
1111111111 11111111 11 

Controi N mber: 45866 

11 

   

111 

    

11 

   

11 

 

11 

           

Item Number: 1583 

Addendum StartPage: 0 



SOAH DOCKET NO. 473-16-4342 
DOCKET NO. 45866 

REC5.7.1\iED 

2017 APR 13 P23  

PUBLIC UTLlTYCls 
FILING CLERK 

BEFORE THE STATE OFFICE 

OF 

ADMINISTkATIVE HEARINGS' 

APPLICATION OF LCRA 
TRANSMISSION SERVICES 
CORPORATION TO AMEND A 
CERTIFICATE OF CONVËNIENCE AND'. § 
NECESSITY FOR THE ROUND ROCK — § 
LEANDER 138-KV TRANSMISSION 
LINE IN WILLIAMSON COUNT-Y 	- § 

STEWART CROSSING HOMEOWNER ASSOCIATION, TRAILS OE SHADY OAK 
RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY, INC., AND MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS, LLC'S 

REPLY TO EXCEPTIONS TO THE PROPOSAL FOR DECISION 

Rex D. yanMiddlesworth 
State Bar No. 20449400 
Katie Coleman 
Staie Bar No. 24059596 
Michael McMillin 
State Bar No. 24088034 
98 San Jacintö Blvd., Suite 1900 
Austin, Texas- 78701 
(512) 469:6100 
(512) 469.6180:(fax)- 

ATTORAYS FOR MERITAGE HOMES OF 
TEXAS; LLC, STEWART CROSSING 
HOMEOWNER ASSOCIATION, AND TRAILS 
OF SHADY OAK RESIDENTIAL COMWNITY, 
INC. 

1 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

I. INTRODUCTIÖN  	3 

II. 	JURISDICTIO1•1, NOTICE, AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY  	6 

III. THE PARTICIPANtS  	6 

IV. 	PRELIMINARY ORDER ISSUES  	6 

A. 	Preliminary Cirder Issue NOS:1;3,  - 	 6 

D. 	Preliminary Order ISsue Nd: 4 - Which transmission line route is the best 
alterhitive 'Weighing the factõis set forth in PURA § 37.056(c) and 16 
Texas Administrative Code § 25.101(b)(3)(B)? 	 6 

1. Background  	6 

2. Effect 'of draming Certificate on LCRA  	6 

3. Community Values  	6 

4. Recreational and_Park Areas—PURA § 37.056(c)(4)(B)    18 

5. Cultural, Aesthetie, ahd HiStOrical Valueš—PURA 
37.056(c)(4)(C)  	20 

.6. 	kiiports  	- 23 

7. Subsfations  	23 

8. Enyironmeutal IntegritY—PURA § 37.056(c)(4)(D) 	 24 

9, 	Engineerihg tOnstr" aints, 	Tex. Admin. COde § 25,101(b)(3)(B) 	24 

10. 	Costs, Use of Existing 6Ompatible Rights of Way, and Prudent 
AvoidanCe (16 Tex. AdMin. Code § 25.101(b)(3)(B)) 	 24 

E. 	Preliminary Order Issue i•'4os. 5-7  	27 

V. CONCLUSION  	27 

2 



SOAH DOCKET NO. 47346-4342 
DOCKET NO. 45866 

APPLICATION OF LCRA 	 § 
TRANSMISSION SERVICES 	 § 	BEFORE THE STATE OFFICE 
COAPORATION TO AMEND A 	§ 	 OF 
CERTIFICATE OF CONVENIENCE AND § 
NECESSITY FOR THE ROUND ROCK — § -ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS 
LEANDER 138-KV TRANSMISSION 	§ 
LINE IN WILLIAMSON COUNTY 	§ 

STEWART CBOSSI1NiG HOMEOWNER ASSOCIATION, TRAILS OF SHADY OAK 
RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY; INC., AND MERITAGE HOMES OF TEXAS,-LLC'S 

REPLY TO EXCEPTIONS TO THE PROPOSAL FOR DECISION  

I. 	INTRODUCTION 

The arguments made by proponents of the City of Leander's Route CoL-1 in their 

tkceptions to the Proposal for Decisión (PFD) do not overcome the superiority of Route LHO-1 

in (1) paralleling a more ecimpatihle, rapidly developing commercial corridor down Ronald 

keagan Boulevard, and (.2) better comporting with the values that were directly expfessed by the 

coniniiinity, at • lake, rather than the self-interested pošitions of the citY councils of Leahder, 

Cedar Park, andlound Rock (the "Cities"). Ronald keagan BOulevard is a 200-- to 480-foot 

wide,' 65-MPH divided high*ay2  lined with-  "substantial exiiting and 01anned cOnimercial 

development,' an'd is a more coMpitible corridor for transmission infrastructure than-County 

Road: 175, which Route CoL-1 would :parallel. COnfity . R6ad 175:--is- a narrow road4  that is 
- 

bordered primarily by. individual homesteads,' resideniial developments;6  and the pristine 

I  See Mefitigi Hothei Ex. 6 (City-Of Leander Response to MH 1-7)Ronithi Reagan's right-of-wai varies betWeen" 
200 and 480 feet wide). 

2 Tr. (Butler Cr.) at 874:14-23 (Noy. 16, 2016). 

city of Ikander Ex. 1, Direct Testiniony ofTom C. Yantis (Yantis Dir.)*iit 11:8-10, 12:3-6; 12=.12719; Tr. (Yantis 
-Cr.) at 1053:3-1054:10, 1061:22-1062:10 (Nov. 17, 2016). 

4  See Meritage Homes Ex. 6 (City of Leander Response to MH 1-7) (CR 175s right=of-way varies betWeen 65 and 
130 feet 'Wide). 

5  I.B6 Ot Counii,  Road 175 Ex. 13, Direct Testimony of Škyler Williams (S. Williams Dir.) at 4:1-20 (describing the 
N neighborhoods on the south end of County Road 175). 

6  Meiitage tioni4 Ex. 1, 'Direct Testimony oi.lames Saunders (Saunders Dir.) at ii3-6; LCRA TSC Ex. 2 
(Intervenoi Map) at Sheet 1 of 4. 
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Southwest Williamson County Regional Park.' Folloithig Ronald Reagah BOule-vard bead 

satisfies the local community's values as expresseci during LCRA TSC's Open House process, 

which revealed that the communiVs primary concerns are maximizing the distance of the line 

from residences and parklands.' Not only does Route LHO-1 pass within 300 feet of less than 

half as many residences ;on Ronald Reagan as Route CifiL-1 passes on County Road .175,9  but 

due to the relatively narrow setbaCks used by the residential developments on County Road 175 

compared to those on Ronald Reagan,-there are also maiiy additional homes along County Road' 

175 that are just slightly beyond 300 feet of die proposed line.'" Further, there is no evidence 

that a line along Ronald lteagan Boulevard wohld 'be in close proximity tO any 'major parkland 

and-recreational area, While CoL-1 would run along the entire frontage of Southwest Williainson 

County Regional Park, which was šingled out'by the local community for protectiOn 'during the 

Open;Houše Process.'' 

The PFD endorsed ROute CoL-1 not because it satisfied the community's stated values or 

beitei fulfilled the Commission's traditional routing factors, but because the PFD placed "great 

weight"' on the Cities natural alignment in-supporting that route,, which-shifts-as much of the 

line as -Possible aviaj,  frOm developini ComMeitial areas within ,their city limits and onto 

unrepresented rural 'areas in their extraterriiorial jurisdictions (ETJ).'3  However, the PFD noted' 

that "like ComMission may disagree Witk how the,ALJS havi weighed the evidineeandfind 

that LIM-1 is the better route." 14  Fot the ;reasons discussed in Meritage's Excepticins, the 
_ 

7  LHO'of County Road 175 Ex. 13 (S. Williams Dir.) at 5:172. 
, 

LCRA TSC Ex. 1 (Application) at Attachment 1 (Environmental'Assessment) at 475. 

9  Along COunly Road 175, Route CoL-1 wouid paa's wilhin 305 feei of 39'single famisly residences, cd4ared to 
only 16 on Route LHO=1 along ROnald Reagan. See Riverside Resources Ex. 3, Cross-Rebuttal Testimony of 
Harold L. Hughes (Hughes Cross-Reb.) at Attachment R-1. 

1°See Section IV.D.3. 

" I.CRA TSC Ex. 1 (Applieitioti), Attiahnient I (Eiivirófimintal A'asessment) at 5735 (Bit* 273ÿ CIA] iiinifiCane 
number of emails and letterstive been reeeived regarding the Brushy Creek Trail and park sýstein and the 
Southwest Regional Park and Preaerve."). 

See PFD at 20. 

i3  Compared to Route Lii0-1, the City of Leander's Route' CoL=1 would reduce the amount "Of the line within' 
Leander city limits by 42% (2.96 versus 5.1 Miles) and through Cedar Park by 83% (0.43 versus 2.1 miles), 
withoul impacting the portion of the line that runs through Round Rock. See LCRA ISC Ex. 13 (MuniciPal 
Boundary Data). 

" PED at 20 (emphasis-added). 
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CommissiOn should reject the PFD's proposal to" place unprecedented' "great weighe on the 

Cities' positions and instead select Route LHO-1, which better fulfills the cdmmunity's stated 

desireš as expressed during LCRA TSC's Open Houie process, and alk) peiforms better overall 

under PURA's routing factors and the Commission's rules. 

In their Exceptions, therCities haVe atteifipted to frame their sUpport for Route CoL-1 as a 

repiesentation of community values because their position is ostensibly based on an analysis of _ 
their comprehensive planning docturien-td. 15 HoiveVer, thoie comprehensive planning dodumenig 

say nothing about tranšmission line placement,'6  even though the .Cities were aware of this 

transmission project for Over dyear before they revised those development plans.17  Nor have the 

Cities shoin that routing the line along Ronald Reagan Boulevard would actually preclude any _ 
specific commercial development. Instead, the Cities' argument is based purely on speculation 

that the line Would Préciude their ideal, sidewalk placement and buihing setback," ,whiCh is 

purportedly designed to creatd"iValkable and pedestrian orienter blocks 19  (alongside, a 65-MPH 

diVided' highway). Fiiither; aii analyšii Of the Cities' comprehensive Olans reveals that hoth 

Route LHO-1 and Route COIL-1 ,would conflict with ihe intended development patterns that 

ostensibly underlie' the Cities' rOtiting ,prefererides, so those plans do not iirovide a pkinciPled 

basis for deducing ihe local coinmunity;aviews on where the line should be'buili. The Cities are 

cheiry-Picking in their Use of coinprehensive planning dodunents tö suifipbrt their end goal Of 

shifting the line aujay from developing cf-znniiieraial areas in city 	therefore, the 

Commission should pot place any weight Oti the Cities' intonsistent and ontanne-Ciriven 

interpretations Of their dwn planningdOcuments. 

15  See City of Leander's ExceptiOns at 7-8; CitY Of Cedar' Parlei Exceptions at 1. 

16  See Tr. (Butler Cr.) at 872:1-87:2 f (Nov. 16, 2016) (establishing that Cedar Park's Compiehensive Plan did not 
dikuss tringinissión line iouting); Tr. (Yintis CO at 1060:9-1061:21 (Nov. 17, 2016) (establishing that 
Leander's CoMprehenšive Plan did nifit dikuss transmission line rotiting). 

17  See Section IV.D.3. 
18 See Tr. (Yantis,Redir.) at 1099:6-14(Nov. 17, 2016) (opposing Route 	because city planning dticuments 

call for`development up against ioad ROW and Parking behind the buildings); City Of Leander's Initial Br. at 77  
10; City of Cedar Park Initial Br. at 7,8 (discussing Mr. Yantis's testimony 'regarding the antiCipined 
developmint patterns in Leander's'Comprehensive Plan). 

19  See City of Leafider'S IiutialBr. 
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Route LHO-1 remains a superior choice because it (1) follows a more qualitatively 

compatible, developing Oommercial corridor through Leander, (2) performs better id terms of 

paralleling oVerall, (3) inpacts fewer habitable structures, (4) protects the community's most 

valued pailgands and recreational areas, and (Š) still has a relitively low cost. As discussed 

further below, the Minor cost increase for Route LHO-1 conipared td CoL-1 is easily outweighed 

by the other substantial qualitative and quantitatiye .benefits Route LHO-1 provides. ,Both the 

evidence and sound public policy suPport selecting Route LHO-1 ovet Route CoL-1. 

II. 	JURISDICTION, NOTICE, AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

Not addressed. 

III. THE PARTICIPANTS 

Not addressed. 

IV. 	PRELIMINARY ORDER ISSbiS 

A.: 	-Preliminary Order Issue Nos. 1-3 

Ilot addressed. 

D. 	Prelinihigey Order Issue No. 4 - Which transmissionfine route is the best 
alternative weighing the factors set ,forth in PURA § 37.056(c) and 16 Texas 
Administrative Códi § 25:101(b)(3)(B)7 

1. Backgrmind 

Not addiessed. 

2. Effect of Granting CertifiCate on LCRA 

Not addressed. 

3. Community; ValUes, 

ContFary to the Exceptions 'filed hy proponents of Route CoL-1, Route LHO-1 perforths, 

better in terms of coniniunity values. Route LHO-1 better satiAes the concerns that the local 

community at largê expressed during the Open House process, namely: (1) maximizing the 

distanCe of the' line froin residences, (2).  maintaining relinble serVicep and (3) maXimizing the 

diStance of the line from parks and recreational areas." Additionally, the Cities'. Exceptions 

LCRA TSC Ex. 1 (Application) avAttachment 1 (Environmental Assessment) at 4-5: 
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reveal further reasons why the Commission should not rely on their result-driven interpreiation 

of their own pinnning documents, and should instead focus on the values directly expressed by 

the local community throngh the Open Hotse process. The Cities selectively invoke their 

planning documents where it suits their needs, while ignoring similar impacts along the areas of 

ROute CoL-1. This maneuvering slthuld iitst be given `greit weight" as c6mmunity values. 

a. Route :LH6-1 better satisfies the vallies directly expresSed by the 
community 'during the Open' House process. a 

i. 	RoutelH0=1 mahnizes ,the distance of the line from readences 
„ 	compared to Route CoL-I. 

Route LHO-1 best fulfils the community's desire to maximize the distance of the line 
_ 

from residences., Along County Road 175, Route CoL-1 would directly affect more than twice 

the number of single-family residences as Route LHO-1 would along Ronald Reagan.' This 

*stark difference in, the number-of lisidenees bn "eath route's north-south corridor outweiglis 

-nrgurnents raised by Riverside kesources and the City of Leander,22  who emphasized that -the 

closestresidence to Route LHO-1 on Ronald Rengan is 23 feet diner to the line than the Closest 

residence to Route COL-1 on County lioad 175.23  The C6mmission 'should not place , more 

emphasis on that single residence than it, does bn the additional tirenO-thrie readenees-  thit 
4 

wOuld, fall ,within 305 feet of the line, if it is built along County koad 175. Similarly, gi'Veii the „ 

difference in total impacted structures, it is not -compelling that the direttly 'affected hithitable 

structures along County ,Road 175 .vould be, on average, about 30 feet:farther awa3k24  from the 

'line than those along Ronald Reagan. If the goal is to inaximiZe the distance of the line 'froth 

lisidenceš, a line that directly affedrS 6nly one residence should be considered snperior to one 

that directly, affects several homes, even if those homes are ten yards farther from Ihe line. 

21  "Along County Road 175, Route COL-1,iiierild priaSivithin 365 feefof 39 single familjr residences, compered to 
.:only 16 on Route LHO-1 eking Ronald Reagan. See RiVeršide Resources Ex. 3 (Hughes Cross:Reb.) ati  

Attachment R-1. 

22  Sec e.g.,'Riverside Resources' Exceptions at 12; City-of Leander's Exceptions at 14. 

23  Sei Riverside fiesources Ex. 3 (Hughes Cross-Reb.) atAttachment R1 (closeit tesidenCe on Rbute CoL.:1's 
north-south corridor is 37 feet from the centerline, comPared to 60 feet for Route LHO-1). The-cicisest 
structure to- Route CoL-1 on the portions that diverge from Route LHO-1 is a commercial structure that is 38, 
'feet from the 'centerline of Link L4. LCRA TSC Ex. 1 (Application) at Attachment 1 (Environmental-
'Assessment) C-302 (shOwing habitable structure number 28 at 38 feet from 'the centerline of Link L4). , 

24  Sii Riverside Resources Ex. 3 (Hughes Cross-Reb.) at AttaChment R-1. 
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Route LHO-1 also performs better in maximizing the distance of the line from residences 

that are not within 300 feet because it stays farther away from large residential developments 

than Route CoL21. The community preference for maxiMizing the distance from homeš was not 

litnited,  to the 300 foot notice corridor, nor "should the Commission's analysis be arbitrarily 

limited by that distance. Along County %Yid 175, RonteCoL-1 wonld pasS within 300 feet cif 

homes, in two large residential communities, Vista Oaks and Traits of Shady Oak. Because of 

the orientation of those communities, Route CoL-1 would also pass many additional existing 

homes at a distance slightly greater than 300 feet, which would also run connter to the local 

community's stated desire to -maximize the distance of,the line from residences. This is 

demonstrated by tile folloWing excernts from LCRA TSC's aerial maps: 

Aerial View of Vista Oaks Community Across from Links Q2 and J2 on CoL-125  

25  LCRA iSC Ex. 1 (Application) at Attachment 8 (Aerial Maps) 8hee! 12. 
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hi addition to the sixteen homes in Vista Oak's that are within 300 feet of Route CoL-1,26  

the residendes just across the street from those homes are just beyond that distance, and are 

therefore in close proximity to the line even though they are not considered "directly affected" 

for notice putooses. Also, the three homes located on tracts Q2-013, Q2-016, and Q2-019 are 

only slightly beyond 300 feet due to a slight boW in Link Q2. 

Aerial View of Trails Of Shady Oak Cninmunity Across from Links PI and T1 on COL-127  

Similar to Vista Oaks, while there are seven homes28 'in Trails of Shady Oak that are 

within 300 feet of Route CoL-1, there are also several additiOnal existing homes to the neirtheast 

thiit arc beyond 300 feet from the line, but still 'in close proxiinity to it. The Cq of Leander 

confusingly states that "neither Meritage or any-Other propetty Owner in the Trails of Sliady Oak 

26  Route CoL-1 directly affects habitable structure numbers 247-260 and 263-264 in Vista Oath. See LCRA TSC 
Ex. 1 (Application) at Attachment 1 (Environmental Assessment) C-383 (table showing habitable structures 
directly affected by Route 31, which uses links J2 and Q2): 

27  LCRA TSC Ex. 1 iApplicatión) at Atukhment 8 (Aerial Maps) Sheet 8. 

21  Route CoL-I directly affects habitable structure numbers 134-140 uTrai1s of Shady Oak. See LCRA TSC Ex.. I 
(Application) at AttaUhtnent 1 (Environmental Assessment) C-3,82 (table showing habitable structures directly 
affected by Route 31, which uses Link P1). 
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Subdivision will ever have a property interest directly affected by the lihe neceS"sitating 

acquisition of an easement for RoUte COL-1."29  HoWeyer, the homes within Trails of Shady 

'Oak are directly affected within-the ft-leaning of Commission rules even if the easement does not 

directly cross then' properties, and will be affected by the presence Of the line in general: The 

Commišsion has never limited its halntable štincture analysis solely t6 homes on hits virliere the 

easement would be placed, not would that be.appropriate policy. 

In contrast, 111641óiiå1d Reagan; only ihe Sarita Valley cOMmunify iš close enough to = - 
Route LHO-1 to have anS,  homes Within 300, feet of the prop6sed centerline. Only two Sarita 

Valley homes (compared to sixteen in Vista Oaks'and seivnin Trails of Shady Oak) are Within 

300 feet of itoute LHO-I," and the orientation of 'die cinnmun4 is such that very few, additional.  

residences are just beyond 300 feei. 

Aerial View of Sarita Valley Community Near Linkp. on LE[0-1 1' 

29:City of Leander's EXceptiOns it 16., 
'" Route LHO-1 directly affects habitable structure numbers 94 and 95 in Sarita Valley. LCRA TSC Ex: 1 

(ApOlication) at Attachment 1 (Environmental AssessMent) C-59 (table showing habilible structures directly 
affected by Route 6, which uses Link 0).,, 

31  LCRA tse Ex. I (Applic,ation) at' AttachMent g (Aerial 2V1aps) Sheet 1. 
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As this aerial view shows, only the portion of Sarita Valley-tht sivings out toward 

Ronald Reagán is close enough to the proposed line for any of its structures to be within 300 

feet.32  While there tre a feW additional homes in the vicinity of the line, the corner of Sarita 

Valley iS mostly undeveloped, meaning that there are fewer existing residences juSt beyond 300 

feet from the line compared to the bstimnibiitie'š along' County Road I75. Further, even if the 

Commission accounts for as-yet-unbuilt homei, the aerial photos above reveal that there is more 

roi:im for new homes in the portion of Trails of Shady Oak that iš Cline to die line than there is in 

Sarita 

One reason why only two hornes in the residential 'communitieš along RonaldReagan are 

within 300 feet of Route' LHO-1 is because the developments along Ronald Reagan are set back 

from the road to allow for commercial development along the highway frontage, while the 

coMmunitieš along County Road 175 are not. Thiš is best illustrated by the Caballo Ranch 

community, the entiince to which is dePicted below: 

Aerial View of the Entrance ò Caballo Ranch Near Link B233  

32  Habitable structiires 94 and 95 are 236 and 298 feet, respectively, from Link 0: LCRA TSC Ex. 1 (Application) 
at Attachinent 1 (Environmental Assessment) C-59 (table showing habitable structures directly affected by 
Route 6, Which uses Link 0). . 

33  LCRA TSC Ex. Ï (Applieation) at Attachment 8 (Aerial Maps) Sheet 12: 
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, 	Nof only are there zero habitable structures within Caballo Ranch that would be within 

300 feet of Route LHO-1,34  but contrary to the arguments made by the City of Leander in its 

Exceptions,' it is clear that commercial development is intended to serve as a buffer between the 

commuriitý and the traffie along Ronald Reagan. To that end,'there is even a sigif at the entrance 

of Caballo Ranch advertising "FOR SALE Retail Lai 1-15 Acres Highway Frontage."36  

Finally, the only other large-scale residential community along Ronald, Reagan, Cold 

Springs, is located aCtosš Ronald Reagan firim Roine LHO-1.37  Therefore, even if ihat 

cominunity were not set back frOm the road fo allow for commercial development like the 

newly:constructed strip center depicted beloW in Section N.D.S.b (Which prOVides a substantial 

buffer between Cold Springs and 'Ronald Reagan),38  'it would still be a šignificant distance from 

the line dne to Ronald Reagan's 200- tb 480-foot righvof-way.0- 'Contrast this WithParkside 'at 

1%,liiÿfield Ranch on County Road 175, Which is across the, street and on the other 'side of a 

detention pond from Route CoL-1, inn would still be much closer to the line than Cold Springs°  

.becanse Courity Road 175s right-of7way iš significainly narroiver than Ronald Reagan's.41 

Given the 'placement of the residential communities along each route's "north-south 

corridór, it is clear that Mite LHO-1 perfori4 much hetter in maximaing the,distanOe of the 

line 'from all residences. Not only does Ronte tH0-1•pass within 300 feet of less than half as 

many residences along Ronald Reagan is Route COL-1 doe's alOng.County ROad 175, it also' 

,passes many fewer residences at distances just greater than 300 feet. Together, these kacts far 

ontweigh Leander arid RiVerside ResOurceš' argunients about the ticisest šingle struenire and the 

34  In its ExcePtions, Riverside Resources went out nf its way to emphasize the number ofCaIa1Îo Ranch residents 
who intervened in thiS case, but did not mention that »One of their homes are wilhin 300 feet of the line. See 

Riveiside Resouites' Exceptions al 8-9. 

35  See Citybfleander's &eel:ideals at 11-13 (diiputing the,CommerCial hattire of die RonaldReiigaii cniTidor). 

36  See LHO of Cbuiity Road 175 Ex. 13 (S. Willianiš Dir.) at 9.(eiiiphisis added). 

` 37  See LCRA TSC Ex. 2 (Intervenor Map) at SheetT of 4:- 

See Meritage Homes Ex. 3 (Front View of Shopping Center on Link G=1). 

.34  Meritage Homes Ex. 6 (City of:Leander Response tå MH 1-7) (Ronald Reagan's right-of-way W66 between 200 
and 480 feet wide). 

4°  LCRA TSC Ex. 2 (Intervenor Map) at Sheet 1. 

41  See Meritage Mimes Ex. 6 (City of Leander Response to MH 1-7) (County Road 175s right-of-way varies 
between 65;ind 130 feet wide). 
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average distance to structure§ from each ronte.42  These are not factors the Comthission hiš ever 

found to -be determinative in routing, and they should not be given more weight than total 

habitable strutture impact§ and -die qualitatively residential nature of County Road 1 75 coinpared 

to Ronald Reagan Boulevard. 

Route LHO-1, better MaxiMizes the distance of the line from residences, which is a factor 

that a majority (5 1%) of the local dothmunity ranked as its Primary concern about this line,'" and 

that fact should weigh heavily in its favor. The PPÒ did not state whether it &Rind that ROuie 

LHO-1 or CoL-1 better inaiimized the distance of the line from residences," but bašed on the 

evidence above, the Commission should find that koute LHO-1 is superior to Mite COL-1 in 

this metric. 

Ronk LHO-1 better Maximizes the distance , of the - 	fioni 
parks and reereational arias compared to Route CoL-1. 

RoUie LHO-1 betier fulfills the loeil conimunity''§ desire to maxinnie the distance of the 

line froth parks and recreational areas because it 'avoids paralleling the entire frontage of the 

Southwest Williamson County Regional Park. This large, pristine park was singled out for 

protection by a large segment of the 'community in letters and`' emails to LCRA TSC:43  > 
Therefore; the Commission should take special care to protect it frOm the impikt of, this projeet, 

and should instead route the line down the relatively. barren Ronald Reagan Bonlevard. 

In their' Eieeptions, other parries emphasize the 0.2 mile differential (9,.8 versiis 10 

mi1eš)16  in the distanie that each route travels in the foreground visual zone of parks and 

recreational areas,47  but that Measure is mit a partiCularlY useful tobl fòr deienninirig whether a 

toute maiimizes the distance of the line from parks as rile local community desires: 'This 

becanše the 'foregrOUnd vistal zoiie of ã park 'and recreational area e2ctendS fit up tb a half Mile 

42  City of Leander's Exceptions at 14; RiVOSide ReioUrces' Exceptions at 12,. 

43  L'CRA TSC Ex. 1 (Application) at Attachinent 1 (Environmental Assessment) at 4-5. 

" See PFD at 22-23. 

45  LCRA TSC Ex. 1 (Application), Attachment 1 (Environmental Assessment) at 5-35 (Bates-213) (IA] significant 
number of émails and letters have been received regarding the Brushy Creek Trail and park`system and the 
Southwest Regicnal Park and Preserve?). 

" PFD at 35. 

42  City of Leander's Exceptions at 10; Riverside Resources' Exceptions at 24. 
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in either direction.48  Therefore, not only does that measure account for parkland features that are 

up to half a rnile away from the line, but it also overstates the impact of the line on narrow park 

feature§ that ire crossed at perpendicular angles. „The way that Route LHO-1 pisses the Sarita 

Valley greenbelt is illustrative: 

Ronald Reagan 13Ivd. at the north end of the study area, near proliosed link U449  

Rsiute LHO-1 would run along the east side of the `Ronald Reagan highway overpa§Ses 

dePicted aboVe, just at the end of the small running trail that makes up the Sariia 

greenbeli. This configuration means that while the line is Physitally distant froni nibst of the_ 

greebbelt traikit is still within iti foregroind visual zone 'for up to a half inile in either direction. 

Therefore, focusing on the portion of the line that falls Within the 'foreground visual zone of 

Parks and recreational areas is not the best way tb determifie which toute maximizes the distance 

of the line 'from thOse areas as the local community desires. 

even if there Were niore than a tiny, 0.1 mile differential" iii the amount of 

, parkland crossed by each route;  that metric would not accurately reflect each route's distance 

4  LcitiviŠe Ex. 1 (ApPlication), Attachment 1 (Environmental Assessment) at 4-74 (Bati!s 238) ri: 5. 

49  ieferitagijiomes Ex. 8 (Phiko of Ronald Reagan Blvd. crossing Brushy Creek); Tr. (Yantis Cr.) at 1068:10-
.1069:18 (Noy. 17, 2016). 

99 PFD at-31. 
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from parkland and 'recreational areas beCause it does not account for portions of each line that 

closely parallel large swaths of parkland, as Route CoL-1 would parallel the entire frontage of 

the South‘Vest Williarnson 'County Regional Park. 

Paralleling the entire frontage of the SOuthwest Williamson County Regional Park would 

place a large portinn of the line (and aubstanon 1-7) in continuous close próximity to an 

important Park that the communit5,  has' singled out for protection. The significant impact on this, 

park should weigh heavily on the Commissinn's deeision, and further demonstrates that Route 

LHO-1 i a supefior choice in satisfying the priorities expressed by the local community during 

the Open House process. 

'b. Tke cOmmisiion should not place greater weight on the Cities self= 
serving interpretation of their planning documents than it does on 
the lacal communiV's directly-stated preferences. 

Unlike the information gathered from the comniunity at large during the OPen House 

process, ihe -Cities' Comprehensive Plans shouid carry little weiglit as "Community valuee 

because they do not -direetly address .the placemeni of this line. In its Exceptions, Leander 

attempted to equate the process used to develop its Comprehensive Plan with LCRA TSC's Open 

House process', and eVen implied that the cinnfininit)i input that went into' its Comprehensiie 

Plan is a superior 'source for detenninifig the local comniunity's values.5I  Bur the input that ihe 

Cities received .when updating their Comprehensive Plies-Canna prOide significant inšight iiïo 

the local cininnUniiy's desires for transinission line placement •because unlike the Open House 

process, the Cities' Comprehensive Plan revisions did not' address tianifnission line 

placement.52  Therefore, any, rešidents that participated in the eoinprehensive Plan revision 

prOcess coUld not have anticipated'that the staternents =Wein those Plans would later be Used bY" 

the City Councils ro justify placing a transmission line down á narrow, residential street and 

51  City of Leander's Exceptions at 7-8 ("Leander is confident that Routé COL-1 is teflective of its coinintinity'š 
values because the plans it used io identify, evaluate and'recomiriend RciuteCOL-1 were deVelbped ohly after 
considering-the considerable public input received from the cothinunity athpen houses, public hearings; and 
iSther outreach methpds identical to those used by LCRA TSC to.determine public opinion On its project, but 
conducted over the course of 14 months, not just two days."). 

52  Šee Tr. (Butler Cr.) af872:7-8721 (Nov. 16, 2016) (establishing that Cidai Parks Comprehensive Plan did not' 
discuss transmission line routing); Tr. (Yahtis Cr.) at 1060:9-1061:21 (Nov. 17, 2016)(establishing that 
Leander's Comprehensive Plan did not, discuss transmission line routing). 
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thrOugh many individual 'homeowners ftont yards:: iiiher than along a developed commercial 

corridor: 

The Cities had the opPortunity to solicit direct `conimunity input about tratisinission line 

Placement, and even the placement of this line iniy.articular, when revising their Comprehensive 

.Plans, but they chose not to do so. The Cities started meeting *ith LCRA TSC abaft this line in 

October of 2013.53  Leander did not begin its COmprehensive Plin revision process Aintil more ,  

than 10 monihs later—in August of 204454—and did'nofackipt its current Comprehenšive Plan 

until October 15, 2015,55  which' was well after all. eighlein of its meetings about this line with 

LCRA TSC. Sinnlarly, Cede Pirk did 'not -adopt its current tomPreliensive Plan until 

NOvember 20; 2014, Which'was over a Year 'lifter 'its first meetini with LCRA TSC." If the 

Cities.wanted .to  use their Cómprehensive Plans as thebasis for their litigation position in this 

case, they could (and should)" have solicited &immunity Input about transmission line placement 

when revising those documenis. Withbut such input, the Cities are now attempting to read'their 

Oft iielida into uttrelateddescriPtions of ideal building setliack and parking orientition in their 

Comprehensive Plans," which provide no 'actuilinformation about wliere the local community 

'wants this line to go. Therefore, the Cities' positions, which they claith are based on afi inalyšis 

of their Comprehensive Plans," should not be weighted more heavily thin the preferences that 

were directly expressed by the kical community during the Open House process. 

The. Citiee arguments are also internilly indonsistent and transparently.result-oriented. 

The Citieš selectively inVoke their planning documents .tO clann that tliey conflict With Route 

LHO:I while ignoring instances where Route CoL-I woUld haVe similar, impacts." In 

53  See City of Cedar Park's Exceptioni'at 2 ("13tween 09töber 2013 and Septenibet 2015, still befoiel.CRA.TSC 
had submitted the application, LCRA TSC met with local officials from [the Cities] at leašt 18 times."). 

:54  City of Leander Ex. 2, Cross-Rebuttal Testimony of Tom C. Yintis (Yantis Cfoss-Reb.) at 21 n. 2i. 

55  Id.'at Exhibit TY-27 (Leander Comprehensive Plan) at"1. 

56  Cedar Park Ex. 1, Direct Testimony of Daron Butler (Butler Dir.) at Exhibit 1.2 (2014 Comprehensive Plan) at 1. 

57  SeeTr. (Yantii Redir.) at 1099:6-14 (Nov..17;2016) (opposing Route LHO-1 because city planning dõcuments 
call for deVelopment up against road ROW and parking behind the buildings); CitY of Leande?s Initial Br. at 
16; City of Cedar Park Initial Br. at 7-8 (discussing Mr. Yantis's tesliniony regarding the anticipated 
deVelopment patterns in Leander's Comprehensive Plan): 

58  See City of Leander's Reply Eir. at 7 ("Leander's pnsitioh i grounded in application of its Comprehenirive Plan to 
this parti9ular transmission line siting case."). 

Sei Meiitage Honiis Reply Br. at 12-18. 
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particular, the developrhent preferences-  stated in Leander's-Corehensice-Plab i11 be violAted 

,regardless of whether the Commission chooses Route CoL-1 Or Route LHO-1. Although the 

Cities planning documents do not describe the cOmniuniVS transmission line routing 

preferences, the Cities claim' that paralleling ,Roriald Reagan" Boulevard is incompatible with 

LeAnder's Chinprehensive Plan- because thin Plan call§ flit deVeliiPment in certain areas to 

clõsely abut the road right-of-way" (allegedly to create ``Walkable" areas alongside a 200- to 

48(-foot wide, 65-MPH highWay). Leander has argued that the line should not be routed along 

Route LH071 because that route runs -through planned commercial develOpment areas" 

designated as "ActivitY. Centers"' and "NeighbOrhOod Centers" in Leander'S Cempielientive 

Plan,63  and due to those 'designations," "Leander's Comprehensive Plan calls for development 

,on Ronald Reagan Blvd:  k• have building§ and.  sidewalks placed directly at or near the road 

ROW."65  But,Leander fails to menticin that ROute CoL-1 Would tilso traVel-  thrbugh an "Activity 

Centee' and a "Neighboihood Centel' located on County Road 175, where Leander's 

ConiPtehensive Plan Would alth- call for developthent io have buildings and sideWalks plaCed 

directly at or near the road ROW66  (notably, in a rural area alongside much smaller road where _ _ 	_ 	_ 
this type 'of walkable developmene,is mike realiStie):' So eien if the .Cities' comprehensive 

60 See City of Leander's Initial Br. it 7-10; Citybf Cedit Park'a Initial Br. tit 7-1r(discussing Mr. Yantis's teitiniony 
regarding the anticipated development patteins in Leanders Compieheniive Plan). 

61 The Commission should also note the dissonance between Leander's positioh:Vhich is 1:41.sed oti pthtecting 
commercial development patterns, and the local community's stated desire to protect reridnicer. The 
cominunity had the option of prioritizing the line's,distance frOm commercial structures in LCRA TSC's Open 
HoUse shrvey, -but unlike maximizing. the distance from residences, the commercial option did not receive 
significant support: See LCRA TSC EX. 1 (A-Pplietition) at Attachment 1 (Environmental Assessment) 
Appendix 13; Questionnaire at 4. 

62  City of Leander EX. 2 (Yantis Cross-Reb.) at -EXhibit TY:ir(Leander Compreheniive Plan) at 41 (Activity 
Cetiteri include "a mixture of big bar (i.e., Target, Best Buy) and junior retail anchors (i.e.- Ultra, PetSmart) 
and include up to 400,000 square feet of eommerciaispace."). 

62  Sidi CitY of Liander'i Initial Br. at 8-9: 

" In prior litiefnig, Leander has also claimed that ihe "Mixed UsiCorridoe'diatinctiOn is relevant to its concerns 
'aboth bitilding setback, but its Cdinprehensive Plan section en Mixed Use Corridors dOes not specifY an 
intended setback distanee for those area.i. See City Of Leander Ex. 2 (Yantia Cross-Reb.) at Exhibit 1Y-27 
(Leander Comprehensive Plan) at 44. litany event, both Mudd Reagan aid County Road 175 are identified is 
prospective Mixed Use Corridors in Leander's Comprehensive Plan. Id. at 34. 

63 See City of I.,eander's Initial Br. at 9. 

66  See City of Leander Ex. 2 (Yantis Cross-Reb.) at Exhibit tV-27; Meritage HOmes Reply Br. at 15 (enlarging and 
highlighting relevaht portions of Leander's "Future Land Use Mar to demonstrate how both routes at issue 

,would interfere with it). 

67  See Meritige's 'Reply Br. at 17. 
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planning docurnents were relevant to the Commission's comniunity values analysis, they would 

provide no meaningful basis for distinguishing between the two routes at issue. 

Similarly, Cedar Park's Comprehensive Plan does not provide a substantial basis for that 

city's opposition to Route LHO-1. First_the entire land use descrintion fOr the only city 

"Planning Area" that would be affected, by Route LHO-1 is: "This area offers a major 

opportunity to create a larger-scale master-planned development."68  Additionally, Cedar Park's 

Comprehensive Plan explititly states that "[a]lthough each Planning Area may lend itself to 

certiin types of development due to the locatiOn, access, topography, and adjacent land uses of 

the site, the areas'should be flexible and not restricted 16 'II particular land use."64  In light bf 

Cedir Park'š flexible approaCh to future hind use an& its vague mission statement for the only 

"Planning Area" that would be impacted by this project; placing a line along Route LHO-1 

would-in no way contradict its Comprehensive Plan. Therefore, like Leander, Cedar Park's 

opposition to the line is not grounded in its planning documents. 

Since' both routes at issue would` violate the development patterns described in Leander's 

Comprehensive Plan;  and neither would directly violate redar Park's; it is clear that the 'Cities' 

opposition tb Roilte LHO-1' is rooted elsewhere, naniely that Rbute up71 would place more-of 

the line within city limIts." As, discussed above and in Meritage's Exceptions, the Cities' "not-

in-my=backyare positiOn is ,not entitled to ný"greiter vieighr thin'šimilar pOsitiOns taken by 

other parties in the case-7partiCularly when the titles' objectives are inconsistent with the values 

and priorities directly expressed by the entire ldcal &immunity throUgh LCRA TSC's Open 

House process. Based on those criteria, the Commission shOuld select Route LH6-1. 

4. 	Recreational and Park Arent—PURA § 37.056(c)(4)(B) 

Route LHO-1,  minimizes the iniplet Of this line' on parks and recreational areas because it 

does not materially affect any notable parklands, while Route CoL-1 would parallel the entire 

frontage of the -Prized Southwest Williamson County Regional Park and would use substation 1-

7, Which is just acrosi the street from the park. In contrast, the only parkland feature along' 

" Cedar Park Ex. 1 (Butler Dir.) it Exhibii 1.2 (2014 Comprehensive Plan) at 29. 

69 /d. at 19 (enipluisis added). 

70 ee Meritage's ExCeptions at 2, 12-13. 
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Route LHO-1 that was mentioned in tne PFD is the Sarita Valley greenbelt.7I  Despite both 

Riverside Resources'72  and Leander's73  attempts'to inflate the importance of that park, it is cleat 

that building a transmission line along ROnald Reagan will have little incremental impact on the 

Sarita Valley greenbelt due to the substantial existing 'infrastructure where that small running 

trail ends along Link U4. That link Would Parallel both a distribution line and two elevated 

highway bridges supported by concrete towers, as shown below: 

Ronald Reagan Blvd. as it crosses Binshy Creek near proposed link U474  

As a result, locating à transmission line Parallel' io the existing infrastruciure in this area 

will Inot substantially' interfere 'With the use and enjOyment of the trail compared to the _status 

quo.75  LCRA TSC has aisb made cleir that it can comidetely span Brushy Creek at this kication, 

which ,will further niinimize any iitipatt-of the line..76  When, these' faCti are conšideted, no 

71  PFD' at 34. 

72  Riverside Resources' Exceptions at 4, 6-7, 24: 

"City of Leander's Exceptions at 10, 18, 29. 

74  Meritage Honieš Ex. 9 (Photo of Distribution Line ailonald Reagan Blvd..and Brushy Creek); Tr. (Yantis Cr.) at 
1068:10-1069:18 (Nov. 17, 2016). 

75  Tr. (LCitA TSC Ct.—Powell) at 412:21-4l3:8 (Nov. 15, 2016) (traih are a compatible use for land within a 
transmissiOn line right-of-way). 

76  Tr. (LCRA" TSC Cr.—Melendei) at 504:18-2 (Nov. i5,2016). 
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weight should be given to • the alleged adverse impacts that Route LHO-1 would have on the 

Sarita Valley greenbelt. 

This insignificant impact to the Sariia Valley greenbelt is not comparable to paralleling 

the entire frontage of the pristine Southwest WilliamSon County Regional Park, which was 

singled out for protection by the local 'community. The Cdminission shbuld find that Route 

LHO-1 better protects the parks and recreational areas in the studiarea 

5. 	Cullural, Aesthetic, and Historical Values—PURA § 37.056(c)(4)(C) 

a. Cultural Ind Histnrical Values 

Contrary to Leander's claim," ,the PìD did not make a clear statement about which route 

better protects the cultural and historical resburce's'preent in the study area, and in any event, 

this faciór should not weigh heavilyon the Commissibn's decision. 

b. Aesthetic Impacts 

Tbe PFD found that routing the line detwn Connty Road '175 would have a greater 

aesthetic impact than placing it on Ronald Reagan." In its Exceptions, however, the City of 

Leander wrongly claiins that the liFD found in firör of Rciiite CoL-1 when evaluating' this 

factor." But not only did the PFD find that "[n]either route Stands out as significantly superior 
• 

to the other oh [the quantitatiVe] criteria'4°  tised ,to eValnate aesthetics; like distance in the 

fóreground 'viSual zone of roads, but it also stateii that "Mlle AIJŠ do not disagree that based ón 

the evidence presented, theretould fie greater aesthetic impacts,, particularly along the northern 

portions 4if CR 175 when ccimpared to Ronald Reagan."8  Thii statement was clear enough that 

even Riverside Resources; which supports Route CoL-1,:agieed that the PFD endorsed Ronte 

LW:J-1 on this factor.82  

" City of Leander's Exceptions ai 1 &N. 

PFD at 36. 

79  City of Leanders Exceptions at'i9. 

"PFD at 35. 

$1  Id. id 36. 

82  Riverside Resourcea' Exceptions at i6. 
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Neveitheless, Riverside Resources argues that the increased aesthetic impact along 

County Road 175 is irrelevant because Williamson County plans to eventually widen the north 

end of that road to four lanes." However, the'dnly evidence in the record to suPpbit that' Plan is 

a map at the end of Williamson County's Long-Range Transportation Plan that 'sliews the north 

end of County Road 175 as efour-lane road in the year 203.5." There are no imininent plans to 

widen the road, and no guarantee that ihe road will be widened on schedule or in accordance 

with Williamson County's plan. Additionally, regardless Of whether the road is widened, that 

will nfit substantially thange the character of this more fural, more scenic portion of the -study 

area compared to the wide, relatively barren developing commercial corridor that already exists 

along Ronald Reagan, as dePicted below: 

A view down Ronald Reagan Boulevard" 

Plaeing a line along COunty Road 175 would also harm its more rural, residential 

chaiicter. Ifi air-attemPt to-eqiuite the two fiorih-south corridors.  at išsue, Leander lists out eaeh 

of the coinmercial structures on County Road 175,86  but fails to noie that mafiy, of those 

Propertieš, like the Apple Blossoin'Centet for Discovery end the Dog House DrinkerSi and Dog, - 

Park, have developmeni footprints so similar to single famiiy residences that they were initially 

83  Id. 

84  See Tr. (Meaux Cr) al345:74 (Nov, 14, 2016). 

" LHO'of CR 175 Ex. 13 (S. Williams Dir) it, 10:1-3. 

" City of Leinder'i Exceptions at 19. 
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identified -,aš such by LCRA TSC.87. Further;  regardless of whether there are a sinall number of 

commercial structures gong County Road 175, that does not change the fundamentally rural and 

primarily residential _character of the 'area,- contrary to the, kind of deep setback, strip center 

development that already exists and is expected to continue a:king Ronald Reagan: 

New commercial delielopMent on Rimild Reagan icrosš from proposed link Gl" 

In y-et anOther atteinpt to ,equite the two
, 
 routes, Riverside Resource; argues .11tat the 

aesthetic impact of the line4an aunty koad 272-=-a small road near Link E2 along Route Lilo- 

somehovi equiVidefit tO the imPict, of paralleling Cohnty Road,.175.89  Bui While Coltiify 

Road 272 may Well be a small couiity road,-,there is no evidence in the record to show that it is 

especially scenic, and tolhe-cObtrary, LCRA TSC's aerial fillips shOW thiit the line Avoild be 'set, 

back sUbstantially froth. County Road 272; and Would run mostly through:undeveloped open 

fields:" Further, even if one were to attuthe that the aesthetic impats 'along COthify RoidS 175 

and 272 were identical, koute LHO=Lwould'only run along County kbad 272 for approximately 

87  See Riverside kesources•Ex. 3 '(Hughes Cross-Reb.) at 25 and Aitachinent R-1.. 

'u  Meriiage Homes Ex. 3 (Front VieW of Shopping Center on Link 0-1); Tr. (LCRA TSC Cr. — Powell) at 695:8-
696:8, 697:4-15 (Noi., 15, 2016). „ 

89  Riversideltesources Exception§ at 16-17. 

"tCRA TSC EZ. 1 (4p1iCaiiOn) at AttachmeM 8 (Aerial Maps) Sheet 1.2. 
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half a mile,91  so any aesthetic impacts there would be insufficient to tip the scales in favor of 

Route C6L-1. The arguments raised by proponents of CoL-1 do not overcome the evidence 

demonstrating that ROnald Riagan Boulevard is a more compatible corildor ior a transmission 

line. 

6. Airports 

Nöt addresšed. 

7. 	Substations 

The Coinini§sion should not place significant weight op evidence that LCRA TSC has - _ _ _ 
already acquired the proposed substation sites for Route CoL- 1 . First, if LCRA does not use the 

parcels it has acquired; it can-sell-those propekieS add reconp-  the inirestinent.92 —As Mr:Powell - 

testified it The heiring, LCRA buYs,  and sells prbPerty, toutinelY, so it is not significant that 

LCRA purchased and may :iatersell two partidular substation sites.93  In A quickly deVelopifig 

area like 'this, study area, k is eVen possible that LCRA could end up making money on the 

purchase and sale of those properties. Therefore, any potential cost effi6ienCies to be gained by 

building oicthe sites tltat LCRA iiwns are speculative at best. Addiiionally, any costs or benefiis 

that aCcrue'to LCRA due to purchasing and then selling these properties are minimal—in the tensi 

of thousands Of d011irs at inöst—and irrelevant in the face of the other factors at issue in this 

case. 

:Further, it has-reeentl beeöine unCleal whether LCRA TSC will even•be able to use* 

substation: gke 2.-6 in its current configuration. As LCRA TSC state'a in its Exceptions, the 

planned expansion oHero Way in the viCinky of Link L4 and, Substation.  26 (both of*hith are 

used by Route COL-1) has created concerns about the viability of those portions of the line as 
'4 currently p1anned.4  While it is still tok early to know the impact cif any required modifications,- 

at the Very least, this ,inforMation shonld'cause the ;Cotiimission 'to discount any potential' cost 

savings to be:gained from LCRA TSC having akeady atquired sübstation site 2-6. 

91  L6RA TSC Ex. 1 (Application) at Attitchment 10 (Landowner Notice) at 16 (describing length and location of 
Link E2). 

92  Tr. (Powell Cr.) at 611:1-1j, 6-9911-21`(Nov.15, 201'6). 

" 93  Id. at 699:16-18'("Q: tijes fair to-say that LCRA buys and sells pioperty routinely?, A: Yes.). 

" LCRATSC'i Exceptions ai4-5. 
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8. Environmental Integrity—PURA § 37.056(c)(4)(D) 

Not addressed. 

9. Engineering Constraints-16 Tex. Admin. Code § 25.101(b)(3)(B) 

Not addressed. 

10. Costs, Use of Existing Compatible Rights of Way, and Prudent 
Avoidance (16 Tex. Admin. COde § 25.101(b)(3)(B)) 

a. Costs 

In a caie where the cost of all proposed routes is relatively low, Route LHO-1 still ranks 

in:the top third for lowest cost,95  and its slight (apprOximitely S5 million or 7.5°4)96  increase in 

coSt over koute CoL-1 is well justified by its oilier qualitative and, quantitative benefits,__ 

, including paralleling a .more compatible conidor along,Ronald Reagan boulevard and réduCing 

the numbetof iiewly-affected habitable struCturis within 300 feet of the line by 

Leander's analysis ;purporting to assign an incremental cost -per Avoided habitable 

Structure is iiiisgiiided.*98  This' analySis coinplete4,  ignores the benefits associated with rduting 

the line down a More qualitatively more compatible; relatively barren 'Commercial 'corridor along 

a 65 MPH highWay instead öf a more fund, residential Streit, as'well as the benefits Of avoiding a 

major parkland ,feature that was singled out for protection by the loc-  al community. Further, 

simplý diAiding the cott of a line bý-the mnnber of habiiable struetilres failš to account for 'the 

many, reSidencis that lie jusibeyond 306 feet from Route CoL4, 'and are therefore avoided by 

using Route'LH04, as dikusSed aboire. Thefe is nenrificipled reaion that a habitable.structure 

301 feet from die line should Carry zero Aveight When exainining cost differentials between two 

potential routes: 

Additionally, new infinniation came to light in Lou. TSC's Exceptions ihat could affect 

the cost differential between the two routes. According to LCRA TSC, the fUture planned 

exPanSiOn df Herd Way may. substantially interfere with the current *Placement of Links E and K 

95  LCItA TSC Ex. 4 (Application Attaehment 4 - Costs and Dam) it Tahle 2: 

." Id. 

97  LCRA TSC Ex. 4 (Application Attacginein 4 - Costs and Data) at 4. 

99  City.of teandees ExceptiOns ai 22. 
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(on bdth LHO-1 and COL-1), the notth end Of Link S4 (on Route LHO-1), the length of Link L4 

(on Ronte COL-1)i- and substation site 2-6 (on Route CoL-1)." The full extent of the required 

modifications 'are yet unknown, but it stands to reason that-because the planned road expansion 

will interfete with the entirety of Link L4'(x)  and substatiOn site 2-6 on Route CoI.A, any 

increase in cost will'be weighted toward making that route More expensive. Further, becanse 

Route CoL-1 already passes within 38 feet of a commercial structure on Link L4, °1, any 

movement of that link that is required by the expansibn of the planned road ROW !nay increate 

the impact on that strUcture or require LCRA TSC, to conderfin it altogether. While the 

informaiion prdvided by LCRA TSC is still preliminary, the Commission should not WI place. 

undue emphasis' on the small dittetence between the cost estimates for the two Mutes because 

those estimates will likelk change as neW information emerges. 

• b. Use of Existing Conipatible Right of Waý 

Ouiofàllthe routes, Route LHO-1 has the second highest percentage of length patallel to 

existing compatible rights-of-way and prOperty boundaries, with a total percentage rz4 

In eothpariSon, ROute CoL-1 pirallels existing compatible righis-of7way and property boundaries 

for 87.7% of its length.'°3  Additionally, koute LHO-Í outperforms Rouli CoL-1 in using or 

tiaralieling existing ROW beeause Route LHO-1 has only 1.7 Miles that dci noinse or parallel an 

wasting eorridor, comPareeto 1.8 miles for Route CoL-1.'" Therefore;-Route LHO4 is a 

vantitatiVelý',  better Optien than Route CoL-1 in terms Of paralleling 'fxisting compatible 

corridors and ptoperty boundaries. 

The paralleling analysis in-Cedar-Park'S and Leander's ExeePtiinis is inišleading. First;  

their calculition of the percentage of each route tiiat is parallel to existing features l'eaves out any 

" LCRA TSC's Exceptions at 4-5. 

I" See Tr. (Powell Cr.) at 288:18-289:17 (Nov. 14, 2016) (extinsion of HeroVay will proceed along Link L4 and 
past substation _site 2-6): 

LCRA fŠCEx.1 (Application) at Attachment 1 (Environmental Assessment) C302 (showing habitable 
structure number 28 at 38 feet from the centerline of Link L4). 

102  LCRA TSC Ex. 4 (Application Attachment 4 — Costs and Data) at 6, rows 1, 7 and 13. 

18  Id. 

lc" Id. 
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consideration of the length bf each route that is parallel to apparent property lines, w5  which is a 

paralleling factor that the Commission regularly considers under Substantive Rule 

25.101(b)(3)(B)(iii). Then, when they do factor in the length of the line that is parallel to 

apparent property lines, the Cities also improperly include the length of the line that is parallel to 

uture planned roadways.106  However, the Commission does not traditionally consider the 

length of a line that Will pirallel "future planned,';  as oppUsed te existing,1°7  roadways, so the 

titres aPproach inappropriately inflates the paralleling numbers fór Route CoL-1, The correct 

approach, Which is addressed above, shows thit Route LHO-1 performs better. 

Further, for the reasons discussed above and in Meritage'g'exceptions:signifitaht *eight 

skould be giVen to the qualitatiVe dompatibility" of the Ronald Reagan Boul6aid conidor for 

=siting infrastructure cbmpared to Connty, Road 175. This factor sets Route LHO-1 far above 

Route CpL-1 in tertn.§ of Paralleling "corripatible "corridors. 

c. 	Prudent Avoidance 

koute L140-1 directly ,affects 24 fewer habitable structures than CoL-1, °8  and the 

pcirtion of CóL-1 thai travels along County Road 175 Passes within 305 feet of More than twice 

as many habitable structures as the portion of LHO-1 that parallels Ronald Reagan Boulevard.'"' 

Ks disettised above, there ire also a number bf idditioiiil residentes juit oer 300 feet away 

from Route CoL-1. Even though the štructures along County -Road 175 may be, on' average; 

• about 30 feet farther froin 'the-  line,- it is still better to foute the line davit Ronald Reagan to 

minimize the number ef affected structures. Rouiing a line past one structure at a disiance,of 170 

feet is better thanroutingit past tnültiple struettireS atá c1istinte öf 200 feet. 

'°5 City ofCedar Park's EiceptiOnsit 3 ("Out-of all routes evaluated,-R6Ute COL=1 hid the highest kiceitage of 
the length of line ROW using existing transmisiion line ROW, length-of line ROW parallel and adjacent to 

-existing to transmission, line ROW, and length of line ROW parallel and adjacent to'ither existing ROW 
(roadways, railways, etc.) at 85%."); City of Leander's Exceptions at 40. 

l06 'City of Cedar Park's Exceptions at 3 ("That percentage increased to 91% when theiength`oithe line ROW 
-patinel and adjacent to future planned roadways (0.5 miles) and to apparent property lines (0.3 milea) were 
iticluded."); City of Leander's Exceptions at 40-41 

§ilbst. R. 25.101(Ï,)(3)(13)(h) (whether the routes parallel or utilize other _existing colipatible rights-
cif-way; includipg roads.. .") (emphiiis ad4ed). 

LCRA TC Ex. 4' (ApplicatiOn Attachmeni 4 - Costs and Data) at 6. 

w?..See Rii4rside Resources Ex. 3 (Hughes Cross-Reb.) at Attachinent R-1. 
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Additionally, the:•Commission should not focus on the closest Structures to each route 

because, according to the PFD, only structure's within the line's ROW (out to 40 feet from the 

centerline) will experience significantly inereased EMF 1eve1s,11°  and along the portions of 

Route LHO-1 and Route CoL- I ihat differ from one another, both pass within 40 feet of exactly 

one structure. Route LHO-1 is 37 feetfromä structute ori Link B2111. add Route CoL-1 iš 38 feet 

from it structure on. Link L4.1I2  Therefore, to distinguish between the two routes, the 

'Commission needs to ,look at more than just the closest structures on each. Taken holistically, 

Route LHO-1 is superior. 

E. 	Preliminary Order Issue Nos. 5-7 

Not addressed. 

V. CONCLUMON: 

`The tommiSsion should select Route LHO-1, which follows a more cOmpatible 

coindiircial 'Corridor along Ronald Reagan Boulevard, avcilds individual homeowneis front 

yards on County Road 175; better comporfs with the communitY values expressed during the 

Open Muse proceis by all citizens in the study area; and impacts feijer habitable structures than 

CoL-1, while remaining in the top third for lowest cost. Route LHO-1 is the best choice 

considering the routing factõrš proVided in the Statite add Conimission rules, and should be 

selected 'for the Leander to Round liock line. 

• . 
11°,PFD'at 56. 

LCiA TSC Ex. 1 (Application) at Attachment 1 (Environmenial Assessment) C-59 (showing habitable structure 
number 193 37 feet from the centerline of Link B2). 

in • la at C-3I32 (sioWing habitable structure number 28 at 38 feet from the centerline of Link L4). When Hero Way 
is extended along Link L4, as Was discussed on pages 4-5 of LCRA TSC's Exceptions, ,• it is likely that the line 
will be in the new rOad,ROW and/or even closer to this habitable structure, if the structure does not have to be 
condemned altogether. However, it is too early to know the full impact of that planned construction. 
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RespectfUlly submitted, 

THOMPSON & KNIGHT LLP 

"Xa5e---) ay(zrA,Lia,(A 
Rex D. VanMiddlesworth 
State Bar No. 20449406 
Katie Coleman 
State Bar No. 24059596 
Michael McMillin 
State Bar No. 24088634 
98 San Jaainto Blvd., Suite 1900 
Austin, Texas ,78701 
(512) 469.6100 
(512) 469.6180 (fax) 

ATTORAYS FOR MERITAbE HOMES OF 
TEXAS, LLC, STEWART CROSSING 
HOMEOWNER ASSOCIATION, AND TRAILS 
OF.SHADY OAK RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY, 
INC. 

CtRTIFIeATE OirStiRVICE 

I, Michit'el McMillin, Attorney for Meritage Homes, hereby certify that a copy of the ' 
foregoing docthent was 'served on all parties of record iw this proceeding on this 13 day of 
'April, 2017 by electronic mail, facsimile and/or First Class; U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid. 

Michael McMillin 
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