3.13-1 
presents numerical information by race and poverty level for the census 
blocks on or near the corridors and indicates whether each block is 
intersected by any of the proposed corridors. While the substation abuts the 
far southeastern edge of census block group 9409901 (San Xavier District 
[Tohono O’odham Reservation]), the corridors do not intersect this census 
block. 
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Comment No. 370-371 
 
The summation totals requested by the commentor are already provided in 
the table by Block Group ID. For example, Block Group ID 9960001 has a 
total population of 858, of which 748 are non-Hispanic and 110 are 
Hispanic. There are 42 (5 percent) persons living below the poverty level 
and 13 percent of the population is Hispanic in that Block Group ID.  
 
Comment No. 372-373 
 
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. The detailed engineering and design of 
the proposed project would be completed after the final siting of the 
corridor. For this reason, the Final EIS cannot speculate on the numbers of 
each type of structure. 
 
Comment No. 374-375 
 
Table 4.1-1 shows the amount of acreage that would be disturbed from the 
installation of the transmission line structure (i.e., lattice towers and 
monopoles). Table 4.12-1 shows the amount of currently undisturbed 
acreage that would be disturbed with the construction of access roads, use 
of construction laydown areas, and the installation of transmission line 
structures by corridor alternatives. 
 
Comment No. 376-378 
 
In Figure 4.2-3 of the EIS, the map of the Western Corridor is shaded to 
indicate visibility from travelway. As the Western Corridor crosses I-19 and 
continues southwest, residents, travelers, and recreationalists would have 
views of the proposed project in the foreground and middleground, with 
views from many areas in lower terrain obscured by the hills and main 
tailings piles in the area.     
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Comment No. 376-378 (continued) 
 
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.   
 
Comment No. 379-380 
 
Any decrease in property values from the proposed transmission lines 
would be perception-based impact.  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. 
 
Comment No. 381-383 
 
As indicated in the EIS, Section 4.6.2, specific BMPs would be defined 
once coordination between TEP, USFS, and ADEQ has been completed, 
prior to implementation of the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 384-385 
Explosive blasting sites were not provided in the EIS because the areas 
requiring blasting along the corridor would not be known until the preferred 
alternative is selected and a detailed geotechnical investigation is 
conducted. 
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Comment No. 387-389 
 
Details on tower locations where workers or equipment will be inserted by 
helicopter or sky crane are not provided in the EIS because these decisions 
will be made during the design phase of the project, if TEP receives the 
Presidential Permit from DOE, and other required approvals from Federal, 
state, and local authorities. 
 
Comment No. 390-392 
 
Each agency will state any required mitigation measures in their respective 
RODs, based on the mitigation measures presented in Section 2.2.6 of the 
EIS, and any additional mitigation measures that the agency deems 
necessary.  
 
Comment No. 393-395 
 
The noise levels reported for Temporary Threshold Shift and Noise-Induced 
Permanent Threshold shift are examples taken from Canter 1977.  
 
Each agency will state any required mitigation measures in their respective 
RODs, based on the mitigation measures presented in Section 2.2.6 of the 
EIS, and any additional mitigation measures that the agency deems 
necessary. 
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Comment No. 396 (Note that the following comments were not numbered 
consecutively by the commentor, and the number that the commentor 
assigned to each comment is provided in parentheses, which, in this case, is 
370) 
 
In Section 4.10.1, subsection Field Perception and Neurobehavioral 
Responses, ICNIRP 2003 should reference the following sentence, “The 
International  Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection 
Guidelines recommend that short-term exposures be limited to 4.2 kV/m for 
the general public.” 
 
Comment No. 397 (371 in document) 
 
The date specified in Field Perception and Neurological Response in 
Section 4.10.1 for the issuance of the Amended Certificate of 
Environmental Compatibility will be changed from October 29, 2001 to 
January 15, 2002. 
 
Comment No. 398-400 (372-374 in document) 
 
The text is correct as written. 
 
Comment No. 401-404 (375-378 in document) 
 
The ACC Order 64356 does not specify that helicopters should be used. 
Condition 11 (d) requires TEP to use the minimization of detrimental 
impact on the environment as the deciding factor when making specific 
easement routing decisions for construction of the transmission lines. TEP 
fully intends to abide by the conditions set forth in the ACC order and as 
such would use helicopters and lattice towers whenever necessary to 
minimize impact on the environment. The reference TEP 2003 in Section 
4.12.1 refers to data provided by TEP regarding the use of helicopters on 
the Western Corridor.  
 
Comment No.  405-406 (379-380 in document) 
 
The VERITAS project has been remanded, but has not been cancelled. 
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Comment No. 407-409 (381-383 in document) 
 
Impacts to minority health, environment, social, and economic are the same 
as the impacts discussed in Chapter 4 for the general population. Neither 
DOE nor its cooperating agencies are aware of any special circumstance 
(e.g., unique exposure pathways, food gathering practices, etc.) that would 
result in disproportionate impacts to minority populations or low-income 
populations as a result of the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 410-411 (384-385 in document) 
 
Best Management Practices to address erosion control would vary 
depending on site-specific conditions. As indicated in the EIS, Section 
4.6.2, specific BMP would be defined once coordination has been 
completed, prior to implementation of the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 413-414 (386-387 in document) 
 
Refer to the response to the DeConcini McDonald Yetwin & Lacy, P.C., 
Comment 7 on why the Federal agencies have not attempted to assess 
potential impacts to property values from the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 415-416 (388-390 in document) 
 
Table 9-1 is not intended to be an exhaustive list of every approval that TEP 
may or may not need, but is intended to cover the primary potential 
approvals and permits.  In addition, it is not clear that TEP would require 
helicopter flights in the Fuzzy MOA. Should helicopters be required, TEP 
would obtain all necessary permits and approvals. 
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Comment No. 417-418 (391-393 in document) 
 
A Floodplains and Wetlands Assessment, per Title 10, Code of Federal 
Regulations, Part 1022, Compliance with Floodplain/Wetlands 
Environmental Review Requirements has been conducted for the proposed 
project and is included in Appendix C of the EIS. 
 
Comment No. 419-420 (394-395 in document) 
 
Prior to any construction of the proposed project, TEP would acquire all 
necessary permits from USAF.   
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Comment No. 421-422 (396-397 in document) 
 
As stated in Table 2.2-2, TEP Mitigation Practices Included in the Proposed 
Action, towers and/or ground wire would be marked with highly visible 
devices, such as colored balls or lights, if required by governmental 
agencies.  It is currently anticipated that no visual markers such as colored 
balls or lights would be required for the proposed project. Consultations 
with the agencies regarding required visual markers for each corridor are 
ongoing. 
 
Comment No. 423-424 (398-399 in document) 
 
See the response to Comment 48-49 above. 
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Comment No. 425-426 (400-401 in document) 
 
All Federal regulations cited in the TEP EIS are publicly available at 
http//www.gpoaccess.gov/cfr/index.html and are not listed in Chapter 11, 
References, of the EIS. 
 
Comment No. 427-428 (402-403 in document) 
 
The Executive Order 10854 mentioned by the commentor was not added to 
Chapter 11, References because it was not used in the EIS. 
 
Comment No. 429-430 (404-405 in document) 
 
The date for reference NIEHS 1999 will be changed from June 1999 to May 
1999. 
 
Comment 431-432 (406-407 in document) 
 
A hardcopy of the document referenced WECC 2003 in Chapter 11 has 
been made available in the administrative record. 
 
Comment No. 433-434 (408-409 in document) 
 
A reference to the acronym RAPID (Research and Public Information 
Dissemination Program) could not be found in Appendix B. It will not be 
added to the acronym list. 
 
Comment No. 435-437 (410-412 in document) 
 
See Table 10-2, Summary of Consultations. 
 
Comment No. 438-439 (413-414 in document) 
 
The letter is correct as written, and the response is indicated in Table 10-2. 
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Comment No. 440-442 (415-417 in document) 
 
The NIEHS conclusion presented in the Draft EIS is consistent with the 
other independent studies presented in Appendix B.  The NIEHS study 
mentioned in Appendix B of the Final EIS has not been added because the 
applicable portion is publicly available as part of the administrative record 
of the EIS. 
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Comment No. 443-445 (418-420 in document) 
 
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 included in Appendix C), DOE fulfilled 
the requirements of its regulations for “Compliance with 
Floodplain/Wetlands Environmental Review Requirements” (10 CFR Part 
1022).   
 
As discussed in Section 1.6.6, an EIS does not contain the final decisions by 
the agencies.  An EIS is not meant to be the document in which an agency 
presents its final decision.  Rather, it is intended to be a tool that informs 
Federal decision makers of the environmental consequences of choosing 
among the alternatives available to them.  However, in the Final EIS, the 
agencies’ preferred alternative is presented.  Each agency’s final decision is 
set forth in a separate ROD, or a letter of concurrence in the case of 
USIBWC.   
 
If an action alternative is selected and final siting of the proposed project 
has been determined, a Final Floodplain/Wetlands Assessment would be 
conducted.  General impact avoidance on the floodplain and wetlands is 
discussed in Appendix C.3 of the Final EIS. 
 
Comment No. 446-448 (421-423 in document) 
 
The final siting and engineering of the transmission line has not yet been 
completed and alternatives that specifically address floodplain/wetland 
impacts have not yet been developed.  A Final Floodplain/Wetlands 
Assessment would be conducted once the final siting of the transmission 
line has been determined and if the Federal agencies determine that there is 
no alternative to implementing the proposed project in a floodplain, a brief 
statement of finding would be prepared (see Appendix C of the Final EIS).   
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Comment No. 446-448 (425-423 in document ) (continued) 
 
Regarding permits or review requirements under Section 401 and 404 of the 
Clean Water Act, refer to Green Valley Public Meeting (September 25, 
2003, 3-5 pm), Comment 60. 
 
Comment No. 449-451 (424-426 in document) 
 
Sections 3.7, 4.7, and Appendix C of the Final EIS has been modified to 
include the 500-year floodplain of the South Substation. 
 
Comment No. 452-453 (427-428 in document) 
 
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 Transcript 1, Comment MM-4).   
 
Regarding topographic map for the floodplain assessment, refer to Green 
Valley Public Meeting (September 25, 2003, 3-5 p.m.), Comment 63. 
 
Comment No. 454-456 (429-431 in document) 
 
Figure 2 of Appendix C of the Final EIS has been modified to show the 
100-ft expansion to the South Substation.  
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Comment No. 457-458 (432-433 in document) 
 
Refer to Comment 40-41 above for discussion on Leg 9 of the Central 
Corridor. 
 
Comment No. 459-460 (434-435 in document) 
 
The 115-kV transmission line from Gateway Substation to the Valencia 
Substation has been added to figures throughout the Final EIS.  Due to 
security issues, equipment layout is not shown in the Final EIS. 
 
Comment No. 461-462 (436-437 in document) 
 
A floodplain analysis for the existing Valencia Substation is beyond the 
scope of the Federal actions.     
 
Comment No. 463-465 (438-440 in document) 
 
The level and methods of analysis conducted are appropriate. 
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Comment No. 466-467 (441-442 in document) 
 
Regarding impacts to the local Molybdenum Processing Plant from 
potential South Substation flooding, refer to Green Valley Public Comment 
(September 25, 2003, 3-5 p.m.) Comment 64. 
 
Comment No. 468-469 (442 [second]-444 in document) 
 
Regarding liability from flooding at the South Substation, refer to Green 
Valley Public Comment (September 25, 2003, 3-5 p.m.) Comment 60. 
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Comment No. 470-472 (445-447 in document) 
 
Regarding permits or review requirements under Sections 401 and 404 of 
the Clean Water Act, refer to Green Valley Public Comment (September 25, 
2003, 3-5 p.m.) Comment 59. 
 
Comment No. 473-475 (448-450 in document) 
 
The BAs were prepared by a professional biologist, under contract with 
TEP, and the Federal agencies always review and evaluate the merits of the 
information before relying upon it in an environmental analysis. 
 
Comment No. 476-478 (451-453 in document) 
 
Refer to Section 4.3 regarding consultation with USFWS and preparation of 
the BO. 
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Comment No. 479-494 (454-469 in document) 
 
The text and level of detail provided is appropriate as written. 
 
Comment No. 495-497 (470-472 in document) 
 
The Roads Analysis is available as a reference as part of the administrative 
record. 
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Comment No. 498-499 (473-474 in document) 
 
Protocol surveys would be conducted as appropriate following the Record 
of Decision. 
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500 

501 

502 

503 

504 

 
 

Comment No.500 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s statement that the EIS process 
was initiated by the Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact 
Statement. 
 
Comment No. 501 
 
While each circuit is thermally capable of transmitting 1,000 MW, the 
double circuit system has been designed and would be operated to transmit 
500 MW total, for operational and reliability considerations. It is not 
anticipated that the double circuit system would be operated above 500 MW 
and the environmental impacts of operating at 500 MW is analyzed. 
 
Comment No. 502 
The impact from the Mexican portion of the proposed transmission line is 
analyzed to the extent that it is reasonably foreseeable.  Air resources have 
far-reaching effect and impact to United States from emissions that could be 
generated in Mexico from the construction of Mexico’s connection portion 
of the transmission line is analyzed in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS.  The 
potential impact from the proposed project in Mexico is not analyzed in the 
EIS.   
 
Comment No. 503 
 
A new power plant or local (distributed) generation 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). 
 
Mexican recession impacts on Sonora and Santa Cruz County are outside 
the scope of this EIS.  The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to 
decide how it believes energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders. 
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504 
cont. 

505 

506 

507 

508 

509 

 

Comment No. 504 
 
The public comments from scoping meetings are categorized either as 
issues within the scope of the EIS or issues out of the scope of the EIS (see 
Section 1.6.2 of the Final EIS) and the scoping meeting issues are also 
addressed in the EIS. 
 
Comment No. 505 
 
Sections 3.7, 4.7, and Appendix C of the Final EIS has been modified to 
include analysis of the 500-year floodplain for the South Substation.  
 
Comment No. 506 
 
As discussed in Chapters 9 and 10 of the Final EIS, consultation with those 
Federal and state agencies that TEP would need to act in issuing permits or 
approvals for the proposed project have been initiated.    
 
Comment No. 507 
 
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. 508 
 
Section 1.2.2, DOE Purpose and Need, of the Final EIS discusses the 
purpose and need for DOE action.  In determining whether a proposed 
action is in the public interest, DOE considers the impact of the proposed 
project on the environment and on the reliability of the U.S. electric power 
supply system. 
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509 
cont. 

510 

511 

512 

513 

 
 

Comment No. 509 
 
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. 510 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s statement that the Draft EIS 
complied with the 10 CFR 205.320-205.329. 
 
Comment No. 511 
 
Regarding permitting requirements from Federal and state agencies, refer to 
response to Comment 481 above. 
 
Comment No. 512 
 
The contents of the TEP’s Presidential Permit application are not being 
evaluated in this EIS.   
 
Comment No. 513 
 
Regarding potential impacts to Mexico from the proposed project, refer to 
the response to Comment 502 above.  For discussion on locating South 
Substation in a 100-year floodplain, refer to response to Magruder, 
Comment 508 above. 
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513 
cont. 

514 

515 

516 

517 

518 

 
 

Comment No. 514 
 
The exact locations of the facilities associated with the proposed 
transmission line would depend on the final precise siting of the ROW and 
support structures, which would occur after each agency has issued a ROD.  
This would allow for mitigation of potential environmental impacts by 
resource specialists.   
 
Comment No. 515-516 
 
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.  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 
(refer also to the response the Center for Biological Diversity, Comment 2).  
 
Comment No. 517 
 
As discussed in Section 2.1 of the Final EIS, TEP defined a 0.25-mi  
(0.4-km) wide study corridor for each alternative, within which the 125-ft 
(38-m) transmission line ROW would be sited.  The precise siting of the 
transmission line ROW within the selected corridor would be based on 
further engineering evaluation and mitigation of potential impacts, 
following the issuance of ROD by the lead and cooperating agencies.   
 
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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Comment No. 518 
 
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. 519 
 
Refer to Magruder Comments 40-41 above, concerning discussion on Leg 9 
of the Central Corridor. 
 
Comment No. 520 
 
On July 3, 2002, TEP wrote a letter to DOE requesting that the Eastern 
Corridor alternative be removed from further analysis in the EIS for reasons 
stated in Section 2.1.4 of the Final EIS.  TEP’s decision not to pursue the 
Eastern Corridor renders it infeasible, and DOE, in consultation with the 
cooperating agencies, has removed this alternative from further 
consideration in the EIS.  Where a proposed project is advanced by a non-
Federal applicant, such as TEP, seeking a permit for a project, an agency 
ordinarily need not redefine the applicant’s proposal or select alternatives 
that change the applicant’s goals.  Because TEP has asserted that it does not 
want to pursue a given alterative route, the Federal agencies will not decide  
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Comment No. 520 (continued)  
 
otherwise, and it would be a waste of time and resources to evaluate an 
alternative that the applicant reject. 
 
Comment No. 521-522 
 
Sections 3.7, 4.7, and Appendix C of the Final EIS has been modified to 
include a 500-year floodplain analysis of the South Substation. 
 
Comment No. 523 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s concern about inaccuracies, 
incompleteness and errors in the Draft EIS. 
 
Comment No. 524-526 
 
The proposed PNM transmission line project is no longer reasonably 
foreseeable, as explained in Chapter 5 of the Final EIS.   
 
Comment No. 527 
 
For discussion on issues raised during the public scoping meeting, refer to 
the response to Comment 479. 
 
Comment No. 528 
 
See Section 1.1.1, The Proposed Action, on a connecting transmission line 
in Mexico. 
 
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  
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Comment No. 528 (continued) 
 
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. 
 
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). Section 5.3, Cumulative Impact Analysis, has been revised in the 
Final EIS to more completely assess cumulative impacts. Also, 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. 
 
Comment No. 529-530 
 
Socioeconomic impacts from the constructing the proposed project are 
analyzed in Section 4.5.1 of the EIS, including discussions on landowners 
affected by TEP acquiring easements for the transmission line ROW and 
access roads; negative visual impacts on private property; compensation to 
landowners for acquiring easement on existing access road.  The ROW 
easement developed with proposed project would have limited land use.   
 
Comment No. 531 
 
The Federal agencies have initiated formal consultation under Section  
7 (a)(2) of the ESA with the USFWS (see Section 4.3).   
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Comment No. 532 
 
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 included in Appendix C), DOE fulfilled 
the requirements of its regulations for “Compliance with 
Floodplain/Wetlands Environmental Review Requirements” (10 CFR Part 
1022).   
 
Sections 3.7, 4.7, and Appendix C of the Final EIS has been modified to 
include an analysis of the 500-year floodplain for South Substation. 
 
Comment No. 533 
 
This EIS does not assess whether TEP meets the ACC’s requirements. 
 
Comment No. 534 
 
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 El 
Paso Natural Gas (EPNG) pipeline ROW, in compliance with the Amended 
Certificate of Environmental Compatibility issued to TEP on October 29, 
2001, by ACC (see Section 4.10).  As shown in Table 10-2 of the Final EIS, 
DOE consulted with EPNG regarding safety requirements, and EPNG 
concurred that the ACC’s requirement is adequate.  
 
Comment No. 535 
 
Chapters 3 and 4 of the EIS analyze the affected environment and potential 
impacts to air, soil and water resources from the proposed project.   
 
Section 5.2.1, Other Energy and Transmission Line Projects in Southern 
Arizona, has been revised in the Final EIS to include the available 
information on a transmission line that would connect to TEP’s proposed 
project at the U.S.-Mexico border. Section 1.1.1, The Proposed Action, of  
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Comment No. 535 (continued) 
 
the Final EIS has been revised to clarify that TEP’s proposed project is 
limited to activities within the United States, and the analysis in this EIS is 
limited to environmental impacts within the United States. 
  
Impacts to United States from emissions that may be generated in Mexico 
from the construction of Mexico’s connecting portion of the transmission 
line were analyzed using conservative assumptions due to lack of available 
information on project design and construction in Mexico.   
 
Comment No. 536  
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 of the EIS present analyses of the affected environment 
and potential impacts to the visual resources from the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 537 
 
Sections 3.13 and 4.13 of the EIS discuss the affected environment and 
potential impacts to environmental justice groups.  Based on the analyses 
presented in Section 4.13.1 of the EIS, the Federal agencies conclude that  
no disproportionately high and adverse impacts would be expected for 
minority or low-income populations. 
 
Comment No. 538 
 
Section 2.1 Alternatives, 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  
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range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
Comment No. 539 
 
As the EIS analyzes potential environmental impacts to United States from 
the proposed project, potential impacts to Mexico is outside the scope of the 
EIS.  Impact to United States from emissions that could be generated in 
Mexico is included as appropriate in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS.   
 
The Federal agencies are not aware of any specific information available on 
power plants that may be built in Mexico, and was not provided any such 
specific information during the Draft EIS public comment period.  Chapter 
5 presents the most current information available regarding the construction 
of power plants in the vicinity of Nogales, Mexico.   
 
Comment No. 540 
 
ACC Comment 3 emphasized that 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. 541 
 
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.  (Reference 
to first place the response appears). 
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Comment No. 542 
 
As part of the NEPA process, the Federal agencies have initiated 
consultations with those state agencies that would need to act in issuing 
permits or approvals for the proposed project, including ACC, and ADEQ 
(see Chapter 9 of the EIS). 
 
Comment No. 543 
 
In order to include all necessary analyses needed for the Draft EIS, the 
scheduled release date of the Draft EIS stated in the Notice of Intent in the 
Federal Register was not met. 
 
Comment No. 544 
 
Copies of the Draft EIS, the Draft EIS Summary, and the references were 
placed in the four public libraries and available for public review.  The 
Draft EIS was placed in these public libraries in order to allow the 
maximum number of people that would be potentially affected by the 
proposed project along the proposed transmission line corridors. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
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. 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. 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 special status species in 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. 
 
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….” 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Alternative and renewable power supply methods do not meet TEP’s 
proposal and are thus not evaluated in this EIS (refer to 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 (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the No Action 
Alternative.   
 
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 Sycamore and Peck Canyons and the 
Atascosa Mountains. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Potential economic benefit to TEP from the proposed project is outside the 
scope of the EIS.  
 
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 3.4 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the 
proposed project. 
 
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. 2 
 
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. 
 
 

2.3-362 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

Millinovitch, Maggie 
Page 2 of 2 
 
 

4 

 
 

Comment No. 3 
 
Any authorization issued to implement the proposed project on the 
Coronado National Forest would contain terms and conditions related to 
monitoring, as appropriate. 
 
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. 
 
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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Comment No. 1 
 
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. 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 
 
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 (refer also to the response the 
Center for Biological Diversity, Comment 2, regarding existing connections 
between the electric grids of the United States and Mexico). 
 
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. Refer to the response to Sky 
Island Alliance, Comment 14, for further discussion of power plant 
construction in Mexico. 
 
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. 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. 
 
As discussed in section 2.1.5, a new local power plant does not eliminate 
the need for the proposed second transmission line. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
Sections 3.3.3 and 4.3.3 discuss the affected environment and analyze 
potential impacts to endangered species, including potential impacts to 
jaguar.   
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 of the EIS present analysis of the potential existing 
environment and potential visual impacts from the proposed project.   
 
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. Refer also to the 
response to Sky Island Alliance, Comment 14. 
 
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. 
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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. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 4 in the previous submittal from Dorothy 
Montgomery. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 1 in the previous submittal from Dorothy 
Montgomery. 
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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….” The Federal agencies have prepared 
this EIS to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of TEP’s proposed 
project. Each Federal agency’s purpose and need for action is explained in 
Section 1.2.2, Federal Agencies’ Purpose and Need Statements.  
 
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 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….”  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. 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. 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 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. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
A portion of each of the action alternatives follows or crosses an existing 
natural gas pipeline (see Table 2.3-1, Summary Comparison of Potential 
Environmental Effects of Alternatives) that is within a utility corridor and 
has some access roads and other associated ground disturbance. 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 Final EIS).  
 
Comment No. 3 
 
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 wildlife habitat. 
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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. 
 
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 Coronado National 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 3.1.2 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 
 
An explanation of Forest Plan Amendments has been added (see Appendix 
H).  
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Comment No. 4 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 present a description of the existing land uses and 
analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 discusses the existing recreational opportunities 
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, including 
potential impacts to threatened and endangered species. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the No Action 
Alternative. 
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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 visual resources for each alternative, including 
changes in Scenic Integrity. 
 
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 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. 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.  
 
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. 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.  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 
 
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….” 
 
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. Refer to the response to Sky 
Island Alliance, Comment 14, for further discussion of power plant 
construction in Mexico. 
 
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 
 
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. The maximum EMF levels 
listed in Table 4.10-2 were calculated correctly based on operation of the 
proposed 345-kV transmission line at the 500-MW level. 
 

2.3-376 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

Ortiz, Maria and Carl 
Page 2 of 2 

 

3 

 
 

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.  Therefore, the alternative of 
a new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS.  
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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. Section 4.4.1.1 (Archaeological and Historical Sites, Western 
Corridor) specifically addresses impacts to the Atascosa lookout tower. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
TEP reached an agreement with Citizens to provide up to 100 MW of 
transmission capacity from Tucson to Nogales, Arizona, and TEP 
anticipates using the remaining 400 MW of capability for transport of 
energy between the United States and Mexico (see Section 1.5, TEP’s 
Proposed Project Capacity and Usage, of the Final EIS). 
 
Chapter 3 describes the affected environment of the area and Chapter 4 
evaluates the potential impacts of the proposed project, including potential 
impacts on the Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National Forest. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opinion that USFS should not 
to amend their Land and Resource Management Plan to allow the proposed 
project. 
 
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. 
Unnecessary project roads would be closed following construction (see 
Section 4.12, Transportation). The area of disturbance on the Coronado 
National Forest would vary for each corridor (see Table 4.12-1, Temporary 
and Permanent Area Disturbed on the Coronado National Forest by the 
Proposed Project). 
 
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 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. 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present analyses of the existing visual resources, and 
potential impacts to these visual resources for each alternative. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
vegetation and wildlife (see Section 4.3.2). 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
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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Comment No. 4 
 
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 
Comment No. 5 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s requests that any special use 
permits for the Western and Crossover Corridors be denied. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the Western and 
Crossover Corridors.   
 
Comment No. 2 
 
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 
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 present a description of the existing recreational 
opportunities, including hiking and birding, and analyze the potential 
impacts to these resources from the proposed project. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present description of the existing biological resources 
and analyze the potential impacts to these resources. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 2 in the previous submittal from Ronald 
A. Pelech. 
 
Section 3.1, Land Use, discusses the affected environment of the Pajarita 
Wilderness, which encompasses the Goodding Research Natural Area and 
part of Sycamore Canyon. The structure locations, construction areas, and 
proposed access roads for all three corridors would not enter into the 
Pajarita Wilderness. Potential impacts to these resources are addressed in 
the resource sections of Chapter 4, Environmental Effects.  
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 3 in the previous submittal from Ronald 
A. Pelech. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 4 in the previous submittal from Ronald 
A. Pelech. 
 
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 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
project. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
 Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
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 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). 
 
TEP reached agreement with Citizens to provide up to 100 MW of 
transmission capacity from Tucson to Nogales, Arizona (part of Santa Cruz 
County), and TEP anticipates using the remaining 400 MW of capability for 
transport of energy between the United States and Mexico (see Section 1.5, 
TEP’s Proposed Project Capacity and Usage, of the Final EIS). 
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Comment No. 4 
 
Direct and indirect effects of the proposed project, including impacts to 
wildlife (see Section 4.3.2), are evaluated in Chapter 4, Environmental 
Effects, for each resource area. Cumulative effects of the proposed project 
combined with other reasonably foreseeable past, present, and future actions 
are evaluated in Chapter 5.  
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Comment No. 1 
 
Chapters 3 and 4 provide analyses on the affected environment and 
potential impacts to the environment from the proposed project and 
associated roads, including evaluation of visual resources (Sections 3.2 and 
4.2) and other resources in the Tumacacori Highlands. 
 
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 
 
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 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). 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the Western and 
Crossover Corridors and urges the denial of any special use permits for the 
Western and Crossover Corridors. 
 
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. TEP would close 1.0 mi (1.6 km) of existing 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 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources 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. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
A number of environmental groups have been involved in the NEPA 
process for the proposed project, through the opportunities for public 
participation (see Section 1.6).  The Federal agencies have considered the 
information and preferences expressed by all members of the public, 
including environmental groups, in preparation of this Final EIS. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the No Action 
Alternative.   
 
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 portion of each of the action alternatives follows or crosses an existing 
natural gas pipeline (see Table 2.3-1, Summary Comparison of Potential 
Environmental Effects of Alternatives) that is within a utility corridor and 
has some access roads and other associated ground disturbance. 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 Final EIS).  
 
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 
 
Direct and indirect effects of the proposed project, including impacts to 
visual resources (see Section 4.2), are evaluated in Chapter 4, 
Environmental Effects, for each resource area. Cumulative effects of the 
proposed project combined with other reasonably foreseeable past, present, 
and future actions are evaluated in Chapter 5.  
 
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. 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
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. 
 
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  
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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 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 
 
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. 
 
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. Refer also to the response to Sky Island 
Alliance, Comment 14. 
 
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  
 

Comment No. 5 (continued) 
 
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 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 1 in the previous submittal from Brooke 
Pybus. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 2 in the previous submittal from Brooke 
Pybus. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
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 Coronado National 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. 
 
Section 3.1.2 states that there is off-highway vehicle use and recreational 
birding in the project area, and Section 4.1.2 analyzes the potential impacts 
to these activities. 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. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources, including birds and other wildlife, and analyze the potential 
impacts to these resources 
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Comment No. 4 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 3 above regarding impacts to recreation 
and biological resources. Analysis of the proposed Forest Plan amendment 
is contained in Appendix H.   
 
Comment No. 5 
 
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. 
 
 

2.3-392 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

Quinlan, Michael 
Page 1 of 3 
 

1 

2 

 

Comment No. 1 
 
Chapter 3 provides a description of the potentially affected environment and 
Chapter 4 analyzes potential impacts to each resource area. 
 
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. 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 3.2 and 4.2 present a description of the existing visual resources 
and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed 
project. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Section 3.3 presents a description of the existing biological resources, and 
Section 4.3 analyzes potential impacts to these resources, including 
potential impacts to special status species. 
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Comment No. 4 
 
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. 
 
Low-income populations in the area are identified in Section 3.13, and 
potential environmental impacts to these populations are analyzed in 
Section 4.13. 
 
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). 
 
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 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. 
 
It is not illegal in either the United States or Mexico to connect these two 
countries’ electrical grids. 
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Comment No. 7 
 
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 
 
Section 3.5 has been revised in the Final EIS to describe the socioeconomic 
aspects of tourism in the project area, and Section 4.5 has been revised to 
discuss potential impacts to socioeconomic aspects of tourism. 
 
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 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 
 
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. 
 
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. 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Chapter 8 analyzes the proposed project’s short-term use of man’s 
environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term 
productivity. 
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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 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opinion that DOE should deny 
a Presidential Permit for the proposed project. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Chapter 3 describes the affected environment of the area and Chapter 4 
evaluates the potential impacts of the proposed project, including potential 
impacts to the resources (Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2, Recreation; Sections 3.2 
and 4.2, Visual Resources; and Section 3.3 and 4.3, Biological Resources) 
and areas cited by the commentor. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
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 endangered, threatened and special 
status species, impacts associated with construction noise (e.g., explosives 
blasting), impacts to birds and wildlife, and invasive species impacts.   
 
Additional field surveys would be conducted by cultural specialists prior to 
final siting of the ROW and the support structures, in order to minimize 
impacts to each area of land to be disturbed. 
 
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 breakup of large rocks. Sections 3.6 
and 4.6 present a description of the existing geology and soils and analyze 
potential impacts to geology and soils as a result of the proposed project. 
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Comment No. 3 
 
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 Coronado National 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 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. 4 
 
Section 3.1.2 of the Draft EIS 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. 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opinion that USFS should deny 
any special use permit for the construction of the proposed project and not 
to amend the Forest Plan.   
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Comment Nos. 1-10 
 
Refer to the responses to Peter Ragan in the public hearing transcript from 
Green Valley, Arizona, September 25, 2003, 7 p.m. to 9 p.m., for each 
respective comment. 
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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 jaguar. 
 
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. 
Unnecessary project roads would be closed following construction (see 
Section 4.12, Transportation). 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Regarding the effectiveness of road closures, any authorizationI 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.   
 
Section 3.1.2 of the Draft EIS 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. 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 1 above regarding impacts to biological 
resources. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
The citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to the National Wilderness 
Preservation System is acknowledged in Section 5.2.4. 
 
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 (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. 4 
 
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. 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 jaguar. 
 
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). 
 
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  
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Comment No. 3 (continued) 
 
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 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s suggestion that DOE should 
withdraw the current Draft EIS. 
 
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 impacts to the endangered, threatened and special status species. 
 
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. 
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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 
 
An EIS is not a detailed engineering design document meant to certify a 
project’s design, but rather an EIS is a document that identifies and 
discloses potential environmental impacts. No professional engineer stamp 
is required. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Section 4.10 of the Final EIS has been revised to include discussion on 
safety considerations for collocating natural gas pipelines and transmission 
lines. 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 EIS, the 
Federal agencies consulted with EPNG regarding safety requirements, and 
EPNG concurred that the ACC’s requirement is adequate.   
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Comment No. 1  
 
An EIS is not a detailed engineering design document meant to certify a 
project’s design, but rather an EIS is a document that identifies and 
discloses potential environmental impacts. No professional engineer stamp 
is required. 
 
Assessment of liability is outside the scope of the EIS. 
 
Section 4.10 of the Final EIS has been revised to include discussion on 
safety considerations for co-locating gas and transmission line. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
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. 
 
A portion of each of the action alternatives follows or crosses an existing 
natural gas pipeline (see Table 2.3-1, Summary Comparison of Potential 
Environmental Effects of Alternatives) that is within a utility corridor and 
has some access roads and other associated ground disturbance. 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 Final EIS). 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Refer to the responses to Comments 4 and 6 below. 
 
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 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….”  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. 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 Nos. 1-5 
 
Refer to the responses to John Rueb in the public hearing transcript from 
Green Valley, Arizona, September 25, 2003, 7 p.m. to 9 p.m., for each 
respective comment. 
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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 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to all proposed 
corridors. 
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Comment Nos. 1 – 10 
 
Refer to the responses to Barton Santello in the public hearing transcript 
from Nogales, Arizona, September 26, 2003, 5 p.m. to 7 p.m., for each 
respective comment. 
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Comment No. 11 
 
Chapter 3 describes the affected environment of the area by resource area, 
and Chapter 4 evaluates the potential impacts of the proposed project on 
each of these resources. 
 
Analysis of governmental policies and potential economic benefit to TEP 
from the proposed project is outside the scope of the EIS. 
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Comment No. 12 
 
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. 
 
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 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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cont. 

 
 

Comment No. 1 
 
Refer to the response to Comment No. 2 from Barton Santello in the public 
hearing transcript from Nogales, Arizona, September 26, 2003, 5 p.m. to 7 
p.m. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Refer to the response to Comment No. 3 from Barton Santello in the public 
hearing transcript from Nogales, Arizona, September 26, 2003, 5 p.m. to 7 
p.m. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Refer to the response to Comment No. 4 from Barton Santello in the public 
hearing transcript from Nogales, Arizona, September 26, 2003, 5 p.m. to 7 
p.m. 
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Comment No. 4 
 
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. The photo provided by the commentor is in the same general area 
as Visual Simulation 6 of the proposed project in the EIS. 
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Comment No. 5 
 
Refer to the response to Comment No. 6 from Barton Santello in the public 
hearing transcript from Nogales, Arizona, September 26, 2003, 5 p.m. to 7 
p.m. 
 
Comment No. 6 
 
Refer to the response to Comment No. 7 from Barton Santello in the public 
hearing transcript from Nogales, Arizona, September 26, 2003, 5 p.m. to 7 
p.m. 
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Comment No. 7 
 
Refer to the response to Comment No. 8 from Barton Santello in the public 
hearing transcript from Nogales, Arizona, September 26, 2003, 5 p.m. to 7 
p.m. 
 
Comment No. 8 
 
Refer to the response to Comment No. 9 from Barton Santello in the public 
hearing transcript from Nogales, Arizona, September 26, 2003, 5 p.m. to 7 
p.m. 
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7 
cont. 

6 
cont. 

10 

 
 

Comment No. 9 
 
Refer to the response to Comment No. 10 from Barton Santello in the 
public hearing transcript from Nogales, Arizona, September 26, 2003, 5 
p.m. to 7 p.m. 
 
Comment No. 10 
 
Refer to the response to Comment No. 11 from Barton Santello in the 
previous submittal. 
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10 
cont. 

11 

 
 

Comment No. 11 
 
Refer to the response to Comment No. 12 from Barton Santello in the 
previous submittal. 
 
NOTE: The balance of the material submitted by Barton E. Santello (pages 
8-117) includes materials previously provided to DOE during public 
scoping for the EIS, a copy of his ACC hearing transcript, and articles on 
the following topics: 
 

• Raptor Safety 
• Transmission line ROW and economics 
• Jaguar and other wildlife 
• Background and arguments against TEP’s proposed project 
• Citizens proposed wilderness in the Tumacacori-Atascosa 

Highlands 
• International Sonoran Desert Alliance 
• Existing and proposed power plants in Mexico  
• Bibliography of references 
 

The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
project. The supplementary material provided by the commentor does not 
include any specific comments on the Draft EIS, and does not identify any 
new topics which are within the scope of the EIS that should be added to the 
Final EIS. The public scoping materials previously provided to DOE were 
considered by the Federal agencies in determining the alternatives, issues, 
and environmental impacts to be analyzed in the EIS. Section 1.6.2 of the  
Final EIS explains which issues raised during public scoping the Federal 
agencies considered to be within or outside the scope of the EIS.  
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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. 
 
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. 
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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 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
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, that 
provides explanation of 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….”  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 (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). 
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Comment No. 3 
 
The Federal agencies concur with the commentor’s statement that 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. 
 
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 115-kV transmission 
line. 
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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, including impacts to areas classified as semi-primitive in 
the Coronado National Forest. 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. 
 
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, including potential impacts to special status species. 
 
Analysis of the proposed Forest Plan Amendment is contained in Appendix 
H.   
 
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 
 
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 
 
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, including impacts to 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. 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). 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
The affected environment of the Western 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. 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…”  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 (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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Comment No. 6 
 
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. 
 
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 5 above regarding a 115-kV transmission 
line. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 1 in the previous submittal from Andrew 
Schneller. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 2 in the previous submittal from Andrew 
Schneller. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
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. 4 
 
Analysis of the proposed Forest Plan Amendment is contained in Appendix 
H.   
 
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 areas classified as semi-primitive in 
the Coronado National Forest. 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. 
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Comment No. 4 (continued) 
 
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 special status species. 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
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 
 
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). 
 
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. 
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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. 
 
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 
 
Chapter 3 describes the affected environment of the area and Chapter 4 
evaluates the potential impacts of the proposed project, including potential 
impacts to the resources (Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2, Recreation; and Section 
3.3 and 4.3, Biological Resources) and areas cited by the commentor. 
 
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 
 
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). 
 
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.  
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Comment No. 3 (continued) 
 
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. 1 
 
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 Final EIS).  
 
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 vegetation (Sections 3.3.2 
and 4.3.2). 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
project. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the No Action 
Alternative. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Section 3.1, 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 Sycamore Canyon. Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss of the 
existing biological resources and potential impacts to these resources for 
each alternative. 
 
Figures 2.1-1, 2.1-2 and 2.1-3 of the Final EIS show close-ups of the 
corridors in relation to certain towns, and are not meant to include the 
location of Sycamore Canyon.  Refer to Figure 3.1-1, Specially Designated 
Areas on the Coronado National Forest, for a map showing the location of 
Sycamore Canyon. 
 
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 
 
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. 5 
 
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. 
 
Whether or in what manner the proposed project may lead to development 
in southern Arizona is too speculative to be analyzed in the EIS. 
 
Comment No. 6 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the Central 
Corridor, if the proposed project is approved.   
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Comment No. 1 
 
As discussed in Section 4.3.4, Migratory Birds and Raptors, some mortality 
resulting from bird collisions within the transmission line corridor is 
considered unavoidable.  However, anticipated mortality levels are not 
expected to result in long-term loss of population viability in any individual 
species or lead to a trend toward listing under the ESA for any of the 
proposed corridors.  In order to minimize bird mortality, TEP would follow 
the guidelines outlined in Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection on 
Powerlines: the State of the Art in 1996 (APLIC 1996). 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s statement that there is a lot of 
opposition to the proposed project in the community. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the No Action 
Alternative. 
 
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, 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). 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Alternative power supply means such as hydrogen power do not meet 
TEP’s proposal and are thus not evaluated in this EIS.  
 
Comment No. 4 
 
Section 3.1.1, Land Use, discusses the affected environment including 
nature study areas such as the Chiltipene Botanical Area and the Goodding 
Research Natural Area (including Sycamore Canyon). The structure 
locations, construction areas, and proposed access roads for all three 
corridors would not enter into any of these specially designated areas. 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present discussion of the existing visual resources and 
potential impacts to these resources for each alternative. 
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Comment No. 4 (continued) 
 
Regarding potential impacts on birds, refer to the response to Comment 1 in 
the previous submittal from Ralph Shelton. 
 
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.  
 
Comment No. 5 
 
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. 5 (continued) 
 
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 (that would most likely be constructed by CFE, 
but may be constructed by TEP).  
 
Comment No. 6 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s statement that the opposition to 
the Western Corridor is nearly universal among those who live in that area. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s request that the Forest Plan not 
be amended for the proposed project.   
 
Comment No. 2 
 
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. 
 
If an action alternative is selected, the Federal agencies will follow a 
Programmatic Agreement with the Arizona State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), interested tribes, and TEP guiding the treatment of cultural 
resources.  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. 3  
 
Section 1.2.2 of the Final EIS explains the Federal agencies’ purpose and 
need and their authorizing actions for the proposed project. The purpose and  
need for USFS action is to determine whether the proposed project 
development is appropriate within the Tumacacori EMA within the 
Coronado National Forest.   
 
Potential economic benefit to TEP from the proposed project is outside the 
scope of the EIS.  
 
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 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. 
 
The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate and disclose the environmental 
impacts of TEP’s proposed project and the No Action Alternative for use by 
the Federal agencies to make their decisions from among the alternatives in 
their respective RODs (see Section 1.6.6). 
 
Section 1.2.2.1 explains that the purpose and need for DOE action is to 
determine whether it is in the public interest to grant or deny a Presidential 
Permit to TEP for the construction, operation, maintenance, and connection 
of the proposed 345-kV transmission line. 
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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 Presidential Permit is required 
because, under Executive Order 10485 of September 3, 1953, as amended 
by Executive Order 12038 of February 3, 1978, no one may construct, 
connect, operate, or maintain facilities at the U.S. international border for 
the transmission of electric energy between the United States and a foreign 
country without first obtaining a Presidential Permit from DOE, and 
accordingly, TEP applied to DOE for a Presidential Permit for their 
proposed project (see Section 1.1, Introduction). 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
This EIS evaluates the environmental impacts of TEP’s proposed project 
and any connected or other past, present, or future actions that are 
reasonably foreseeable. The Federal agencies do not have any information 
suggesting that any power plant construction in Mexico or the United States 
is reliant upon or otherwise connected to TEP’s proposed project. 
Therefore, the potential for construction of power plants in Mexico or the 
United States is not a connected action and is not analyzed in Chapter 4, 
Environmental Effects, of the EIS.  
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Comment No. 3 (continued) 
 
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. 4 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 2 above regarding the procedures for the 
inventory and treatment of cultural resources. 
 
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, Land Use. 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
Sections 3.3.2 and 4.3.2 of the Final EIS have been revised to address 
habitat fragmentation, specifically with respect to roads and linear corridors 
such as those associated with the proposed project. 
 
As discussed in Section 4.3.1, the proposed project would not alter the 
convergence of the climatic zones, topographic relief, variable geology and  
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Comment No. 5 (continued) 
 
precipitation patterns on a scale that would cause a regional decline in 
biodiversity. 
 
Comment No. 6 
 
Chapter 6, Unavoidable Adverse Environmental Impacts, has been revised 
in the Final EIS to include a broader discussion of unavoidable adverse 
environmental impacts. 
 
Comment No. 7 
 
The Federal agencies followed the CEQ guidance Considering Cumulative 
Effects Under the National Environmental Policy Act (cited in the EIS as 
CEQ 1997b) to the extent feasible in conducting analysis of the cumulative 
effects of the proposed project. 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. Chapter 
5 has been revised in the Final EIS to more fully evaluate cumulative 
impacts from actions the involve the use of raods and trails, including 
illegal immigrants and off-road vehicle use. Refer to the response to Sky 
Island Alliance, Comment 6, for further discussion on how cumulative 
impacts were evaluated in the Final EIS.   
 
Alternatives are eliminated from detailed study for not being technically 
and economically feasible; it is these criteria, and not any sort of impacts 
analysis, that drives the process of eliminating alternatives from detailed 
analysis. CEQ regulations (1502.14[a]) only require a brief discussion of 
the reasons for which alternatives were eliminated from detailed analysis, 
rather than an in-depth analysis (including a cumulative effects analysis).  
 
Comment No. 8 
 
Section 3.13 discusses minority and low-income populations in the vicinity 
of the proposed project, including Arivaca, and Section 4.13 concludes that  
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14 

 

Comment No. 8 (continued) 
 
there would be no disproportionately high and adverse impact to the 
minority or low-income populations. 
 
Comment No. 9 
 
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 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. 
 
Comment No. 10 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 1 for discussion on sufficiency of the 
Draft EIS, and refer to the response to Comment 4 above regarding the 
evaluation of cultural resources. 
 
The text box titled “Preparation of the Photo Simulations” in Section 4.2, 
Visual Resources, describes the procedure used for preparation of these 
figures. The photo simulations in the EIS are included to portray the range 
of visual impacts of the proposed project, from wide-open to partially 
blocked views at a range of distances, covering the most likely viewing 
areas. The photo simulations are augmented by descriptions of the 
vegetation and land use; Scenic Integrity values; and maps of visibility and 
various visual attributes, to support analysis of visual impacts. 
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Comment No. 11 
 
All environmental impacts are presented in Chapter 4 of the EIS. The 
significance of potential environmental impacts are determined by the 
Federal agency decisionmakers and presented in their respective RODs. 
 
Comment No. 12 
 
Sections 3.4.2 and 4.4.2 present the Native American concerns that were 
communicated by Native Americans during the formal government-to-
government consultations. Table 3.4-1 documents the Tribal Officials 
Contacted by DOE in project scoping, and the reference cited as SWCA  
2002c in the EIS contains a more complete record of tribal consultation 
activities. 
 
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. This section includes general 
information on the numbers of comments received, and those issues that 
were deemed in and out of scope. Refer to the response to 
Comment 12 above regarding documentation of Native American 
consultations. 
 
The Draft EIS public hearing dates, times, and locations were selected to 
provide a range of options for interested parties to attend. 
 
Comment No. 14 
 
Whether or how the approval of the proposed project may affect the 
approval of a transmission line from Palo Verde Nuclear Plant to Santa 
Ana, Mexico, is speculative and is outside the scope of the EIS.   Section 
5.2 has been revised in the Final EIS to update the status of the PNM 
proposal 
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Comment No. 15 
 
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. 
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. 
Also refer to the response to Comment 2 above regarding the alternatives 
evaluated. 
 
Comment No. 16 
 
The potential for penalties to TEP for failing to comply with ACC Decision 
No. 62011 (see Section 1.1.2) is provided as background information on the 
proposed project, but does not affect the Federal agencies’ evaluation of the 
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project in the EIS.  
 
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. 17 
 
Section 4.8.3, PM10 Contributions from Transmission Line Construction in 
Mexico, in the Draft EIS analyzes air quality impacts in the United States 
that could result from construction of a connecting transmission line in 
Mexico. Any additional analysis of impacts that could occur as a result of a 
new transmission line or other actions in Mexico would be speculative, and 
therefore, is not included in this EIS. 
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Comment No. 18 
 
Sections 3.1.1 and 4.1.1 include a description of the existing land use 
management plans, and analyze potential impacts to these plans from the 
proposed project. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
transmission line crossing public land.  
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
project.   
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Chapter 3 describes the affected environment of the areas cited by resource 
area, and Chapter 4 evaluates the potential impacts of the proposed project 
on each of these resources. 
 
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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Comment No. 1 
 
Whether or in what manner the proposed TEP project would compete with 
the Agua Prieta Thermo Electric Plant is outside the scope of the EIS. 
Approval of TEP’s proposed project by any of the Federal agencies would 
only grant approval of the proposed project, but would not mandate that it 
be built. 
 
It is the Federal agencies’ understanding that the power plant facilities 
referenced by the commentor in Agua Prieta, Sonora, Mexico are the same 
facilities that Chapter 5, Cumulative Effects, has been revised to include 
(see Section 5.2.4, Power Plants in Mexico). This section describes current 
and planned construction of power generating facilities near Naco, Sonora, 
which is approximately 20 mi (32 km) west of Agua Prieta, Sonora.    
 
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 vegetation. 
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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. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 of the EIS 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….”  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. 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 3.1.2 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. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
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 special status species. 
 
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.  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.   
 
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. 
 
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. 
 

2.3-526 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

Comment No. 4 
 
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 areas classified as semi-primitive in 
the Coronado National Forest. 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 Amendment is 
contained in Appendix H.   
 
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 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Chapter 3 describes the affected environment of the area by resource area, 
and Chapter 4 evaluates the potential impacts of the proposed project on 
each of these resources. 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.   
 
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. 
 
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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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. 
 
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. 
 
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 115-kV transmission 
line. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Chapter 3 presents a description of the affected environment and Chapter 4 
analyzes the potential impacts to natural and cultural resources from the 
proposed project.  Specifically, Section 3.4 presents a description of the 
existing cultural resources and Section 4.4 analyzes the potential impacts to 
these resources from 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. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
The Federal agencies have revised Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts; Sections 
4.1.1, Land Use; and Section 4.12, Transportation 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. 4 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the No Action 
Alternative. 
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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.   
 
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. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The affected environment of the Western Corridor is described in Chapter 
3, and the potential environmental impacts (including socioeconomic 
impacts) from this alternative are fully evaluated in Chapter 4. 
 
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.  
 
Comment No. 4 
 
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. 4 (continued) 
 
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 3.1.2 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 areas classified as semi-primitive in 
the Coronado National Forest. 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. 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 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 present a description of the existing land use and 
analyze the potential impact to these resources from the proposed project.  
Analysis of the proposed Forest Plan Amendment is contained in Appendix 
H.  
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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. 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles 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. 2 
 
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 wildlife habitat. 
 
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. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
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. 
 
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). 
 
Alternative or renewable power supply methods do not meet TEP’s 
proposal and are thus not evaluated in this EIS (see Section 2.1.5). 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s suggestion that DOE withdraw 
the current Draft EIS. 
 
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. 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. 
 
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….” 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. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
Western and Crossover Corridors. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
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 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).  
 
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. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
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. 2 
 
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 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
project.  
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Comment No. 1 
 
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 Tumacacori and Atascosa Mountains. 
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 present a description of the existing recreational 
opportunities and analyze the potential impacts to 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 endangered species. 
 
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 Forest as a whole, not for 
individual land units or EMAs within the Coronado National Forest.   
 
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 interest 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 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. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Sections 3.3.1 and 4.3.1 of the Final EIS have been revised to include the 
additional information regarding habitat fragmentation, specifically with 
respect to roads and linear corridors such as those associated with the 
proposed project. 
 

2.3-541 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Preliminary Final EIS CRD 

Comment No. 3 (continued) 
 
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 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 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s suggestion that DOE withdraw 
the current Draft EIS. 
 
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. 
 
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. 
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Comment No. 4 (continued) 
 
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 
 
Chapter 3 describes the affected environment, and Chapter 4 analyzes the 
potential impacts to the environment from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to biological resources (Sections 3.3 and 4.3).  
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Section 3.3 presents a description of the existing biological resources and 
Section 4.3 analyzes the potential impacts to these resources, including 
potential impacts to species within the Tumacacori and Atascosa 
Mountains. 
 
Comment No. 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 interest 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 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. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
Refer to Section 4.7, Water Resources, for a discussion of erosion and 
sedimentation. 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
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.  
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Comment No. 5 (continued) 
 
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. 6 
 
Section 4.1.1 of the Final EIS has been revised to discuss fires in the CNF.   
As discussed in that section, the presence of transmission lines in the CNF 
is not expected to result in any significant impacts related to fires, or 
introduce any significant constraints on the ability of the USFS to maintain 
a healthy forest.  
 
Comment No. 7 
 
Sections 3.3.2 and 4.3.2 of the Final EIS have been revised to address 
habitat fragmentation.  
 
Comment No. 8 
 
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).  
 
Comment No. 9 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to a special use 
permit for the Western and Crossover Corridors and a Forest Plan 
amendment. 
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Comment Nos. 1-8 
 
Refer to the responses to Comments 1-8, respectively, in the previous 
submittal from Dale S. Turner. 
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Comment No. 9 
 
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. 
 
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 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2.3-549 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Preliminary Final EIS CRD 

Van Deven, Bob 
Page 1 of 1 
 

1 

2 

3 

4 

 
 

Comment No. 1 
 
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. 
 
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). 
 
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  
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Comment No. 3 (continued) 
 
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. 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 
 
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.  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. 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. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the Forest Plan 
amendment.   
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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. 
 
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.) 
 
Comment No. 6 
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2.3-554 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Preliminary Final EIS CRD 

Vollmar, Warren and Ann   
Page 1 of 1 
 

1 

2 

 
 

Comment No. 1 
 
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). 
 
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 
 
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  
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Comment No. 2 (continued) 
 
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 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. 
 
Likewise, Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of existing biological 
resources and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the 
proposed project. 
 
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. 3 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 2 above regarding the authority of the 
ACC. 
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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…”  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. 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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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
project. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 present a description of the existing land use and 
recreation, and analyze the potential impacts to these resources. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
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.   
 
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. 
 
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. 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. 
 
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. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the Draft EIS. 
 
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). 

2.3-561 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Preliminary Final EIS CRD 

Whitaker, Linda 
Page 2 of 2 
 

4 

5 

 
 

Comment No. 4 
 
Chapter 3 presents a description of the existing environment and Chapter 4 
analyzes the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, 
including potential impacts to cultural resources (Sections 3.4 and 4.4).  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.   
 
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  
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 Comment No. 5 (continued) 
 
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 3.1 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. 
 
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 
 
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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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. 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 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and analyze the potential impacts to these resources, including 
potential impacts to biological resources in the Tumacacori and Atascosa 
Mountains. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
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.   
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Comment No. 1 
 
The commentor’s opinion to withdraw the Draft EIS is noted. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
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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Comment No. 1 
 
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. 
 
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 the endangered, threatened 
and special status species. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
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). 
 
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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Note: A total of 1,029 copies of this email, or a substantively very similar 
email, were received by either DOE or USFS. In addition, DOE and USFS 
received multiple emails and letters that included all or part of this email 
along with additional comments, and a copy of each of these emails and 
letters is reproduced in Section 2.3 of this CRD with the corresponding 
responses.  
 
Comment No. 1 
 
The commentor’s request to withdraw the current Draft EIS is noted. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
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. 
 
Clearly, the natural and cultural characteristics that contribute to a sense of 
place transcend the consideration of individual resource areas in a NEPA 
document. 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). 
 
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. 

2.4-1 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

Bulk Email #1 
Page 2 of 2 
 
 

1 

5 
cont. 

Comment No. 2 (continued) 
 
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. 
 
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. 
 
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. 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.   
 
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. 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
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. 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.  Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated 
From Further Analysis, was revised to provide additional information 
regarding these alternatives that were dismissed from detailed analysis. 
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Note: A total of 9 copies of this email, or a substantively very similar email, 
were received by DOE. In addition, DOE received two emails and letters 
that included all or part of this email along with additional comments, and a 
copy of each of these emails and letters is reproduced in Section 2.3 of this 
CRD with the corresponding responses.  
 
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. 
 
Clearly, the natural and cultural characteristics that contribute to a sense of 
place transcend the consideration of individual resource areas in a NEPA 
document. 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 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. 2 
 
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  

2.4-4 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

Bulk Email #2 
Page 2 of 2 
 
 

Comment No. 2 (continued) 
 
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. 
 
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. 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 (“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.”  In an 
applicant-driven 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. 3 (con’t) 
 
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. Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered but Eliminated From Further Analysis, was revised to provide 
additional information regarding this alternative that was dismissed from 
detailed analysis. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
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.  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. 5 
 
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. 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.  Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated 
From Further Analysis, was revised to provide additional information 
regarding these alternatives that were dismissed from detailed analysis. 
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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.   
 
Commentor 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 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 1 above regarding the impacts of a Forest 
Plan amendment. 
 
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 endangered, threatened and special status species. 
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Comment No. 4 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 describe existing land use resources and analyze 
potential impacts to these resources. 
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Comment Nos. 1-5 
 
Refer to the responses to Comments 1-5, respectively, in Bulk Email #2. 
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