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t I. STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS

2 Q. Please state your name, occupation and business address.

3 A. My name is Chris Roelse. I am employed by the Public Utility Commission of Texas

4 (PUC or the Commission) as an Engineering Specialist V in the Infrastructure and

5 Reliability Division. My business address is 1701 North Congress Avenue, Austin,

6 Texas 78711-3326.

7 Q. Please briefly outline your educational and professional background.

8 A. I have a Bachelor of Science in Mechanical Engineering. My professional experience

9 includes manufacturing of semiconductor capital equipment, design, troubleshooting,

10 documentation, process, and product improvements. A more detailed resume is provided

i l in Appendix CR- i.

12 Q. Are you a registered professional engineer?

13 A. No. I have an Engineer-In-Training certificate (#35534) in the State of Texas.

14 Q. Have you filed testimony at the Commission?

15 A. Yes. A list of the dockets in which I have testified is provided as Appendix CR-2.

16 II. SCOPE OF TESTIMONY

17 Q. What is the purpose of this testimony?

18 A. The purpose of my testimony is to present Staff's recommendations concerning the

19 Application of Lone Star Transmission Company, LLC (Lone Star) for a new certificate

20 of convenience and necessity (CCN) to construct new double-circuit (single-circuit from

21 Sam Switch to Navarro) 345-kV transmission lines from the new Central A Substation
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(constructed by Oncor Electric Delivery) to the new Central C Substation located in

2 Shackelford county, from the Central C Substation to the new Sam Switch Substation

3 located in Hill county, and from Sam Switch to the new Navarro Substation located in

4 Navarro County.

5 1 will present Staff's recommendation for the Sam Switch to Navarro project. This

6 project will be referred to as the "Sam Switch-Navarro project" or the "proposed project"

7 in my testimony. Lone Star was ordered to construct this proposed project in Docket

8 Nos. 37902 and 36802 as part of the Competitive Renewable Energy Zone (CREZ) plan

9 designated by the Commission in Docket No. 33672.1

10 Q. Who are the Commission Staff members that will review the Application?

1 I A. The Commission Staff members that will review this Application are Mohammed Ally,

12 Brian Almon, and myself. Mohammed Ally will review and provide a recommendation

13 for the Central A to Central C project and Brian Almon will file a recommendation for

14 the Central C to Sam Switch project.

15 Q. What requirements must be met before the Commission can grant a CCN for a

16 transmission line?

See Commission Staff's Petition for Selection of Entities Responsible for Transmission Improvements Necessary
to Deliver Renewable Energy from Competitive Renewable Energy Zones, Docket No. 35665, Order on Rehearing
at Ordering Paragraph 1, referencing Attachment B (May 15, 2009); Issues Related to Default Projects Severed
from Docket No. 35665 (Commission Staffs Petition for Selection of Entities Responsible for Transmission
Improvements Necessary to Deliver Renewable Energy from Competitive Renewable Energy Zones), Docket No.
36416; Commission Staff s Petition for Designation of Competitive Renewable-Energy Zones, Docket No. 33672,
Order on Rehearing (Oct. 6, 2008).
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1 A. Section 37.056(a) of the Public Utility Regulatory ActZ (PURA) states that the

2 Commission may approve such an Application only if the Commission finds that the new

3 transmission line is necessary for the service, accommodation, convenience, or safety of

4 the public. Further, the Commission shall approve, deny, or modify a request for a

5 transmission line after considering the factors specified in PURA § 37.056(c) which are

6 as follows:

7 (1) the adequacy of existing service;

8 (2) the need for additional service;

9 (3) the effect of granting the certificate on the recipient of the certificate and any

10 electric utility serving the proximate area; and

11 (4) other factors, such as:

12 (a) community values;

13 (b) recreational and park values;

14 (c) historical and aesthetic values;

15 (d) environmental integrity;

16 (e) the probable improvement of service or lowering of cost to consumers in

17 the area if the certificate is granted; and

18 (f) to the extent applicable, the effect of granting the certificate on the ability

19 of this state to meet the goal established by Section 39.904(a) of this title.

20 PURA § 39.904(h) provides that the factors enumerated in § 37.056(c)(1) and (2) relating

21 to the adequacy of existing service and the need for additional service do not have to be

2
Public Utility Regulatory Act ("PURA"), Tex. UTtL. Code §§ 11-001-64.158 (Vernon 1998 & Supp. 2005)

(PURA).
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I considered for CREZ projects. Consequently, these factors need not be considered in this

2 docket and are not addressed in this testimony.

3 Q. Do the Commission's rules provide any instruction regarding routing criteria?

4 A. Yes. P.U.C. SUBST. R. 25.101(b)(3)(B) requires that an Application for a new line

5 address the criteria in PURA § 37.056(c) and that considering those criteria, engineering

6 constraints, and costs, the line shall be routed to the extent reasonable to moderate the

7 impact on the affected community and landowners unless grid reliability and security

8 dictate otherwise. P.U.C. SUBST. R. 25.174(c)(5) removes consideration of the adequacy

9 of existing service and the need for additional service from consideration in CCNs for

10 CREZ transmission projects. Unless a route is agreed to by (1) the utility, (2) the

11 landowners whose property is crossed by the proposed line, and (3) the owners of land

12 that contains a habitable structure within 300 feet of the centerline of a transmission

13 project of 230 kV or less, or within 500 feet of the centerline of a transmission project

14 greater than 230 kV, and otherwise conforms to the criteria in PURA § 37.056(c), the

15 following factors shall be considered in the selection of the utility's preferred and

16 alternate routes:

17 (i) whether the routes utilize existing compatible rights-of-way,

18 including the use of vacant positions on existing multiple-circuit

19 lines;

20 (ii) whether the routes parallel existing compatible rights-of-way;

21 (iii) whether the routes parallel property lines or other natural or

22 cultural features; and

23 (iv) whether the routes conform with the policy of prudent avoidance.
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1 Q. What issues identified by the Commission must be addressed in this docket?

2 A. In this docket's Order of Referral and Preliminary Order filed on May 26, 2010, the

3 Commission identified the following issues that must be addressed in this docket:

4 Application

5 1. Is Lone Star's Application to amend its CCN adequate? Does the Application contain an

6 adequate number of reasonably differentiated alternative routes to conduct a proper

7 evaluation? In answering this question, consideration must be given to the number of

8 proposed alternatives, the locations of the proposed transmission line, and any associated

9 proposed facilities that influence the location of the line. Consideration may also be

10 given to the facts and circumstances specific to the geographic area under consideration,

I1 and to any analysis and reasoned justification presented for a limited number of

12 alternative routes.3 A limited number of alternative routes is not in itself a sufficient

13 basis for finding an Application inadequate when the facts and circumstances or a

14 reasoned justification demonstrates a reasonable basis for presenting a limited number of

15 alternatives. If an adequate number of routes in not presented in the Application, the AU

16 shall allow Lone Star to amend the Application and to provide proper notice to affected

17 landowners; if Lone Star chooses not to amend the Application, the AU may dismiss the

18 case without prejudice.

19 2. Did the notice provided by Lone Star comply with P.U.C. PROC. R. §22.52(a)?

20 3. Does the Application meet the filing requirements set forth in P.U.C. SuBST.

21 R. 25.216(g)(2) and (3)?

3 See Application of Wood County Electric Cooperative, Inc. for a Certificate of Convenience and Necessity for a
Proposed Transmission Line in Wood County, Texas, Docket No. 32070, Order on Appeal of Order No. 8 at 6 (Nov.
1, 2006).
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1 4. Did Lone Star submit the CCN Application in compliance with the Orders in Docket

2 Nos. 37902 and 36802 assigning it responsibility as a CREZ Transmission Plan facility?

3 If not, should the Commission revoke the designation awarded to Lone Star and select

4 another entity for the CREZ Transmission Plan facility at issue in this docket pursuant to

5 P.U.C. SUBST. R. 25.216(f)(1)?

6 5. Will completion of the project proposed by Lone Star in this docket accomplish the

7 intended result for the CREZ priority project designated as "Central A to Sam Switch

8 (Combined Application)" in the CREZ Transmission Plan and ordered by the

9 Commission in Docket Nos. 37902 and 36802?

1 o Route

11 6. Which proposed transmission line route is the best alternative, weighing the factors set

12 forth in PURA § 37.056(c)(4), excluding (4)(E), and P.U.C. SUBST. R. 25.101(b)(3)(B)?

13 7. Are there alternative routes or facilities configurations that would have a less negative

14 impact on landowners? What would be the incremental cost of those routes?

15 8. If alternative routes or facility configurations are considered due to individual landowner

16 preference:

17 a. Have the affected landowners made adequate contributions to offset any

18 additional costs associated with the accommodations?

19 b. Have the accommodations to landowners diminished the electric efficiency of the

20 line or reliability?

21 Proposed Modifications
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► 9. Has Lone Star proposed modifications to the transmission improvements described in the

2 CREZ order? If so,

3 a. Would such improvements reduce the cost of transmission or increase the amount

4 of generating capacity that transmission improvements for the CREZ can

5 accommodate?4

6 b. Would such modifications speed up the project's implementation timeline,

7 achieve other technical efficiencies, or otherwise be cost-effective and consistent

8 with the CREZ Transmission Plan?5

9 c. Have all such modifications been submitted to the Electric Reliability Council of

10 Texas (ERCOT), and has ERCOT made a recommendation to Lone Star to be

I ► filed in this proceeding?6

12 Estimated Cost

13 10. Are there discrepancies between the estimated total cost included in the CCN Application

14 in this docket and the cost identified for the proposed project in the CREZ Transmission

15 Plan?' If so, what are the reasons for the discrepancies?

16 11. On or after September 1, 2009, did the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD)

17 provide any recommendations or informational comments regarding this Application

18 pursuant to Section 12.0011(b) of the Texas Parks and Wildlife Code? If so, please

19 address the following issues:

° P.U.C. SUBST. R. 25.174(d)(9).
5 Docket No. 37902 at 52, Finding of Fact No. 166
6/d. at 52, Findings of Fact Nos. 67-70.
' The CREZ Transmission Plan, developed by the Commission in Docket No. 33672 (Commission Staff's Petition
for Designation of Competitive Renewable-Energy Zones, Docket No. 33672 (Oct. 7, 2008)), is based on the
ERCOT CREZ Transmission Optimization Study, Scenario 2.
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I a) What modifications, if any, should be made to the proposed project as a result of any

2 recommendations or comments?

3 b) What conditions or limitations, if any, should be included in the final order in this

4 docket as a result of any recommendations or comments?

5 c) What other disposition, if any, should be made of any recommendations or

6 comments?

7 d) If any recommendation or comment should not be incorporated in this project or the

s final order, or should not be acted upon, or is otherwise inappropriate or incorrect in

9 light of the specific facts and circumstances presented by this Application or the law

10 applicable to contested cases, please explain why that is the case.

I I Q. Which issues in this proceeding have you addressed in your testimony?

12 A. I have addressed all of the above eleven issues and the requirements of PURA §

► 3 37.056(c)(3) and (c)(4), and P.U.C. SUBST. R. 25.101.

14 Q. What have you relied upon in your analysis and evaluation of the Application and

15 your recommendations?

16 A. I have relied upon my review and analysis of the Application and its attachments,

17 including the Environmental Assessment and Alternative Route Analysis (EA) prepared

18 for Lone Star by Burns & McDonnell (Attachment 1). 1 relied upon the Direct

19 Testimonies and/or Statements of Position filed in this proceeding by or on behalf of

20 Lone Star and the intervenors, as well as responses to Requests for Information (RFIs)
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I provided by them. I have also relied upon the recommendation letter filed by TPWD to

2 Mr. Brian Almon dated July 19, 2010.

3 III. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

4 Q. Based on your evaluation of Lone Star's Application and other relevant material,

5 what conclusions have you made about Lone Star's proposed transmission line?

6 A. In addressing the eleven issues, I have reached the following conclusions:

7 l. I conclude that the Application adequately addresses the questions stated in the CREZ

8 CCN Application form and the factors identified in PURA and the Commission's rules.

9 Sufficient responsive information has been provided in the Application and the

1 o Environmental Assessment (EA) to propose a CCN recommendation. Furthermore, Lone

11 Star has proposed seven different alternative routes that traverse the northern, central, and

12 southern areas of the Sam Switch to Navarro study area. Therefore, I conclude that Lone

13 Star has provided a reasonably differentiated number of alternative routes and all of these

14 routes are viable.

15 2. I conclude the Application complies with P.U.C PROC. R. 22.52(a).

16 3. 1 conclude that Lone Star met the filing requirements set forth in P.U.C. SUBST. R.

17 25.216(g)(2) and (3) by filing a completed CREZ Application form and by providing

18 direct testimony with the Application.

19 4. I conclude that this Application was submitted in compliance with Docket Nos. 37902

20 and 36802 designating it as a CREZ Transmission Plan Facility. No party has asserted

21 the position that the Commission should revoke the CREZ Facility designation.

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF CHRIS ROELSE August 26, 2010

000000011



SOAH DOCKET NO. 473-10-4398 DOCKET NO. 38230 Page 12 of 38

1 5. 1 conclude that the completion of the project proposed by Lone Star in this docket will

2 accomplish the intended result for the CREZ project designated as "Central A to Sam

3 Switch (Combined Application)" in the CREZ Transmission Plan and ordered by the

4 Commission in Docket Nos. 37902 and 36802.

5 6. I conclude that Alternate Route SSN7 (Links DDD-FFF) is the best alternative when

6 considering the factors set forth in PURA § 37.056(c)(4), excluding (4)(E), and as set

7 forth in P.U.C. SUBST. R. 25.101(b)(3)(B).

8 7. 1 conclude that Alternate Route SSN5 (Links DDD, EEE, GGG, III) would be an

9 acceptable alternative route if agreed upon by all parties affected by the selection of that

10 route. There are no other alternative routes or facilities' configurations that would have

11 a less negative impact on landowners and still allow for the secure and reliable operation

12 of the transmission line which is subject of the Application have been proposed by any

13 party or are evident from a review of the Application and EA.

14 8. No alternative routes or facility configurations were considered due to individual

15 landowner preference.

16 9. 1 conclude that Lone Star proposed three significant modifications to the transmission

17 improvements described in the CREZ order for the proposed project routing from Sam

18 Switch to Navarro Substations. One of these proposed modifications is the location of

19 the Sam Switch and Navarro Substations. The CTO Study did not identify precise

20 locations for the substations, but Lone Star has identified locations for these substations

21 and has acquired purchase options for their locations.g A second proposed modification is

22 to use 2-1590 ACSS/TW conductor rather than 2-1433 ACSS/TW conductor.9 The third

' Dan Mayer's testimony at 6.
y Id.
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I proposed modification was to construct the project from the Sam Switch to Navarro

2 Substation as a single-circuit with double-circuit capability.10 The proposed changes

3 were reviewed by ERCOT which deemed it to be cost-effective and consistent with the

4 intent of the CTO Study and recommended that it be implemented."

5 10. I conclude that there are differences between the estimated total cost identified in the

6 CCN Application in this docket and the cost estimated by the ERCOT CTO Study for the

7 project. The estimated transmission line cost identified in the ERCOT CTO Study for the

8 Sam Switch to Navarro project, based on a straight-line distance of 20 miles and a cost

9 per mile basis of $1.5 million using 2-1433 kcmil ACSS/TW conductor was $30

10 million.12 Lone Star's estimated cost for a single-circuit/double-circuit capable 345-kV

11 transmission line using 2-1590 ACSS/TW conductor along their Preferred Route (33.3

12 miles) between the Sam Switch and Navarro Substations is $56 million.13 Lone Star's

13 estimated cost of the alternative routes for the Sam Switch-Navarro project ranges from

14 $50.4 million to $56.0 million.14 Also, the ERCOT CTO Study estimates the Sam Switch

15 Substation to cost $20 million and the Navarro Substation to cost $30 million.15 Lone

16 Star estimated the Sam Switch and Navarro Substations total project costs, including land

17 acquisition costs, to be $26.1 and $40.8 million, respectively. 16

18 11. 1 conclude that TPWD provided recommendations and informational comments

19 regarding this Application and that the mitigation measures provided in Items 2, 3, and 4

20 on Pages 14 and 15 of this testimony shall address most of TPWD's concerns. I also

10 Id.

" Id. at Exhibit DM-3.
Id. at 24.

" Id. at 15.
ia id.

's Id. at 24.
16 Id. at 21.
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I conclude that Lone Star has the resources and the procedures in place for accommodating

2 the recommendations and comments by TPWD.

3 Q. What recommendations do you have regarding this Application?

4 A. I recommend that the Commission approve Lone Star's Application for a CCN to

5 construct a new single-circuit/double-circuit capable 345-kV transmission line from Lone

6 Star's new Sam Switch Substation in Hill County to Lone Star's new Navarro Substation

7 in Navarro County. I also recommend that the Commission order Lone Star to construct

8 the proposed project on Route SSN7 (Links DDD-FFF) as described in the Application.

9 Q. What other recommendations do you have if the Commission approves one of the

10 routes proposed by Lone Star?

I I A. I recommend that the Commission should include in its Order the following paragraphs

12 to mitigate the impact of the proposed project:

13 1. In the event Lone Star or its contractors encounter any artifacts or other cultural

14 resources during project construction, work shall cease immediately in the

15 vicinity of the resource and the discovery shall be reported to the Texas Historical

16 Commission (THC). The utility will take action as directed by the THC.

17 2. Lone Star shall follow the procedures outlined in the following publication for

18 protecting raptors: Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection on Power Lines,

19 The State of the Art in 2006, Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC),

20 2006 and the Avian Protection Plan Guidelines published by the APLIC in April,

21 2005.

22 3. Lone Star shall exercise extreme care to avoid affecting non-targeted vegetation

23 or animal life when using chemical herbicides to control vegetation within the
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I right-of-way, and shall ensure that such herbicide use complies with rules and

2 guidelines established in the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodentiacide Act

3 and with the Texas Department of Agriculture regulations.

4 4. Lone Star shall minimize the amount of flora and fauna disturbed during

5 construction of the transmission line, except to the extent necessary to establish

6 appropriate right-of-way clearance for the transmission line. In addition, the

7 utility shall revegetate using native species and shall consider landowner

8 preferences in doing so. Furthermore, to the maximum extent practicable, the

9 utility shall avoid adverse environmental impacts to sensitive plant and animal

10 species and their habitats as identified by Texas Parks and Wildlife (TPWD) and

I I the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).

12 5. Lone Star shall implement erosion control measures as appropriate. Also, the

13 utility shall return each affected landowner's property to its original contours and

14 grades except to the extent necessary to establish appropriate right of way,

15 structure sites, setup sites, and access, including access roads for the

16 transmission line.

17 6. Lone Star shall cooperate with the directly affected landowners to implement

18 minor deviations in the approved route to minimize the impact of the transmission

19 line. Any minor deviation to the approved route shall only directly affect

20 landowners who received notice of the transmission line in accordance with

21 P.U.C. PROC. R. 22.52(a)(3) and shall directly affect only those landowners that

22 have agreed to the minor deviation. Any agreed minor deviations shall not delay
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1 the Project beyond its Commission-required completion date nor shall any minor

2 deviation add any significant cost to the Project.

3 7. Lone Star shall install bird diverters on any river crossings along the Commission-

4 approved route.

5 Q. Has Lone Star suggested additions to the Ordering Paragraphs that you have

6 recommended?

7 A. Yes. Lone Star witness David Turner has suggested changes to Paragraphs 3, 5, and 6 as

8 identified above by italics in the previous response.' 7

9 Q. Do you have an opinion about the suggested changes?

1 o A. I conclude that his suggestions are reasonable and should be adopted by the Commission.

1 I Q. Did Mr. Turner also make statements about mitigation of unidentified oil and gas

12 wells and the potential impacts to the whooping crane?

13 A. Yes. Mr. Turner defined how Lone Star will work with the Railroad Commission of

14 Texas (RRC) so that the RRC can inspect any wells identified by Lone Star in the right of

15 way of the transmission project and to allow the RRC to take appropriate action. Also,

16 Mr. Turner stated that Lone Star will mark the small diameter overhead ground wires in

17 certain locations with bird diverter devices to reduce the risk of a collision by the

18 whooping crane.

19 Q. Do you agree with these mitigation measures?

2o A. Yes.

21 Q. Do you have further recommendations?

" Lone Star Direct Testimony of David Turner at DT 14-15.
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1 A. Yes. I also recommend that the Commission include in its Order the following

2 paragraphs concerning reporting of information after the approval of the Application.

3 1. Lone Star shall file in Project No. 37858 information pursuant to P.U.C. SUBST.

4 R. 25.216(f) and the Order on Rehearing in Docket No. 35665.

5 2. Lone Star shall comply with the reporting requirements of P.U.C. SUBST. R.

6 25.83.

7 Q. Does your recommended route differ from the one preferred by Lone Star?

8 A. Yes, Lone Star's preferred route is Route SSN4 (Links AAA-CCC-FFF). I will discuss

9 the reasons for my recommendation of Route SSN7 later in my testimony.

I 0 IV. PROJECT JUSTIFICATION
lI

12 A. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT

13 Q. Is the Application for this project adequate?

14 A. Yes. On June 3, 2010, Staff filed comments in response to Order No. 1 stating that no

15 material deficiencies were found in the Application and therefore it should be deemed

16 sufficient. A couple of parties filed comments concerning deficiencies in Lone Star's

17 Application requesting that the Application be found materially deficient for failing to

18 include routing maps that cross-reference each habitable structure and directly affected

19 property with a list of corresponding landowner names and addresses, and that Lone Star

20 has not filed with the Commission or provided intervenors copies of maps identifying

21 directly-affected tracts of properties and habitable structures for cross-referencing those

22 tracts and structures with names and addresses provided in the Application. Instead,

23 Lone Star has simply provided landowner maps on its company website. Parties
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1 conclude that this failure constitutes a material deficiency in the Application because the

2 correlation between the proposed routes, property boundaries, and directly-affected

3 landowners goes to the merits of whether Lone Star's proposed routes adequately comply

4 with the Commission's routing requirements. After considering the arguments presented,

5 on June 14, 2010 in Order No. 2, the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) denied the motion

6 to find the Application deficient, and stated that Lone Star's routing maps meet the

7 minimum requirements of the rules and through their supplemental filing and other

8 commitments, Lone Star is adequately providing the routing maps and other information

9 in a timely and sufficient manner.

10 Q. Does the Application contain an adequate number of alternative routes for the Sam

11 Switch-Navarro project to conduct a proper evaluation?

12 A. Yes. Burns & McDonnell provided information for seven alternative routes for the Sam

13 Switch-Navarro project and Lone Star selected all seven of them as alternative routes to

14 be considered by the Commission. The data presented in the EA provides information

15 necessary to provide an evaluation of these routes. Staff concludes that the seven routes

16 are an adequate number of alternative routes to conduct proper evaluation for the Sam

17 Switch-Navarro project.

18 Q. Please describe the Sam Switch-Navarro project as you understand it based on the

19 information provided by Lone Star.

20 A. For the Sam Switch-Navarro project, Lone Star is proposing to build a single 345-kV

21 circuit using bundled 1590 kcmil ACSS/TW conductor with double-circuit capable

22 structures. The proposed line begins at the new Sam Switch Substation located southeast
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I of Hillsboro in Hill County and extends between 33 and 38 miles in length, depending on

2 the route selected, to the new Navarro Substation located southwest of Corsicana in

3 Navarro County. The proposed new Sam Switch and Navarro Substations are

4 associated with the proposed new transmission line and will be built by Lone Star. 18 The

5 proposed right-of-way (ROW) width for this project is approximately 100 feet but could

6 be wider in some places as required.19 The estimated date to energize facilities for this

7 transmission line is March 2013.20

8 Q. Is the Sam Switch-Navarro project located within the incorporated boundaries of

9 any municipality?

10 A. None of the proposed routes for Lone Star's Sam Switch-Navarro project cross a

municipality.'-'

12 Q. Does any part of the Sam Switch-Navarro project lie within the Texas Coastal

13 Management Program (TCMP) boundary?

14 A. No, the proposed transmission line project is not located, either whole or in part, within

15 the coastal management program boundary as defined in 31 T.A.C. § 503.1.22

16 B. NEED FOR THE PROJECT

17 Q. Are the proposed facilities for the Sam Switch-Navarro project necessary for the

18 service, accommodation, convenience, or safety of the public within the meaning of

19 PURA § 37.056(a) taking into account the factors set out in PURA § 37.056(c)?

'g Application at Questions 4, 7, and 13
19 Id. at Question 6.
'`0 ld at 9.
''/d.at 11.
22 !d. at 43.

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF CHRIS ROELSE August 26, 2010

000000019



SOAH DOCKET NO. 473-10-4398 DOCKET NO. 38230 Page 20 of 38

I A. P.U.C. SUBST. R. 25.174(d)(2) removes consideration of the need for additional service

2 from consideration in CCNs for CREZ transmission projects, so I am not addressing

3 those issues here.

4 V. ROUTING

5 A. STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

6 Q. Please describe the process you used in your route recommendation.

7 A. I initially considered all seven of the proposed routes filed by Lone Star for the Sam

8 Switch-Navarro project and made an objective comparison of the relative advantages of

9 the routes and their accordance with PURA and the Commission's Substantive Rules.

10 My review began with an evaluation of the data in Burns & McDonnell's Environmental

l l Assessment and Routing Study. Table C-3 (Appendix C of the EA) was the primary

12 resource used for comparing routes. In addition, I reviewed and considered the estimated

13 project costs provided in Attachment 5 of the Application.

14 Q. What is your final route recommendation considering all factors, including the

15 factors set forth in PURA § 37.056(c)(4)(A)-(D) and Substantive Rule

16 25.101(b)(3)(B)?

17 A. After analyzing all the factors that the Commission must consider, I recommend that

18 Route SSN7 be approved for the Sam Switch-Navarro project. The basis for my

19 recommendation is discussed in more detail in the remainder of my testimony.

20 Q. How did Lone Star arrive at Route SSN4 as its preferred route for the Sam Switch-

21 Navarro project?
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i A. The direct testimony of Mr. Dan Mayers offered the following:

Burns & McDonnell and ECI provided information on seven alternative
routes. Lone Star has submitted its Preferred Route and six alternate
routes for consideration. Though Lone Star considered all statutory and
regulatory factors, those considered most important in the analysis, based
on Commission precedent and specific features of this area, were: overall
cost, the amount parallel to existing transmission line and oil/gas pipeline
corridors and apparent property boundaries, overall length, environmental
concerns, and the number of habitable structures within 500 feet of the
transmission line centerline areas. Given a balance of the listed factors,
Route SSN4 was selected as the Preferred Route for the Sam Switch to
Navarro segment. Relative to the other alternative routes, SSN4 has the
second fewest habitable structures within 500 feet of the transmission line
centerline and had the highest percentage of the route parallel to existing
transmission line ROW.

16

17

18 Q. How did you arrive at your selection of Alternative Route SSN7 as your

19 recommended route?

20 A. I compared the various factors for the seven routes submitted in the Application. I

21 conclude that Route SSN7 provides the best balance of the various factors. After

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

reviewing and comparing the information provided in Table C-3 of the EA for the seven

proposed alternative routes, alternative route SSN7 has the following characteristics that

differentiate it from the other proposed routes :13

• Route SSN7 is the third shortest route (34.1 miles),
• Route SSN7 has the second highest percentage (approximately 75%) of its route

parallel to existing corridors, including apparent property boundaries,
• Route SSN7 has the lowest number of habitable structures (8) within close

proximity,
• Route SSN7 does not cross any parks/recreation areas and has no known

parks/recreation areas within 1,000 feet of its centerline,
• Route SSN7 traverses the most amount of agricultural pastureland ( 17.7 miles),

and the second least amount of agricultural cropland (10.5 miles),

" Gathered and/or calculated from data in Table C-3 of the EA.
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23 Q.

24

25 A.

26

27

• Route SSN7 crosses the least amount of upland woodlands (3.8 miles), and is tied
for crossing the least amount of bottomland forest including forested wetlands
(0.8 miles),

• Route SSN7 crosses approximately 0.94 miles of emergent wetland,
• Route SSN7 crosses the fourth least number of streams (59) and is parallel and

within 100 feet to the fourth least amount of streams (1.6 miles),
• Route SSN7 crosses no recorded cultural resource sites and only 2 recorded

cultural resource sites are reported to be within 1,000 feet of its centerline,
• Route SSN7 crosses the fourth least amount of length (4 miles) through areas

having high historic or prehistoric archaeological site potential,
• Route SSN7 has 2 FAA-registered airstrips less than 3,200 feet long within

10,000 feet of the route centerline,
• Route SSN7 has one private airstrip within 10,000 feet of the route centerline,
• Route SSN7 crosses approximately 0.32 miles of open water,
• Route SSN7 crosses the second least number of farm-to-market, county roads, or

other streets (19),
• Route SSN7 is not in the foreground visual zone of any parks/recreation areas,
• Route SSN7 has approximately 3.6 miles within the foreground visual zone of

any State or U.S. Highways, and
• Route SSN7 costs approximately $55.7 million.

How does the route you have recommended for the Sam Switch-Navarro project

compare to the one recommended by Lone Star?

Both routes utilize link FFF, which accounts for approximately 27.5 miles of both routes

lengths. The route I have recommended, Route SSN7, compares similarly to Lone Star's

preferred Route SSN4; however, the following conclusions can be made:Z4

28 • Route SSN7 has approximately 0.8 miles (4,200 feet) more length parallel to
29 existing public roads and highways, compared to Route SSN4,
30 • Route SSN7 has approximately 0.4 miles (2,300 feet) more length parallel to
31 apparent property boundaries, compared to Route SSN4,
32 • Route SSN7 has 3 less habitable structures within close proximity than Route
33 SSN4,
34 • Route SSN7 has approximately 0.7 miles (3,516 feet) less length through upland
35 woodland, and approximately 0.02 miles (81 feet) less length through bottomland
36 forest, including forested wetlands, compared to SSN4,

`'4 Id.
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7 Q.

8

9 A.

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

• Route SSN7 crosses no recorded cultural resource sites, whereas Route SSN4
crosses 1,

• Route SSN7 has 2 recorded cultural resource sites within 1,000 feet of the
centerline, compared to 3 for Route SSN4, and

• Route SSN7 costs an estimated $300,000 less than Route SSN4.

What are the recommendations of the intervenors regarding Lone Star's preferred

route?

There are approximately ten parties that have been granted intervenor status in this case

for the Sam Switch-Navarro project. There were two direct written testimonies and two

statements of position filed on behalf of the intervening parties for the Sam Switch-

Navarro project. In general, the intervenors' primary concerns are the impact of the

proposed project on aesthetic values, cattle production operations, exposure to electric

and magnetic fields (EMF), and the impact to wooded areas and riparian habitat.

Intervenors opposed to Lone Star's preferred route SSN4, generally, have the same

concerns.

17 Q. What is Staff's opinion regarding the intervenor recommendation and concerns?

18 A

19

20

21

22

23

24

In general, most of the concerns expressed by intervenors are representative of the factors

to be considered by the Commision set forth in PURA § 37.056(c)(4), excluding (4)(E).

When considering these factors and the factors set forth in P.U.C. SUBST.

R. 25.101(b)(3)(B), I conclude that alternate route SSN7 is the best route. In the case

where the transmission line is not following property boundaries or paralleling existing,

compatible ROW or features, Staff would support any reasonable and viable minor route

deviations proposed by intervenors in order to minimize impacts to their properties.

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF CHRIS ROELSE August 26, 2010

000000023



SOAH DOCKET NO. 473-10-4398 DOCKET NO. 38230 Page 24 of 38

1 B. COMMUNITY VALUES

2 Q. Has Lone Star sought input from the local community regarding community

3 values?

4 A. Yes. Lone Star published notice of the proposed project in local newspapers as required

5 by P.U.C. PROC. R. § 22.52(A)(1).25 Lone Star provided written notice of the proposed

6 project to county and municipal officials and neighboring utilities as required by P.U.C.

7 PROC. R. § 22.52(A)(2)26 and to affected landowners as required by P.U.C. PROC. R. §

8 22.52(A)(3 ).2' For all three projects, Lone Star held eight public open house meetings

9 pursuant to P.U.C. PROC. R. § 22.52(A)(4).Zg At the open house meetings questionnaires

10 were provided for each attendee to return. A total of 1,116 people signed in as attending

I I the public open-house meetings. Of these, 153 individuals submitted questionnaires. In

12 addition, 232 questionnaire responses were mailed in following the open-house

13 meetings.Z' I conclude that Lone Star provided adequate notice and adequate means by

14 which members of the community could express their concerns.

15 Q. Are there any airstrips within 10,000 feet of the centerline of the preferred route

16 and alternative routes for the Sam Switch-Navarro project?

2`5 Application at 38-39.
26 /d at 37-38.
27 /d. at 37.
28 !d. at 20-27.
29 /d. at 22.
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I A. Burns & McDonnell's identified airports and heliports along the alternative routes from

2 field reconnaissance surveys, aerial interpretation, aeronautical charts, and GIS data

3 obtained from the Bureau of Transportation Statistics (BTS, 2008).30

4 Lone Star's response to Question 21 of the Application as well as Table 7-2 of the EA

5 discusses these airports and airstrips and provides approximate distances from each of the

6 identified airfields to the links. I conclude the following:

7 None of the alternative routes for the Sam Switch to Navarro project have any FAA-
8 registered airports having a runway greater than 3,200 feet in length within 20,000 feet or
9 any heliports within 5,000 feet. 31

10 The number of FAA-registered airstrips having runways equal to or less than 3,200 feet
I t within 10,000 feet of the route centerline: 32

12 • Route SSN7 has two; and
13 • Route SSN4 has two

14 The number of private airstrips (non-FAA registered) within 10,000 feet of the route
15 centerline :31

16 • Route SSN7 has one; and
17 • Route SSN4 has one

18 No significant impact to the operations of the area airports is anticipated from the

19 construction of the proposed project along any of the alternative routes.34 These

20 constraints will be further reviewed during the engineering phase of the project on the

21 Commission approved route, and notification of the FAA will be completed, if required.

;0 EA at 7-21
" Id. at 7-24.
32 Id.
3s Id.
34 Id.
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1 Q. Are there any AM radio transmitters within 10,000 feet of the centerline and other

2 types of electronic installations within 2,000 feet of the preferred and alternative

3 route for the Sam Switch-Navarro project?

4 A. There are no commercial AM communication towers within 10,000 feet of any of the

5 alternative routes for the Sam Switch-Navarro project. Also, there are no FM radio

6 transmitters, microwave relay stations, or other electronic installations identified within

7 2,000 feet of any of the alternative routes for the Sam Switch-Navarro project. 35

8 C. RECREATIONAL AND PARK AREAS

9 Q. Do any of the routes pass through any parks or recreational areas?

1 o A. None of the alternative routes for the Sam Switch-Navarro project cross any parks or

I I recreational areas.36

12 Q. Are any additional recreational and park areas located within 1,000 feet of the

13 centerline of the preferred route or alternate routes for the Sam Switch-Navarro

14 project?

15 A. Alternative routes SSN7 and SSN4 do not have any parks or recreational areas within

16 1,000 feet of the route centerline. All other proposed alternative routes have one park or

17 recreational area within 1,000 feet of the route centerline.37

35 Application at 32.
'6 EA at 7-20.
" EA at 7-20, 7-21.
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D. HISTORICAL VALUES

2 Q. Are there possible impacts from the proposed project on archaeological and

3 historical values, including known cultural resources crossed by any of the

4 alternative routes or that are located within 1,000 feet of the centerline of any of the

5 alternative routes?

6 A. The number of known cultural resource sites crossed by the alternative routes ranges

7 from zero to two. Route SSN7 crosses none and Route SSN4 crosses one.'8 The number

8 of additional recorded cultural resource sites within 1,000 feet of the route centerline

9 ranges from two to five. Route SSN7 has two and Lone Star's preferred route SSN4 has

10 three additional sites within 1,000 feet.;9

I I All of the proposed routes cross areas of high prehistoric and historic archaeological site

12 potential for distances ranging from 2.7 miles to 5.5 miles. Route SSN7 crosses 4 miles,

13 while Route SSN4 crosses 3.5 miles.40 If any archeological or cultural resources are

14 found during construction, Lone Star should immediately cease work in the vicinity of '

15 the resources and notify the THC immediately to determine what appropriate actions

16 should be taken.

17 E. AESTHETIC VALUES

18 Q. What are the potential impacts on aesthetic values from the proposed project?

;8 EA at Table C-3, line criteria no.22.
'`' Id. at line criteria no.23.
40 Id. at line criteria no.24.
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1 A. The construction of the proposed line will have both temporary and permanent aesthetic

2 impacts. Temporary effects would include views of the actual construction (assembly

3 and erection of the structures) and any clearing of the ROW. Permanent aesthetic

4 impacts from the project exist when the structures and lines are visible from homes,

5 businesses, property, US and state highways, FM roads, county roads, streets, and

6 recreation and park areas after construction is completed.

7 Q. In your opinion, which of the proposed alternative routes for the Sam Switch-

8 Navarro project will have a negative impact on aesthetic values and which portions

9 of the study area will be affected?

io A. In my opinion, all of the proposed alternative routes would have a negative impact, some

i 1 more than others depending on the visibility from homes, businesses, property, public

12 roadways, and recreational areas, and I therefore conclude that aesthetic values would be

13 impacted throughout the study area near the Sam Switch-Navarro project.

14 Q. In your opinion, how will the negative impact on aesthetic values of Route SSN7

15 compare to the negative impact of the other proposed alternative routes?

16 A. The number of habitable structures in close proximity to Route SSN7 is 8, which is the

17 fewest of all proposed routes for the Sam Switch-Navarro project. The Lone Star

18 preferred route, SSN4, has 11 habitable structures in close proximity." Route SSN7 does

19 not have any length within the foreground visual zone of park and recreational areas.42

20 Route SSN7 is tied for having the most length (3.6 miles) within the foreground visual

41 /d at line criteria no. 8.
42 /d. at line criteria no. 34.
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1 zone of State and U.S. highways." Link FFF of Route SSN7 includes all 3.6 miles of

2 length within the foreground visual zone of State and U.S. highways.44 Link FFF

3 parallels an existing 138-kV transmission line for approximately 72% of its length.45 In

4 my opinion, Route SSN7 has a less negative impact on aesthetic values in some of these

5 areas since it parallels an existing transmission line for segments visible from SH 171 and

6 SH 31. It is, therefore, my opinion that Route SSN7 will have a less negative impact on

7 aesthetic values when compared to the other alternative routes.

8 F. ENVIRONMENTAL INTEGRITY

9 Q. Please provide a general description of the area traversed by the Sam Switch-

to Navarro project.

l i A. The Sam Switch-Navarro project is just south of the Dallas-Ft.Worth Metroplex.

12 Livestock sales account for a majority of the agriculture revenue in the area. The area is

13 mostly a nearly level to gently rolling dissected plain. Nearly level to gently sloping

14 uplands merge into narrow valleys that have more sloping valley walls. Prairies

15 dominate the landscape in the area between Sam Switch-Navarro project. In general, the

16 majority of residential areas are located within the city limits of municipalities. There are

17 also occasional rural residences throughout the area along county and FM roads.

18 Q. What was involved in your analysis of the environmental impact of the proposed

19 project?

°' ld.at line criteria no. 35.
44 Acquired using EA, Table C-3, line criteria no. 35 and Environmental Data Table by Link for Sam Switch-
Navarro Project, line criteria no. 35.
45 Calculated by Staff using Environmental Data Table by Link for Sam Switch-Navarro Project, line criteria nos.l
and 2.
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I A. I reviewed the information provided in the EA and the direct testimonies and/or

2 statements of position of the intervenors. I also reviewed a letter containing

3 recommendations and informational comments from TPWD after their evaluation of the

4 Environmental Assessment (EA). The letter was dated July 19, 2010 to Mr. Brian

5 Almon, P.E. and was filed in this docket on July 21, 2010.

6 Q. Has TPWD presented information concerning the potential negative impacts of the

7 proposed project and/or made any recommendations in order to minimize those

8 impacts?

9 A. Yes. TPWD discusses various environmental considerations and recommends a route be

10 selected that minimizes impacts to natural resources.46 TPWD provides

11 recommendations to minimize impacts to various state and federally-listed animal

12 species. TPWD states that they cannot support a preferred alternative route since

13 information based on on-the-ground surveys has not been provided but do state that

14 Route SSN4 appears to best minimize potential impacts to natural resources. 47

15 Q. What do you conclude regarding whether construction of the proposed project on

16 any or all of Lone Star's Sam Switch-Navarro identified alternative routes could

17 present a potential negative impact to the local environment and/or wildlife?

18 A. Construction on each of the alternative routes could present a potential negative impact to

19 the local environment and/or wildlife. However, in my opinion, such potential negative

20 impacts of construction on each of the alternative routes could be mitigated if, during

46 Page 8 of TPWD letter to Brian Almon, P.E. dated July 19, 2010.
47/d.at 9.
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I construction of the proposed project, Lone Star employs design and construction

2 practices and techniques that are usual and customary in the electric utility industry.

3 Q. In your opinion how would construction of the Sam Switch-Navarro project on

4 Route SSN7 compare from an environmental perspective to construction on the

5 other alternative routes?

6 A. In my opinion, construction of the proposed project on Route SSN7 compares favorably

7 from an overall environmental perspective to construction on Route SSN4 and the other

8 alternative routes. Route SSN7 crosses the least amount of upland woodlands and is tied

9 for crossing the least amount of bottomland forest, including forested wetlands, when

10 compared against all the other proposed routes.48 Route SSN7 is tied with Route SSN4

11 for having the most length across emergent wetland area (0.9 miles) and next to most

12 length across open waters (0.3 miles).49 However, both Routes SSN7 and SSN4 utilize

13 Link FFF which traverses 0.87 miles of emergent wetland and 0.3 miles across open

14 waters.50 In my opinion, impacts to these areas will be minimized since Link FFF

15 parallels an existing transmission line for approximately 72% of its length.51

16 Q. Do you conclude that Route SSN7 is acceptable from an environmental and land use

17 perspective?

18 A. Yes.

48 Acquired from comparing data in EA, Table C-3, line criteria nos. 15 and 16.
49 Id. at line criteria nos. 17 and 29.
50 Acquired from Environmental Data Table by Link for Sam Switch-Navarro Project, line criteria nos. 17 and 29.
51 Calculated by Staff using Environmental Data Table by Link for Sam Switch-Navarro Project, line criteria nos.
and 2.
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1 G. ENGINEERING CONSTRAINTS

2 Q. Are there any possible engineering constraints associated with this project?

3 A. In the direct written testimony of Mr. Dan Mayers on page 37, it states, "Examples of

4 engineering constraints include difficult topography, water crossings, crossing

5 transmission or distribution lines, and other infrastructure facilities." Further explained

6 by Mr. Mayers on the same page, it states "However, based on my review of the EA and

7 utilizing my engineering background, I have reviewed the preferred route and alternative

8 routes and identified no engineering constraints that cannot be overcome to construct and

9 reliably operate Lone Star's lines along any of the preferred or alternative route segments.

10 As is common practice in the industry, Lone Star will coordinate with the owners of

I I transmission and distribution circuits and other infrastructure facilities."

12 H. COSTS

13 Q. What is Lone Star's estimated cost of constructing the proposed project on each of

14 the proposed alternative routes?

15 A. The response to Question 13 of the Application provided the cost breakdown for the total

16 estimated transmission facilities cost for each of the three projects along the preferred

17 route. Also provided was a cost breakdown for the substation facilities for the projects.

18 Attachment 5 of the Application shows the estimated total project cost for the Sam

19 Switch Substation to be $26,100,000 and the Navarro substation to be $40,800,000.

20 Attachment 5 of the Application also shows the total estimated project cost for the
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I transmission facilities along each of the proposed alternative routes for the Sam Switch-

2 Navarro project and are shown below from least expensive to most expensive:"

Sam Switch-Navarro Project

Route
Estimated Total

Transmission Facilities
Cost

SSN6 $50,400,000
SSN3 $50,700,000
SSN 1 $53,200,000
SSN5 $54,300,000
SSN2 $54,700,000
SSN7 $55,700,000
SSN4 $56,000,000

3 The estimated total transmission facilities cost of Route SSN7 is approximately

4 $5,300,000 more than the least expensive route (SSN6). The estimated cost of Route

5 SSN7 is $300,000 less than Lone Star's preferred route SSN4.

6 Q. Do Lone Star's estimated costs for constructing the proposed transmission line from

7 Sam Switch-Navarro appear to be reasonable?

8 A. The reasonableness of the final installed costs incurred to complete the project will be

9 determined at a future date as part of a Lone Star Transmission Cost of Service (TCOS)

10 proceeding.

sz Acquired from Application at Attachment 5.
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I. MODERATION OF IMPACT ON THE AFFECTED COMMUNITY AND

2 LANDOWNERS

3 Q. Do the Commission's rules address routing alternatives intended to moderate the

4 impact on landowners?

5 A. Yes. P.U.C. SUBST. R. 25.101(b)(3)(B) provides that "the line shall be routed to the

6 extent reasonable to moderate the impact on the affected community and landowners

7 unless grid reliability and security dictate otherwise."

8 Q. Subsequent to filing its Application, has Lone Star made or proposed any routing

9 adjustments to accommodate landowners?

10 A. Not to my knowledge.
II

12 Q. Has Lone Star proposed any means to reduce the impact on landowners of

13 acquiring new ROW for the proposed project?

14 A. Not to my knowledge.
15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

Q. Has Lone Star proposed any means to reduce the impact of the Sam Switch-

Navarro project on the landowners or the affected community other than

addressing the requirements of P.U.C. SUBST. R. § 25.101(b)(3)(B)?

A. Not to my knowledge.

Q. Has Lone Star proposed any specific means by which it will moderate the impact of

the proposed Sam Switch-Navarro project on landowners or the affected

community, other than the use of good utility practices, acquisition of and

adherence to the terms of all required permits, and what you have discussed above?
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I A. Not to my knowledge.
2

3 J. RIGHT-OF-WAY

4 Q. Do the Commission's rules address routing along existing corridors?

5 A. Yes, P.U.C. SUBST. R. 25.101(b)(3)(B) provides that the following factors are to be

6 considered:

7 (i) whether the routes utilize existing compatible rights-of-way, including the
8 use of vacant positions on existing multiple-circuit transmission lines;
9

10 (ii) whether the routes parallel existing compatible rights-of-way;
11
12 (iii) whether the routes parallel property lines or other natural or cultural features;

13 and

14 (iv) whether the routes conform with the policy of prudent avoidance.

15

16 1. USE AND PARALLELING OF EXISTING, COMPATIBLE RIGHT-

17 OF-WAY

18 Q. How will the Sam Switch-Navarro project use existing compatible ROW?

19 A. I conclude that this project uses no existing right-of-way.

20

21 Q. Please describe how Lone Star proposes to parallel existing compatible ROW for

22 Sam Switch-Navarro project.

23 A. All of the routes parallel existing compatible ROW. The amount of existing, compatible

24 ROW (transmission lines and public roads/highways) paralleled ranges from 30% to 70%
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I of a routes estimated total length." Route SSN7 parallels the second most at 65%. Route

2 SSN4 parallels 70%.54 None of the routes parallel existing pipelines or railroads.

3

4 Q. Do any of the proposed routes for the Sam Switch-Navarro project parallel existing

5 transmission lines?

6 A. All seven of the proposed routes parallel some existing transmission lines. The amount

7 paralleled ranges from about 11 % to 67% of a routes overall length." Route SSN7 is

8 parallel to transmission lines for approximately 60% of its length, the second highest

9 percentage when compared to the other proposed routes. Route SSN4 is parallel to

10 transmission lines for approximately 67% of its length.56

12 2. PARALLELING OF PROPERTY LINES OR OTHER NATURAL OR

13 CULTURAL FEATURES

14 Q. Please describe how Lone Star proposes to parallel property line or other natural

15 features for the Sam Switch-Navarro project.

16 A. All of the routes parallel a significant amount of streams. The amount of property lines

17 and streams paralleled ranges from approximately 19% to 51% of a routes estimated

18 overall length. 17 Route SSN7 parallels about 20% (6.9 miles) and Route SSN4 parallels

19 about 19% (6.2 miles)."

53 Staff calculation using data in EA, Table C-3, line criteria nos. 1-5.
54 id

15 Id. at line criteria nos. I and 2.
56 /d.
57 Staff calculation using data in EA, Table C-3, line criteria nos. 1, 6, and 19.
58 Id

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF CHRIS ROELSE August 26, 2010
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SOAH DOCKET NO. 473-10-4398 DOCKET NO. 38230 Page 37 of 38

K. PRUDENT AVOIDANCE

2 Q. Please define "prudent avoidance."

3 A. Prudent avoidance is defined by P.U.C. SUBST. R. 25.101(a)(4) as follows: "The limiting

4 of exposures to electric and magnetic fields that can be avoided with reasonable

5 investments of money and effort."

6 Q. How can exposure to electric and magnetic fields (EMF) be limited when routing

7 transmission lines?

8 A. Primarily by proposing alternative routes that would minimize, to the extent reasonable,

9 the number of habitable structures located in close proximity to the routes.

10 Q. How many habitable structures are located in close proximity to each of the

I I proposed alternative routes?

12 A. The following summarizes the number of habitable structures located in close proximity

13 to each of the proposed alternative routes, from least to most.59

14

Route Number of habitable
structures

SSN7 8

SSN4 11

SSN5 17
SSN1 17

SSN6 20

SSN2 20

SSN3 23
15

" Data acquired from EA, Table C-3, line criteria no. 8.

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF CHRIS ROELSE August 26, 2010
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I As can be seen from the above tabulation, Route SSN7 has the least amount of habitable

2 structures (Qty 8) in close proximity to the center line. Lone Star preferred Route SSN4

3 has 11.

4 Q. Do you conclude that Lone Star proposed alternative routes that minimized, to the

5 extent reasonable, the number of habitable structures located in close proximity to

6 the routes?

7 A. Yes.

8 Q. Does this conclude your testimony?

9 A. Yes.

10

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21
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APPENDIX CR-I
Statement of Qualifications

Chris Roelse

I received a Bachelor of Science in Mechanical Engineering from the University of Texas (UT) at Austin.

In 1995, I joined Applied Materials (Austin, Texas) as a Manufacturing Technologist. I was production
team leader for the manufacturing of semiconductor capital equipment. I was responsible for meeting
production schedules, manufacturing new products, implementing process improvements, and training
new employees. In 1997, 1 took a Mechanical Engineering position where I was responsible for quoting,
designing, testing, and documenting customer requested non-standard designs into the product. In 1999, 1
took a position as Final Test Engineering Technician where I was responsible for testing and
troubleshooting multi-million dollar equipment prior to being shipped to the customer. In 2001, 1
transferred into a Manufacturing Engineering position where I was responsible for transitioning new
products from pilot manufacturing to volume production. Responsibilities included troubleshooting,
engineering changes, product and process documentation, and cost reduction projects.

In 2005, I joined Accretech, USA (Austin, Texas) as a Manufacturing Engineer where I was responsible
for the manufacturing of a new product in the semiconductor capital equipment industry. My
responsibilities included manufacturing processes, material acquisition, outsourcing, product/process
documentation, troubleshooting, engineering projects, and compliance with safety and industry standards.
I was promoted to Manufacturing Engineering Manager becoming responsible for engineers on multiple
product lines.

In January 2009, 1 started my employment with the Commission as an Engineering Specialist.

I have an Engineer-in-Training (EIT) certificate (#35534) in the State of Texas.
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APPENDIX CR-2
List of Dockets Containing Testimony by Chris Roelse

PUC Docket
Number Description

37464 Application of Oncor Electric Delivery Company, LLC to Amend its Certificate

of Convenience and Necessity for a Proposed CREZ 345 kV Transmission Line in

Brown, Mills, Lampasas, McCulloch and San Saba Counties.

36995 Application of Oncor Electric Delivery Company, LLC to Amend a Certificate of

Convenience and Necessity for a Proposed Transmission Line within Bell, Falls,

Milam, and Robertson Counties.
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B Âe{ aij^=

G'" ^• ^

000000041



APPENDIX CR-4

_ h a n o 0 0 ^ o m 1 - l H &H-

o o '^

m O
M
n
O
o
0
o
0
m
N O ^

o
O
0 0 ®

O
o
01
o
O

ao
N

a
_

o

"

h

.
o 0 0 ^ ° o ^ o o ^

0
o o .- co o

o
n
O
o

^n
o
o
o
O
o
^
a v O oo O O m ^ o ^

`-
m mT ^ ^'! O O ^ r^

0
0 0 0 0 0 O O a q0 q0o o 0 0 0

LL h
ry
o o
d
o
o
o
o

M
ri

^. ^ o
o o o °o o

o
o
o

n
ci

"

^ ^ $ o o o N° o ^ ^ o ^ o o N ? o o
"LL ^ N ^ 0 0 0 o O 0̂

w n

+H+-H

v
o
o ^ o

a
n

ri
n
o
o
m
^ o

''

o ^
^

o
v o o ^ o 0 0 o g o v " a o ^

°

Q

^[I

0

p

6

H

o

o

O

o

O^[1
M M °

o

o ° °

n h

a

o ^ " n^ p
^

$

Ho -

o

-

O o 0 0 ^[J
0 0

^ o 0
0 0 o

-

1

o 0

,U_, n
n

m
N ^

o
O

o
O

oa
NC'

^„^ o
O

o o 0
Cf

0
M

o
O

m
G

^
o

g
o

o
^

m
o

o o ^^-'^'
O

o

+

o g
o o 0 o a o

0
o
0

m
m

Np1'! N N O O ON i^ O ^ 0 0 a °o a g m
O

^ ^
O

0 0 ^ rm o

H

o O m
O

0 O R r
{V

q ° q N o 4 0 0 ° ^ Q q g g ° o 0 0 0 o q o 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 o q qO D O o O O O O O D 0 0 6 . 0 0 0

°o

^

^ ` .rs .rs V _.A

c
y G

G r + V fr ^O
G `o .°, °

,Y
4 U r 5

m
o d g 1

°^ ^° ^ »a ^^ ^!

c $ ' ^d ». ;! i a S^ c o e o Ei

8 o

" • w . p ; $ = nc

«

a

n §

s

5

^ 9

`

8 g £ Y a N w g ^ T ^^

5 5 5

a

'o° b

_

D

..

° n.7 : ? ra' E gtsY ^ -- ^^ 5 3.. a o ;

: D 'wd ^ 4

tl

° 'e>
; ^ ^ o

_

a ^•

.,

v "
o.°_+^

w

m

Q Q

2ri^'I

'rC ^

s

F R

E

r

=

o

=

« « « « d ? wy J. .s
°

8.
E

.S S V ,^
^ ^ r ^ E

3 a_ a_ 3 E ^' ^

0

c^d o g y 8 0 3

y

A F ^ ^ 5 §^
. b"

`

a a

r4 S r4 ^ R ^
cYi w ^ ° a s w

m
poL C Y =^

= =
q Y Y o Q m`1 _

^ Y S- S' 11 3_-
N

M o

a a a a a

^

y

C w

^
o^ F

a
U

9^ ^
b.b

N^
.^

a
O

y
V

q
N E L Cq ^ Y

°
a ^,

"
^£
^ Y

0
.
m

o
w
Y

u
.
m

i^
w
m

e
w
Y

u
.^
o u

c
^

co`o_
m^ b

,^ • m
4'

y

^

^^

q
o

E. e '°.3
E

^i

°

^

L

^ ^ ^ d £ E ^ rri m m

w -

`

-

`

°

`

Z =

`

e..- » ^ e v e f e e .. `a e e e f e e e O.- .- E
o
c

o
c

o
c
0
c
0 o
c c

c
d

^
e

a
c^
^^

E
£ £ £ 5 « c ^

^ E
L °1

E
S° d

E E ~
a

E E
m °
E E

r m m
E E

a
E

L
E^

t E
r

c c c c r .^. c o
Z J

m
J

m
J

m
J

m
J
J a
Z

=

J
o
Z
m>>
J 2 Z J

>>
Z 2

>>
2 Z

=
m
J
a°
Z Z

a
Z

o m
Z J

m^
J

J J J

0

J J J

-0 10

F

A

Z J

O N N tl N h ro N pN o Om •-
m
N

m
M a L

M

w 'w

o E
rc Y

IL ^

o

5..

w N

N

^ p r

i En

I gU

eg

^ z c

o

ny

a i

^. s r

f ^ C o
S ^ p A

63:

^J hqb

000000042



APPENDIX CR-5

July 19.2010 ^^ 4 )

Uft's tut1sr aufsids."
Mr. Brian Almon, P F.
i'ublic Utilities Commission

c°'"^"'°-w' P.Q. 3oK 13326

p•1^^^ Austm, TX 78711-33Z6
s.^ AIRo.a
omn rmi-aww RE.- Lone Star Transmission's Central A to Cerxrol C to Sam Switch to

rlcrtfwrtvn
H«q"" Navaro 345-kilovolt (kV) Trxnstni>txion Line Project. (PUC Docket

Ma,4 c 3„M9 No. 3R230) Scurry, Mitchell, Fislxr, Jones, Shacketforc, Stcphrne,
Lridril8

Qi^ " Oww* Palo Pinto, Calla•i;taD, Eistlgnd, Corran;:ha, Erath, SC`mcrvrll, Bosque,
rwt++w.r. Johnson, Ilill, and havnrro Counties

♦.fonn F.kon, MD
Alu frantlip Cdy

KA,^ , W,^,* Dear Mr. Almon:

0+0 MOO Wj
O"W" Texas parks and Wildlife Depattvent (TPWD) received the E:nvsranme-Ital

M,,,q«et N«,,, Awcsametrt iEA) and Akeraattve Roste Analysis reganfing the xbr:vc-

reter+or„aed proposed transmission line, wtiids is part of the Cornpcti:ive

Renewable Fner;yf..nnes (CRE4 Scenario 2 Trnnsmrsaion Plan_ TPbYDstaff"'1(N15fM
has rev ewed the EA and offers the following comments concemirg this

cl,a.l^^ r^w,,,r,t
onn proja.t.

Please be aware that a wrsticn response to a TFWD recommendation or

informational comment received by a state governmental netdcy on or after

September I. 20)+1 may be required by state law. For further guidance, scc the

Texas Parks and Wildlife Code, Section 12:0011 which can he fvundonline at

htto:/fwww statutcs (,ggissta ejt us+Dccs;PlV/kttxtP11t.12 htm#l2.0001 l. For

track ng purposes, plcxse refer to TPWD project number 15145 in any return

correspondence regm4ing this projc-;t.

I'miret Ik"cr#ution

The proposed project entails the consiructicn of a new double•c;irzuit 345•k'V

transmission line eonawing the Central A Substation m Scurry 47c,u,ty to the
Central C3ubstatian in Shackelford Countv, cnntiWing to the proposed Sam
Switch Suoktation in Hill County, and finally to tx Navarrc Substation in

Navarro County, The proposed trarsn: ►arioa line would be app^oximatety 30+3

to 341 miles long ciepeniing on tie route chosen and would be built as i

single-circuit (douale-circ:cEt capable) line Lone Star Transtn.ssran, 1.1.,G

<N:K11M1Ti 5CbOf%., *G%4

PIJ547i, Yq35I,5ftiMi3257 JJJ

sfasxaoe ; , .

vWM.tpIYd.ltJ•Ot..tx.1s r tl , . l . a J . - r 1 % r! 1;:9:L's,.,rtt5':M'. i.^.• a1, ,• .^ 1'I,ar^,.

000000043



Mr. Brien Almon, P.E.
Page Two
July 19, 2010

(Lone Star) retained Bums & McDormell E.^tgitteeriing Company, Inc. (Burns
& McUattneli) to prepare an EA and A:temative Route Amlyxis z} support
their applicatiata fm a Certificate ofCartveniencc and Ncoess,ty .;CCN). Lanc
Star has proposeci to ust concrtstt palo scructures in rarst are.rs. fV"+,ysi of the
proposed line angle structures will utili:.e guy wires and anchors In some
cases. self supporting steel poles on oot;crcte foundations would be atilized
where guyi:ig ;s not possible. The proposed trmistnisston line was evaluated
in thee segnettts. Central A to Central C(87 to 104 miles), Central C to Sam
Switch ;180 to 199 miles), and Sam Switch to Navarm (33 to 38 milts).
Typical stricture height would be approximately 110 feet. The praposed
ngitt-of-way (RUN) width for this project would be approximately 190 l-bel
but would be wider in some places as required.

As tscltuicd in Appendix A of the E11, TPWD grovidec praljmirary
ir,fomns►tiots and recmmintr.dationa regarding, the enire CRt±7 Srr.raren ?
prnjrr.t in the P[ DC no IRminry 21,. 2(M)9, and regarding the general study area
for this specific project on Augast l. 2O05.

Rerommendatleru: Please re%iew the above-referenced TPWD
corresponcence and consider the recommendations provided, as they
remain applicable to the project as propoied.

iMrtkrrgd Rgyta of L^t„U

As stated ibo-.e, the proposed project was evaluated in three vrErnrr+ts The
wmnkx!r of links used to rrr.nte the alternative routes. the natrimrof alternative
routes evaluated in the EA, and the preferred rove of Lone Star fir each of the
project segutents is shown in the following table.

Route Segment ^umber
^ of Links

Number of
Alternadves

^..^.,:
Preferred Mternative
of Lose Star

Central A to Central C 12 9 Route 6

Central C to Sam Switch 50 2155 Rijutz 14

Sam Switch to Navacu 7 Route 4

All 9 of the preliinitzwy wtortative routes developed for the Centr2] A to

Cantrul t". ctgrnent anii all 7 of the preliminary alternative rou-zs developed lot

the Sam Switch to Navarro segment were carried 'orward as alternatives
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July t9, 2010

:.oasidcrcd viable by Lune Sim. Of die 265 prclirniramr, altcraaatirc routes

3evetoped for the Central C to Sam Switch segment, 14 were carrieC forward

is viable,

Route Selection

Th, eatcued and Cadangered Specie., Info,•nrotwn

in direct testzrnony or., tettalf of Lone Star, Mark Van Dyne of burns dc
McDonnell stated that according to TPWD petsonnel, the occur.encea of rare,
hneatened, and endangered species documented in the Texas Natural Diversity
Database iTYI4DD} have been mapped by TPWD based on historic rer.txrls,
ml dcsGriptions, and various other nears; therefore these arm we not exact
w,utdauics xrKf ma not uuRlsGdered to be wtnplctcly acsurate. ilurna &
McDonnell utilized this data fee inforntatioeat purposes and to sup^Itrnent the
more detailed helicopter surveys that were ;ondttcttd to tJeutitjr potential
environmentally sensitive areas alrm the alternative routes.

TPWD supports the use of TXNDD data as a resource to supplernent or
,aforat more dctn.;led rurvcys. T3CPdDD records arc mappcd usinS polygons
:hat incorporate provided location infortnation as well as the taCatiottal
.im.ertainty inherent in the information. T?LiYUU records depict locations of
xcupied or previously occupied habitat for rm, threatened, and endangered
;peciea and other significant ecological f:atucrs. All areas Ntthin a
geogtaphic kaunduv used to represent a species ncsitrrence in the TXNDi)
arc rot known to be occupied cr praviously occupies habitat; however
TX?Nl)D ueiyrPu►g uictlnak►fagy is designed to provide reasonable certainty
that the occupied habitat was iocated somewhere within that boundary at the
: irne the occurrerice was recorded.

RecnmmpnrMliao! In general TPWn reccmmtnds the PUC consider

the presence of T!ZNDD records on or near an alternative route as an
indication that the represented rare or protected species may be present
on that route if suitable habitat exists. '["XN1;D reuurrds du itut
delineate the extent ot occupied habttat. Although same, but not all.
TXNDD records do contain a large antcatnt of lmtional un:,ertaitty,
the presence of a TXNDD remd in an area indicates that some Portion
of the hahr.tst in that area wa.c or is occupied by that rate or protected
species. Nearby suitable habitat may be orceupieYl by that species even
if ;w Kx:Currence of ll= +}rMiCS has accn documented in that exact
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location or if the TXNDD record is not accurate enough to determine
exactly where within the polygon the species was seen.

EOrI -Law

Endangered Species Act (ESA)

Federaily-listed animal species and their habitat are protected from "take" on
any property by the ESA. Take of a federally-listed species can be allowed if
it is "incidental" to an otherwise lawful activity and must be permitted in
accordance with Section 7 or 10 of the ESA. Federally-listed plants are not
protected from take except on lands under federaUstate jurisdiction or for
which a federaU'state nexus (i.e., permits or funding) exists. Any take of a
federally-listed species or its habitat without the required take permit (or
allowance) from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is a violation of the
ESA.

Whooping Crane

When combined, the Central C to Sam Switch segment and Sam Switch to
:davarro segment cross the majority of the 200-mile-wide corridor in which 95
percent of sightings of the federal- and state-listed endangered Whooping
Crane (Grus americana) have been documented during migration. As stated
in Section 7,1.6.1 of the EA, the proposed project has the potential to
adversely affect this species by means of inadvertent collisions and possible
human disturbance during construction and maintenance activities.

Recommendation: In the absence of surveys for suitable stopover
habitat prior to route selection, TPWD recommends that during route
selection the PUC assume all route segments that come near or cross
shallow wetland habitats such as marshes, small ptrntts, lake edges, and
some river habitat contain potential stopover habitat for the Whooping
Crane.

PrgfgLEW RgUtes of Lose Star

The basis for recommendation of preferred routes for each of the three project
segments was provided in the direct testimony of Dan Mayers on behalf of
Lone Star, obtained by TPWD from the PUC interchange Web site.
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Segment

According to the testimony of Dan Mayers, Route 6 was selected by Lone Star
as the preferred route for the Central A to Central C segment because this
route has the highest percent of the proposed route parallel to existing
transmission lines and is competitive with other routes both in terms of its cost
estimate and the number of habitable smacttm within 500 feet.

Other CREZ Lines

Link C within Route 6 of the Central A to Central C segment is located
approximately 500 feet from the existing Tonkawa Substation. According to
SOAH Docket 1# 473-1047400, the approved route for the Oncor Electric
Delivery Company (Oncor) Central A to Tonkawa CREZ transmission line is
Route 28, as evaluated in PUC Docket Number 37409. Only a very small
portion of Lone Star's Route 6 parallels the approved route for Oncor's
Central A to Tonkawa line, and Oncor's approved route was not evaluated as
an alternative for this portion of Lone Star's Central A to Central C line.
According to testimony by Dan Mayers, there are no reliability concerns
associated with constructing or operating some portions of this project parallel
to existing 345-kV transmission lines.

If them are no reliability concerns, it is unclear to TPWD why there would be
two separate, distinct lines between the same two substations.

Water Resources

Route 6 of Lone Star's Central A to Central C segment crosses the Clear Fork
of the Brazos River twice and is located less than one mile north of Lake Fort
Phantom Hill along apparent property boundaries. In direct testimony, Dan
Mayers states that Lone Star would prefer to avoid Link L, located south of
Lake Fort Phantom Hill, because this route would result in multiple crossings
of an existing Oncor 345-kV transmission line and would result in scheduled
outages and coordination issues, However, routes that contain Link L are still
viable and constructible.

Central C to Sam Switch Segmeut

According to the testimony of Dan Mayers, Route 14 was selected as the
preferred route of Lone Star for the Central C to Sam Switch segment because
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it is among the routm avith the fewest habitab e,tauctures within 500 feet of

the trxtuittusai+.at 4xEItCY II1C, Irurallcls exmtn^g 1ix;uitt6siuu iics fn a

significant pnrttzin of the roata, and is competrtt%e with al: others to terms of

Cost estimateL

f"etleru! "'V

EQaGxngered.Spwi¢s .4ct

Section 7.1 6A of the EA states that stticable habitat for the #cd"- and stn-.c-
ltsteci endangered tiofden-chccked Warbler (Uerecimica chrysoparfa) was
found along links F. WW. R?- 11, and KK I during heLccpt:rstuveys. Link
KK I is included in Lane Star's p, eferree Route 1A.

In direct testimony, €1an Mayers states that it a-oate including one at thee
links is appeoved by the PIJC, ;..nne Star will cmduct a suE-vey of the
identified am to d.aftnati" if it ccntair,a actual habitat and avoid or mitigate
as dpprupriata. Tlzc EA stnt= that, upwr approval if a Iii at! ixxtc. A detailed
survey will be canductM along the proposed ttanwrtssica tine to dzermme it
the project crosses habitat that is occupied by Goldlen-cheeked, Warblers and.
ifnecessary, Lone star will coordinate with the USFWS.

the EA states that ro suitable habitat for the tederal- and sate-fisted
endangered Black-capped Vitea (Vireo atricapdla) was dettrrntnad to be
present a:ong any of the alternative routes, The EA also status that margt7a.ly
suitable habitat fix this sExa.:o:s waa utscrrcci on some of the intalcdiatciy
adjacent aroperties, and portions of some of the alternative routes do Provide
potential habitat for transient or migrating Slack-raMcd Vireo.

Thc EA did not discuss whether the presence or abst.n*c of suitable takitat for

other fedoraily-ttsted species, such u the WxxWirtg Crane, or state-listed

species as detected during 1Clicoptet snt'ire}'3.

71'ttl/R[tgw A -Kay

Dan Mayen states that crossings of property owned by the U.S. Arm) Corps
of Png:neers (tJSACl=) were con.icered very inl.+-miant in the anaIyvs fm thia
scgrncnt, and -eaatca that aosacd :ha Drawg River souti of Lake Whitnacy were
deemed less desirable beeatx, according to the testimony, they would require
a'section 10 permit from the USACE. Links t^.^tat crossed USACE fee-nwmed
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property were eliminatcci due to potential project delays ac:ociated rkith the
prr.paration of the rcquircd Environmcntal impact Statcmcnt (EIS). IlcwcvcT,
lac tratiaiutty status that the USACE jcsJ"tea that iii.ks ciusxing, s[wri .migtLs

at USAC;t~ tie-owned properly along exsffang casements would omy rc^utrc
the pre?arat:or, of an EA rather than a lengthier EIS, and those routes were
therefore not eliminated. Route 14 croases 0.8 mile af a flowage catetnent
managed by the C"SACE located yorthof Lake Whitney

Sam Switch to NL'varro Segment

Route 4 was selected as the preferred alternative for the Sam Switch to
Navarro Segment her.anse, relative to the other alternative router., Rcute 4 has
the second fewest habitable structures within SOD f^tt of the tranamisstcn
<catcriinc and the highcat perccntago of the rortc parallel to cxifitirg
UiulbutiNziiiall lint ROW.

UvemsJt Rv:e '►npact.s

Acecrding to the information prov:ded in Table 7-1 of tte RA, of -he seven
attcraativo routcs cNalasrtcd for me Sun Switch to Navarro se}gnont, Route 4
is the sltOrwst Cctute, laatallela the ritcrst ttattsn,ission lines, and wcrlid rssWt in
the shortest distance acrosa tottornland forest, including forested wetlands,
and the third shortest distance across upland woodland Route 4 would also
have the shortest distance along new ROW Icalci:lated by wl<tract:ng line 7
from line I ). Of the revert aitern:ti^ies con<idered,. Rout: 4 would result ir, the
th.rd sF.flrtest length acrcss upland woodlands and parallel to streams within
I CO fcct and would cross the third Iavwc3t numbcr of sxcarrs.

Alternative Re

The evaluation telow is based scie3y on the rtatutal resource informattcn
pnvided in th? CCfi1 applicAiia-t and the FA, ac well at ruhlady availab:e
inforrmtion examined in a Geogn,►phia Liformation System. TPWD does not
havc su£ficiznt in:omaation to support a prefcircd attcrnat►vc routc bccaxw tt;c
EA did not provide necessary ir.forttatfan regarding potential impacts to all
rare and protected species based or, surveys (aenal or on-th:e-ground), recto:e
sensing, modeling, or other available anaiysis t<xhryyques.
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