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4.1.3.2 Floodplains 
Proposed construction could result in locating some transmission line structures within floodplains, 

particularly in the vicinity of named streams. These structures would be designed and constructed so as not 

to impede the flow of any waterway or create any hazard during flooding. Construction activities within 

floodplains would be limited to the Project ROW, and significant efforts should be made to keep structures 

from being located in obvious flood channels. Some scour could occur around structures if flood-flow 

depths and velocities become great enough. Careful siting of structures should eliminate the possibility of 

significant scour. The Project should have no significant impact on the function of the floodplain, nor 

adversely affect adjacent property or downstream property. 

All the primary alternative routes may potentially cross flood hazard areas. However, Gaines and Yoakum 

Counties do not participate in the FEMA program; therefore, floodplain information for the Study Area is 

not available. Although FEMA floodplain information is not available, floodplains are likely associated 

with Wardswell and McKenzie Draws and low-lying areas within the Study Area. No rivers and very few 

streams are located within the Study Area; therefore, none of the alternative routes should have significant 

impacts on the function of floodplains. 

4.1.3.3 Groundwater 
No adverse impacts to groundwater are expected to occur from the construction and operation of the 

proposed transmission line. The amount of recharge area that would be disturbed by construction is 

minimal when compared with the total amount of recharge area available for the aquifer systems in the 

region. Additionally, if accidental spillage of fuel, lubricants, or other petroleum products from normal 

operation of heavy equipment during construction activities occurred, it would be unlikely to result in any 

groundwater contamination. Any accidental spills would be promptly handled in accordance with State 

and Federal regulations. SPS will take necessary precautions to avoid and minimize the occurrence of 

such spills. 

4.1.4 Impact on the Ecosystem 

4.1.4.1 Vegetation 
Impacts to vegetation resulting from the construction and operation of transmission lines are primarily 

associated with the removal of existing woody vegetation within the ROW. The amount of vegetation 

cleared from the transmission line ROW would be dependent upon the type of vegetation present and 

whether the ROW will be completely new or involve widening existing ROW. For example, the greatest 

amount of vegetation clearing would occur in wooded areas, whereas cropland and grassland would 
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require little to no removal of vegetation. Woodland, however, is scarcer in the Study Area and no 

alternative route crosses woodland or brushland that would require removal or a measurable amount of 

bottomland woodland. 

Cropland dominates the Study Area with limited rangeland consisting mostly of grasses and other 

herbaceous vegetation, and only scarce amounts of woody vegetation. Minimal clearing would be 

necessary for construction throughout cropland and rangeland. Sensitive plant communities, such as those 

found along riparian corridors and in wetlands, can often be spanned without the need for clearing. The 

linear extent of plant communities crossed by the proposed alternative routes was determined using digital 

aerial photography; the length across potential wetlands was determined by USFWS NWI maps (see 

Table 6-1 in Section 6.0.). Vegetation community types intersected by the alternative routes were verified 

in the field, where possible. 

Removal of vegetation in wetlands increases the potential for erosion and sedimentation, which can be 

detrimental to downstream aquatic life and plant communities. Any placement of fill material within 

waters of the U.S. would represent a permit action that may require notification to the USACE. More-

detailed field studies would be required to verify the location and amount of jurisdictional wetlands that 

may be within the ROW of a potential route. Precautions would be taken throughout the construction 

process to avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands. Depending on the size and vegetation type 

(shrub/scrub or herbaceous), these areas can be spanned in many instances, although they cannot always 

be avoided by construction equipment. Placement of approved BMPs for construction and minimization 

of erosion in disturbed areas would help dissipate the flow of runoff. Placement of silt fences or hay-bale 

dikes between streams and disturbed areas would also help prevent siltation into the waterway. After 

construction is complete, impacted herbaceous wetlands are likely to recover relatively quickly.  

Areas that potentially support wetlands are crossed by 2 of the 10 alternative routes. Route A crosses 

approximately 0.09 mile of potential wetlands and Route C crosses approximately 0.07 mile of potential 

wetlands. All the wetland areas require a short crossing distance and should be able to be spanned by the 

alternative routes. As noted above, no alternative route crosses woodland. Thus, Routes B, D, E, F, G, H, 

I and J do not cross any woodland or potential wetlands. 

Construction of the facility within the ROW would be performed to minimize adverse impacts to 

vegetation and to retain existing ground cover whenever practicable. Additionally, SPS will minimize 

damage to local vegetation and retain native ground cover wherever practicable. Clearing will occur only 

where necessary to provide access and working space and to protect conductors. Where necessary, soil 
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conservation practices will be undertaken to protect local vegetation and ensure successful revegetation 

for areas disturbed during construction, reseeding as required. Activities associated with electrical 

transmission facilities in jurisdictional wetlands are regulated by the USACE under the CWA. If 

necessary, SPS will coordinate with the USACE prior to clearing and construction to ensure compliance 

with Section 404 of the CWA and avoid, minimize, or mitigate for unavoidable impacts to waters of the 

U.S., including wetlands. 

4.1.4.2 Aquatic Resources 
Impacts to aquatic ecosystems from transmission line construction are generally minor. Aquatic features 

within the Study Area, such as lakes, streams, and ponds, can generally be spanned. The implementation 

of sedimentation controls, as prescribed in a project-specific SWPPP, during construction will help to 

minimize erosion and sedimentation of area streams. Potential impacts include physical habitat loss or 

modification, increased runoff, erosion and sedimentation, turbidity, and spillage of petroleum or other 

chemical products. However, all of these tend to be short-term effects and will vary with the intensity and 

timing of the construction and location of the proposed route. 

Physical habitat loss or modification could result whenever access road crossings intercept a drainage 

system, through sedimentation due to erosion, increased suspended solids loading, or accidental 

petroleum spills directly into a creek, lake, or other aquatic feature. Erosion results in siltation and 

increased suspended solids entering streams, creeks, or lakes, which in turn may negatively affect many 

aquatic organisms at many trophic levels. Since aquatic features of the area typically exhibit relatively 

high turbidities during and following runoff events, small increases in suspended solids during the 

construction phase are unlikely to have any discernible adverse impact. 

The main considerations regarding potential impacts to aquatic systems include the length across open 

water, number of playa lakes, and length of ROW paralleling (within 100 feet) streams. All the alternative 

routes cross one or more types of aquatic habitat, as previously discussed in Section 4.1.3.1 (Surface 

Water) and Section 4.1.4.1 (Vegetation). All the alternative routes cross at least one stream; however, 

only two alternative routes (Routes B and D) parallel streams within 100 feet. Only Routes A and C cross 

mapped playa lakes (one). Routes B, D, E, F, G, H, I, and J do not cross potential wetlands, whereas 

Route A crosses approximately 0.09 mile of potential wetlands and Route C crosses approximately 

0.07 mile of potential wetlands.  

Routes H and J have the least impact on aquatic resources because they do not cross playa lakes, open 

water, or potential wetlands, and only cross one stream. Conversely, Route A has the greatest impact on 

Attachment 1 
Page 81 of 344

103



Mustang to Seminole 115-kV Project  Environmental Impacts of the Alternative Routes 

Southwestern Public Service Company 4-6 Burns & McDonnell 

aquatic resources of the alternative routes because it has the longest length across potential wetlands (0.09 

mile) and crosses the highest number of mapped playa lakes (one). 

4.1.4.3 Wildlife 
The impacts of transmission lines on wildlife include short-term effects resulting from physical 

disturbance during construction, as well as long-term effects resulting from habitat modification, 

fragmentation, or loss. The net effect from transmission line construction on local wildlife is typically 

minor. The following section provides a general discussion of the effects of transmission line construction 

and operation on terrestrial wildlife, followed by a discussion of the possible impact of the alternative 

routes. 

Any required clearing or other construction-related activities would directly or indirectly affect most 

animals that reside within or traverse the transmission line ROW. Heavy machinery may adversely affect 

smaller, low-mobility species, particularly amphibians, reptiles, and small mammals. 

If construction occurs during the breeding season (generally spring to fall), construction activities may 

adversely affect the young of some species. Heavy machinery may cause soil compaction, which may 

adversely affect fossorial animals (i.e., those that live underground). Mobile species, such as birds and 

larger mammals, may avoid initial clearing and construction activities and move into adjacent areas 

outside the ROW. Construction activities may temporarily deprive some animals of cover and, therefore, 

potentially subject them to increased natural predation. Wildlife in the immediate area may experience a 

slight loss of browse or forage material during construction. However, the prevalence of similar habitats 

in adjacent areas and vegetation succession in the ROW following construction would minimize the 

effects of these losses. 

The increased noise and activity levels during construction could potentially disturb the daily activities 

(e.g., breeding, foraging) of species inhabiting the areas adjacent to the ROW. Dust and gaseous 

emissions should have only minimal effects on wildlife. Although construction activities may disrupt the 

normal behavior of many wildlife species, little, if any, permanent damage to these populations should 

result. Periodic clearing along the ROW, while producing temporary negative impacts to wildlife, can 

improve the habitat for ecotonal or edge species through the increased production of small shrubs, 

perennial forbs, and grasses. 

Transmission line structures will be designed in compliance with the Avian Power Line Interaction 

Committee (APLIC) standards, as defined in Reducing Avian Collisions with Power Lines: The State of 

the Art in 2012 (APLIC, 2012). As such, the danger of electrocution to birds from this Project is 
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anticipated to be insignificant. Some avian species may use transmission line structures or wires for 

perching and roosting locations; however, this is not the designed intent of those facilities. Additionally, 

edge-adapted species (e.g., blue jay [Cyanocitta cristata], some flycatchers, northern cardinal [Cardinalis 

cardinalis], northern bobwhite [Colinus virginianus], Cooper’s hawk [Accipiter cooperii], brown-headed 

cowbird [Molothrus ater], and northern mockingbird [Mimus polyglottos]) may select the edge habitat 

created along the changed vegetation areas adjacent to the transmission ROW (Rochelle et al., 1999).  

The transmission line (both structures and wires) could present a hazard to flying birds, particularly 

migrants. Collision may result in disorientation, crippling, or mortality (New York Power Authority, 

2005). Mortality is directly related to an increase in structure height; number of guy wires, conductors, 

and ground wires; and use of solid or pulsating red lights (an FAA requirement on some structures or 

structures over 200 feet in height) (Erickson et al., 2005). Collision hazards are greatest near habitat 

“magnets” (e.g., wetlands, open water, edges, and riparian zones) and during the fall when flight altitudes 

of dense migrating flocks are lower in association with cold air masses, fog, and inclement weather. The 

greatest danger of mortality exists during periods of low ceiling, poor visibility, and drizzle when birds 

are flying low, perhaps commencing or terminating a flight, and when they may have difficulty seeing 

obstructions (Electric Power Research Institute, 1993). Most migrant species known to occur in the Study 

Area, including passerines, should be minimally affected during migration, since their normal flying 

altitudes are much greater than the heights of the proposed transmission structures (Willard, 1978; 

Gauthreaux, 1978). 

The species most prone to collision are often the largest and most common for resident birds or for birds 

during periods of non-migration in a given area (Rusz et al., 1986; APLIC, 1994); however, over time, 

these birds learn the location of transmission lines and become less susceptible to wire strikes (Avery, 

1978). Raptors, typically, are uncommon victims of transmission line collisions, because of their great 

visual acuity (Thompson, 1978). In addition, many raptors only become active after sufficient thermal 

currents develop, which is usually late in the morning when poor light is not a factor (Avery, 1978). 

Waterfowl species are particularly vulnerable to collisions with power lines because of their low-altitude 

flight and high speed. Additionally, species that travel in large flocks, such as blackbirds and many 

shorebirds, are also vulnerable, because dense flocking makes movement around obstacles more difficult 

for individuals in the flock (APLIC, 1994). 

Utility companies can employ several means to minimize transmission line impacts on birds in flight. The 

initial placement of a transmission line is the most important consideration (Avery, 1978; APLIC, 1994, 
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2006). The proximity of a transmission line to areas of frequent bird use (e.g., communal foraging or 

roosting areas, rookeries, wetlands) is crucial. This is especially true for daily use areas, such as feeding 

areas or other areas where birds may be taking off or landing regularly (APLIC, 1994, 2006). The position 

of the individual structures can also help reduce collisions. Faanes (1987), in an in-depth study in North 

Dakota, found that birds in flight tend to avoid the transmission line structures, presumably because such 

structures are visible from a distance. Instead, most appear to fly over the lines in the mid-span region. In 

areas where the transmission line passes between roosting and foraging areas, the structures can be placed 

in the center of the flyway (i.e., where the birds are more likely to fly) to increase their visibility, in 

addition to marking the wires. 

Faanes (1987) reported that 97 percent of birds observed colliding with a power line did so with the 

ground (static) wire, largely because of attempts to avoid the conductors. Beaulaurier (1981) found that 

removal of the ground wire at two study sites in Oregon resulted in a reduction in collisions of 35 percent 

and 69 percent. However, since overhead static wires are installed on transmission lines for safety and 

reliability reasons, increasing the visibility of the static wire would be a better alternative, when 

necessary. Increasing the visibility of the wires by using markers such as orange aviation balls, black-and-

white ribbons, or spiral vibration dampers, particularly at mid-span, can reduce the number of collisions. 

Beaulaurier (1981) reviewed 17 studies involving marking ground wires or conductors and found an 

average reduction in collisions of 45 percent when compared to unmarked lines. 

Negative edge effects can be reduced through native revegetation of disturbed construction areas where 

necessary and appropriate for safe and reliable operation. Additionally, nest management through 

platform design (if required), equipment protection, and other physical disincentives to bird use and 

nesting can avoid negative impacts to birds and power reliability (APLIC, 2006). 

In general, the greatest potential impact to wildlife typically results from the loss and fragmentation of 

woodland and wetland habitats. Woodlands, particularly, are relatively static environments that require 

greater regenerative time compared with cropland or emergent wetlands. In most cases, wetlands and 

small waterbodies can be spanned with little or no resulting impact to wildlife. However, as previously 

noted, no alternative crosses any measurable length of upland woodland/brushland or bottomland/ 

riparian woodland. Therefore, the greatest potential to impact wildlife would be crossing wetlands and 

open water (including playa lakes), which would present the potential for wire strikes by migrating 

waterfowl and shorebirds. All the potential individual wetlands should be able to be spanned.  
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Prairie dog towns were avoided during the routing process due to potential impacts from wire strikes by 

the ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis) and burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), which are listed by TPWD 

as species of concern. Additionally, consideration was given to length of the alternative routes, which 

would also present the potential for wire strikes to both migrants and resident bird populations. 

Regarding wildlife impacts, Route E has the least potential for impact because it does not cross 

woodland/brushland, playa lakes, potential wetlands, or open water; only crosses two streams; and is the 

shortest alternative route (17.30 miles). Generally, the shorter the line the less potential for bird mortality 

through collision with the structures or wires. Route A is the least desirable from a wildlife standpoint 

because it crosses the greatest distance of potential wetlands (0.09 mile), is the longest alternative route 

(21.70 miles), and is one of only two alternative routes that crosses a playa lake.  

4.1.4.4 Recreationally and Commercially Important Species 
Construction of the proposed transmission line is not expected to have significant impacts on 

recreationally and commercially important species in the Study Area. Game species such as the white-

tailed deer, mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus), mourning dove, and scaled quail (Callipepla squamata) are 

very mobile and will leave the immediate vicinity during the initial construction phase. Wildlife in the 

immediate area may experience a temporary loss of browse or forage vegetation during construction; 

however, the prevalence of similar habitats in adjacent areas will minimize the effect of the loss. The 

proposed project would have little or no impact on game fish, waterfowl hunting, or recreational fishing, 

and no commercial fishing occurs in the Study Area. 

Construction of the proposed transmission line is not expected to have an impact on the recorded 

occurrence of the black-tailed prairie dog town within the Study Area. Considerations during the initial 

transmission line routing were made to avoid the previously recorded prairie dog town, and additional 

field reviews of potential routes found no additional prairie dog towns during these visits. 

4.1.4.5 Endangered and Threatened Species 
No endangered or threatened plant species have been recorded from Gaines or Yoakum Counties; 

therefore, no listed plant species will be adversely affected by the proposed Project. Similarly, no 

endangered or threatened aquatic species occur in the Study Area, and no adverse effects to endangered or 

threatened aquatic species are anticipated.  

The State-listed (threatened) Texas horned lizard is the only terrestrial wildlife species of potential 

occurrence in the Study Area likely to occur as a permanent resident where potential habitat is present. 

The Texas horned lizard could experience minor temporal disturbance during construction efforts; 
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however, in many instances, potential habitat may be completely avoided, or otherwise spanned to avoid 

impacts. Overall, the proposed transmission line Project should not adversely affect this species.  

The black-footed ferret and gray wolf are considered extirpated in Texas and none of the mammal species 

listed as potentially occurring in the Study Area would be adversely affected by the project. 

The whooping crane, least tern, piping plover, red knot, bald eagle, and peregrine falcon are not expected 

to occur in the Study Area except as migrants or vagrants and would not be expected to stay for extended 

periods. Additionally, the normal flying altitudes of most migrant species are greater than the heights of 

the proposed transmission structures (Gauthreaux, 1978; Willard, 1978). Birds with keen eyesight, such 

as the bald eagle and peregrine falcon, are likely to see obstructions such as transmission lines and avoid 

collisions (Thompson, 1978). Avian species listed as potentially occurring within the Study Area would 

not be expected to be adversely affected by the Project. 

4.1.4.6 Critical habitat 
No federally determined critical habitat has been designated in the Study Area for any endangered or 

threatened species. Therefore, no impact to critical habitat will occur as a result of the proposed Project. 

4.1.4.7 Summary of Impact on Natural Resources 
Route E has the least impact from an ecological perspective because it because it does not cross 

woodland/brushland, playa lakes, open water, or potential wetlands; only intersects two streams/rivers; 

and is the shortest alternative route (17.30 miles). Route G is ranked second from an ecological 

standpoint, followed by Route I. Route G does not traverse woodland/brushland, playa lakes, open water, 

or potential wetlands. However, Route G intersects three streams/rivers, and is the second-shortest 

alternative route (17.34 miles). Route A is the least desirable from an ecological standpoint because it 

crosses the second greatest distance across wetlands (0.09 mile) and is the longest alternative route (21.70 

miles). 

4.2 Socioeconomic Impact 

4.2.1 Impact on Social and Economic Factors 
For this Project, some short-term local employment would be generated. A portion of the Project wages 

would find its way into the local economy through purchases such as fuel, food, lodging, and possibly 

construction materials. One-time ROW payments for the acquisition of easements will be made to 

individuals whose lands are crossed by the transmission line, based on the land value.  
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Potential long-term economic benefits to the region and the State resulting from construction of this 

Project are based on the requirement that electric utilities provide an adequate and reliable level of power 

throughout their service areas. Economic growth and development rely heavily on adequate public 

utilities, including a reliable electrical power supply. Without this basic infrastructure, an area’s potential 

for economic growth is constrained.  

4.2.2 Impact on Community Values 
Adverse effects upon community values are defined as aspects of the proposed Project that would 

significantly and negatively alter the use, enjoyment, or intrinsic value attached to an important area or 

resource by a community. This definition assumes that community concerns are identified with the 

location and specific characteristics of the proposed transmission line and do not include possible 

objections to electric transmission lines per se. 

Impacts on community values can be classified into two areas: (1) direct effects, or those effects that 

would occur if the location and construction of a transmission line results in the removal or loss of public 

access to a valued resource; and (2) indirect effects, or those effects that would result from a loss in the 

enjoyment or use of a resource due to the characteristics (primarily aesthetic) of the proposed line, 

structures, or ROW. Impacts on community values, whether direct or indirect, can be more accurately 

gauged as they affect recreational areas or resources and the visual environment of an area (aesthetics). 

Impacts in these areas are discussed in more detail in sections 4.3.2 and 4.3.6, respectively, of this report. 

4.3 Impact on Human Resources 

4.3.1 Impact on Land Use 
Land-use impacts from transmission line construction are determined by the amount of land (of varying 

use) displaced by the actual ROW and by the compatibility of electric transmission line ROW with 

adjacent land uses. During construction, temporary impacts to land uses within the ROW could occur due 

to the movement of workers and materials through the area. Construction noise and dust, as well as 

temporary disruption of traffic flow, may also temporarily affect residents and businesses in the area 

immediately adjacent to the ROW. Coordination among SPS, its contractors, and landowners regarding 

access to the ROW and construction scheduling should minimize these disruptions. 

The primary criteria considered to measure potential land use impacts for this Project included proximity 

to habitable structures (e.g., residences, businesses, schools, churches, hospitals, nursing homes), length 

parallel to existing transmission line ROW, length parallel to other compatible ROW, overall length of 
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each alternative route, length parallel to property lines (not following existing ROW), and ROW across 

agricultural land.  

4.3.1.1 Habitable Structures 
Generally, one of the most important measures of potential land use impact is the number of habitable 

structures located within a specified distance of a route centerline. Habitable structures are defined by 

16 TAC § 25.101(a)(3) as:  

Structures normally inhabited by humans or intended to be inhabited by humans on a daily or 
regular basis. Habitable structures include, but are not limited to, single-family and multifamily 
dwellings and related structures, mobile homes, apartment buildings, commercial structures, 
industrial structures, business structures, churches, hospitals, nursing homes, and schools. (PUC, 
2015) 

Burns & McDonnell staff determined the number and distance of habitable structures located within 300 

feet of the centerline of each primary alternative route through the interpretation of aerial imagery and by 

field reconnaissance, where possible. Distances were derived based on computer calculations using aerial 

imagery. To account for the margin of error in horizontal accuracy of aerial imagery, Burns & McDonnel 

identified habitable structures located within 310 feet of the centerline of each primary alternative route. 

Due to the degree of development within portions of the Study Area and the locations of the substations, 

routing near habitable structures was inevitable. All segments and routes were developed in accordance 

with the Commission’s policy of prudent avoidance.1 The number of habitable structures located within 

300 feet of the primary routes’ centerlines ranged from two to seven.  Of the 10 alternative routes being 

evaluated, Routes C, H, and J have the fewest habitable structures located within 300 feet of their 

centerlines (two), followed by Routes A, B, F and I (three). By comparison, Route E has the greatest 

number of habitable structures located within 300 feet of its centerline (seven). Table 6-1 presents the 

number of habitable structures located within 300 feet of each alternative route. Tables 6-3 through 6-12 

provide the distance and direction of each habitable structure identified within 300 feet of the primary 

alternative routes. The locations of habitable structures listed in Tables 6-3 through 6-12 are shown on 

Figure 6–1.  

4.3.1.2 Utilizing/Paralleling Existing Transmission Line ROW 
The least impact to land use generally results from building within existing transmission line ROW, 

followed by building parallel to existing transmission line ROW. Utilizing existing transmission line 

                                                      
1 16 TAC § 25.101(a)(6) defines prudent avoidance as “[t]he limiting of exposures to electric and magnetic 

fields that can be avoided with reasonable investments of money and effort.” 
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ROW of sufficient width usually eliminates the need for additional clearing. Additionally, building 

parallel to existing transmission line ROW, when compared to establishing a new ROW corridor, can also 

minimize the amount of ROW to be cleared, which generally results in the least impact to landowners, the 

environment, and the overall aesthetic quality of that particular area. The factors listed by 16 TAC 

§ 25.101(b)(3)(B) to be considered in routing transmission lines include: 

• Whether the routes parallel or utilize existing compatible ROW for electric facilities, including 

the use of vacant positions on existing multiple-circuit transmission lines 

• Whether the routes parallel or utilize other existing compatible ROW, including roads, highways, 

railroads, or telephone utility ROW 

• Whether the routes parallel property lines or other natural or cultural features 

All the primary alternative routes utilize existing transmission line ROW for this Project, but distances 

vary from a high of 2.10 miles (Routes B, C, F, G, H, and J) to a low of 1.05 miles (Routes D, E, and I). 

Route A utilizes approximately 1.53 miles of existing transmission line ROW. 

Additionally, all the primary alternative routes parallel existing transmission line ROW for this Project. 

Paralleling distances range from 0.11 mile (Routes A, D, and E) to 1.84 miles (Route H).  

4.3.1.3 Paralleling Other Existing Compatible ROW 
Paralleling other existing compatible ROW (roads, highways, etc.) is also generally considered to be a 

positive routing criterion, one that usually results in fewer impacts than establishing a new ROW corridor 

within an area, and is included in the PUC’s transmission line certification criteria. In this respect, Route 

A parallels the greatest amount of other existing compatible ROW (approximately 6.87 miles of its total 

length), followed by Route C (approximately 6.57 miles), and Route E (approximately 4.01 miles). Route 

F is the only route that does not parallel other existing compatible ROW.  

4.3.1.4 Paralleling Property Lines 
Another important land use criterion is the length of property lines paralleled. In the absence of existing 

ROW to follow, paralleling property or fence lines minimizes disruption to agricultural activities and 

creates less of a constraint to future development of a tract of land. Each alternative route was developed 

to parallel property lines where feasible, especially in areas where sources of existing ROW were 

unavailable. For this Project, the length of property lines paralleled (not paralleling existing ROW) ranges 

from a high of approximately 13.81 miles on Route F to a low of approximately 8.40 miles on Route A. 
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4.3.1.5 Combined Total Length of Paralleling Existing ROW and Property Lines 
As discussed above, each alternative route was developed to parallel existing transmission line ROW, 

other compatible ROW, and property lines where feasible. For this Project, the combined total length of 

all existing ROW utilized or paralleled and property lines paralleled ranges from a high of approximately 

17.95 miles on Route C, to a low of approximately 15.76 miles on Route J. When comparing the 

percentage of the combined total length of all existing ROW utilized or paralleled and property lines 

paralleled to the alternatives length, Route C parallels the greatest amount of its overall length (94 

percent) and Route A parallels the least amount of its overall length (77.93 percent). Table 6-1 in Section 

6.0 presents the combined total length of utilizing and paralleling existing ROW and paralleling property 

lines for each alternative route. 

4.3.1.6 Overall Length of Routes 
Finally, the overall length of a particular alternative route can be an indicator of the relative level of land 

use impacts. Generally, all other things being approximately equal, the shorter the route, the less land is 

crossed, which would usually result in fewer potential impacts. In this regard, Route E is the shortest 

alternative (approximately 17.30 miles), while Route A (approximately 21.70 miles) is the longest 

alternative. Table 6-1 in Section 6.0 presents the overall length for each alternative route. 

4.3.2 Impact on Recreation 
Potential impacts to recreational land would include the disruption or preemption of recreational 

activities. Very few recreational sites are located within the Study Area, and attempts were made to avoid 

these lands when developing the alternative routes, thereby minimizing the amount of such land crossed. 

No park or recreational area is crossed by the primary alternative routes. Additionally, no park or 

recreational area is located within 1,000 feet of the primary alternative routes.  

4.3.3 Impact on Agriculture 
Agricultural activities constitute a significant land use throughout the Study Area. Potential impacts to 

agricultural land uses include the disruption or preemption of farming activities. Disruption may include 

the time lost going around or backing up to structures in order to cultivate as much area as possible, and 

the general loss of efficiency compared to plowing or planting unimpeded in straight rows. Preemption of 

agricultural activities refers to the actual amount of land lost to production directly under the structures. 

Structures (and routes) located along field edges (property lines, roads, drainage ditches, etc.) generally 

present fewer problems for farming operations than structures and routes located across open fields. 

Construction-related activities could slightly impact agricultural production, depending upon the timing 

of construction related to the local planting and harvesting schedule. Impacts to agricultural land uses can 
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generally be ranked by degree of potential impact; forested land has the highest degree of impact, 

followed by cultivated cropland, and the least-potential impact occurring in areas where cultivation is not 

the primary use (pastureland/ rangeland).  

In this regard, Route A crosses the least amount of cropland with approximately 5.32 miles, followed by 

Route C with 5.58 miles and Route B with 5.59 miles. In contrast, Route D would cross the greatest 

amount of cropland with approximately 8.38 miles. Due to the relatively small area affected (beneath the 

structures) and the short duration of construction activities at any one location, such impacts should be 

temporary and minor. Length across rangeland/pastureland ranges from a low of approximately 8.84 

miles on Route I to a high of approximately 15.83 miles on Route A. Since the ROW for this Project will 

not be fenced or otherwise separated from adjacent lands, no significant long-term displacement of 

farming or grazing activities will occur. Most existing agricultural land uses may be resumed following 

construction.  

All of the alternative routes cross portions of cropland irrigated by center-pivot or other aboveground 

mechanical means. Routes G and I cross the least amount of such cropland (approximately 0.87 mile), 

followed by Route F (0.88 mile), while Route H crosses the greatest length of cropland irrigated by 

mechanical systems (approximately 1.73 miles). The alternative routes were developed to have minimal 

impact on center-pivot mobile irrigation systems. Consideration was given to locating the routes along 

field edges in order to span the traveling arc of the mobile systems, thereby minimizing potential impact. 

4.3.4 Impact on Transportation and Aviation 
Potential impacts to transportation could include temporary disruption of traffic and conflicts with 

proposed roadway or utility improvements and may include increased traffic during construction of the 

proposed Project. However, the Project would generate only minor construction traffic at any given time 

or location. This traffic would consist of construction employees’ personal vehicles, truck traffic for 

material deliveries, trucks for structure foundation work, and mobile cranes for structure erection. Such 

impacts, however, are usually temporary and short term. SPS will obtain road crossing and access permits 

from TxDOT for any State-maintained roads or highways crossed by the eventual approved route. Each of 

the primary alternative routes crosses US 83 once, near the northern portion of the Study Area southeast 

of Denver City. No primary alternative route crosses an FM or Ranch-to-Market (RM) road. 

The proposed transmission line should have no significant effect on aviation operations within the Study 

Area. According to Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR), Part 77, notification of the construction of the 

proposed transmission line will be required if structure heights exceed the height of an imaginary surface 

Attachment 1 
Page 91 of 344

113



Mustang to Seminole 115-kV Project  Environmental Impacts of the Alternative Routes 

Southwestern Public Service Company 4-16 Burns & McDonnell 

extending outward and upward at a slope of 100 to 1 for a horizontal distance of 20,000 feet from the 

nearest point of the nearest runway of a public or military airport having at least one runway longer than 

3,200 feet (FAA, 2010). For a public or military airport having a runway shorter than 3,200 feet, 

notification would be required if structure heights exceed the height of an imaginary surface extending at 

a slope of 50 to 1 for 10,000 feet. Notification is also required for structure heights exceeding the height 

of an imaginary surface extending outward and upward at a slope of 25 to 1 for a horizontal distance of 

5,000 feet from the nearest point of the nearest landing and takeoff area for heliports. Typical structure 

heights for this Project will range from approximately 80 to 140 feet, depending on location and design. 

No airport registered with the FAA with at least one runway more than 3,200 feet in length is located 

within 20,000 feet of the centerlines of any of the primary alternative routes. No airport registered with 

the FAA having no runway more than 3,200 feet in length is located within 10,000 feet of the centerlines 

of any of the primary alternative routes. No known private landing strip is located within 10,000 feet of 

the centerlines of any of the primary alternative routes. No heliport is located within 5,000 feet of the 

centerlines of any of the alternative routes. The proposed Project would have no effect on aviation 

operations in the Study Area. 

4.3.5 Impact on Communication Towers 
The proposed transmission line would not be expected to have a significant impact on electronic 

communications in the Study Area. As indicated in Table 6-1, no commercial AM radio transmitter was 

determined to be located within 10,000 feet of the centerlines of any of the primary alternative routes. No 

FM radio transmitter, microwave tower, or other electronic communications tower is located within 2,000 

feet of the centerline of any of the primary alternative routes.  

4.3.6 Impact on Aesthetics 
Aesthetic impacts, or impacts upon visual resources, exist when the ROW, lines, or structures of a 

transmission line system create an intrusion into, or substantially alter the character of, an existing scenic 

view. The significance of the impact is directly related to the quality of the view, in the case of natural 

scenic areas, or to the importance of the existing setting in the use or enjoyment of an area, in the case of 

valued community resources and recreational areas.  

To evaluate aesthetic impacts, field surveys were conducted to determine the general aesthetic character 

of the area and the degree to which the proposed transmission line would be visible from selected areas. 

These areas generally include those of potential community value, parks and recreational areas, particular 

scenic vistas that were encountered during the field survey, and U.S. and State highways that traverse the 
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Study Area. Measurements were made to estimate the length of each alternative route that would fall 

within recreational or major highway foreground visual zones (FVZ) (0.5 mile, unobstructed). The 

determination of the visibility of the transmission line from various points was calculated from USGS 

maps and aerial imagery. 

The construction of the proposed 115-kV transmission line could have both temporary and permanent 

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

erection of the structures) and any clearing of the ROW. Permanent impacts from the Project would 

include the views of the structures and lines themselves as well as views of cleared ROW.  

A transmission line (structures and wires) is considered to be within the FVZ if it is visible (i.e., not 

obstructed by terrain, trees, buildings, etc.) within 0.5 mile of an observer. Portions of each primary 

alternative route would be within the FVZ of U.S. and State highways, but the extent to which each 

alternative route is within the FVZ of a highway varies widely. The estimated length of ROW within the 

FVZ of either a U.S. or State highway ranges from a low of approximately 1 mile (routes D, E, F, H, and 

J) to a high of 11.4 miles (Route A). No primary alternative route is located within the FVZ of FM roads 

and no primary alternative route is located within the FVZ of parks/recreational areas. 

4.3.7 Summary of Impact on Human Resources 
Particular criteria considered important in the evaluation of potential impacts to land use included the 

total number of habitable structures located within 300 feet, length parallel to existing compatible ROW 

and property lines, and the overall length of the alternative routes. Potential impacts to agricultural uses 

were also taken into consideration. Overall, the best route from a land use perspective is Route J. It has 

the fewest habitable structures (two) within 300 feet of its centerline; is only 0.18 mile longer than the 

shortest alternative route; utilizes the longest length of existing transmission line ROW (approximately 

2.1 miles); and parallels the second-greatest length of existing transmission line ROW (approximately 0.8 

mile). Route J parallels the combined length of existing compatible ROW and property lines for over 90 

percent of its total length while having the least estimated length of ROW within the FVZ of U.S. or State 

highways (approximately 1 mile).  

4.4 Impact on Cultural Resources 
Any construction activity has the potential for adversely impacting cultural resource sites. Although this 

transmission line Project is currently being conducted without the need for Federal funding, permitting or 

assistance, Federal guidelines established under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 

1966, as amended, provide useful standards for considering the severity of possible direct and indirect 
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impacts. According to the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for protection of cultural resources (36 

CFR 800), adverse impacts may occur directly or indirectly when a project causes changes in 

archeological, architectural, or cultural qualities that contribute to a resource’s historical or archeological 

significance. 

4.4.1 Direct Impacts 
Direct impacts to cultural resource sites may occur during the construction phase of the proposed 

transmission line and cause physical destruction or alteration of all or part of a resource. Typically, direct 

impacts are caused by the actual construction of the line or through increased vehicular and pedestrian 

traffic during the construction phase. The increase in vehicular traffic may damage surficial or shallowly 

buried sites, while the increase in pedestrian traffic may result in vandalism of some sites. Additionally, 

construction of a transmission line may directly alter, damage, or destroy historic buildings, engineering 

structures, landscapes, or districts. Direct impacts may also include isolation of a historic resource from or 

alteration of its surrounding environment (setting). 

4.4.2 Indirect Impacts 
Indirect impacts include those effects caused by the Project that are further removed in distance, or that 

occur later in time but are reasonably foreseeable. These indirect impacts may include introduction of 

visual or audible elements that are out of character with the resource or its setting. Indirect impacts may 

also occur as a result of alterations in the pattern of land use, changes in population density, accelerated 

growth rates, or increased pedestrian or vehicular traffic. Historic buildings, structures, landscapes, and 

districts are among the types of resources that might be adversely impacted by the indirect impact of the 

proposed transmission towers and lines. 

4.4.3 Mitigation 
The preferred form of mitigation for impacts to cultural resources is avoidance. An alternative form of 

mitigation for direct impacts can be developed for archeological and historical sites with the 

implementation of a program of detailed data retrieval. Indirect impacts on historical properties and 

landscapes can be lessened through careful design and landscaping considerations. Relocation may also 

be possible for some historic structures. Additionally, if SPS or its contractors encounter any cultural 

resources, including human remains, during construction, work should cease immediately in the vicinity 

of the resource, the discovery reported to the THC, and action taken as directed by the THC. 
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4.4.4 Summary of Impact on Cultural Resources 
The Study Area contains areas with moderate to high probability for containing cultural resources; 

therefore, construction of the proposed transmission line has the potential to impact previously unrecorded 

cultural resources. One method utilized by archeologists to assess an area for the potential occurrence of 

cultural resources is the identification of high probability areas (HPAs). An HPA is an area considered to 

have a high potential for containing previously unrecorded cultural resources. The identification of HPAs 

is accomplished by examining 7.5-minute topographic maps, aerial photography, or other relevant data 

sources. When identifying HPAs, the topography and the availability of water and subsistence resources 

are taken into consideration. Historic sites would be expected adjacent to historic roadways and in areas 

where structures appear on historic-age maps. 

The soils and the geological processes that have occurred within the immediate Study Area are also 

considered. Certain geological processes and accompanying soil deposition can protect the integrity of an 

archeological site by burying it within deep sediments, or alternately, sites can be destroyed through a 

variety of erosional processes. Understanding the geologic processes within the Study Area is useful for 

predicting the location of cultural resources. Locations that are usually identified as HPAs for the 

occurrence of prehistoric sites include water crossings, stream confluences, drainages, alluvial terraces, 

wide floodplains, playa lakes, upland knolls, and areas where lithic or other subsistence resources could be 

found.  

The designation of HPAs was made based on review of topographic maps. A detailed investigation of the 

route was not performed by an archeologist. Therefore, some of the designated HPAs (as well as the direct 

and indirect impacts) may change if field archeologists conduct a visual reconnaissance or survey the 

route. Areas within 1,000 feet of playa lakes, McKenzie Draw and its tributaries, and Wardwell Draw were 

designated as HPAs. The results of the literature/records review indicated that no previously recorded 

cultural resources have been recorded within the Study Area.  

The primary alternative routes for the Mustang to Seminole 115-kV Transmission Line Project are made 

up of unique combinations of 48 segments comprising 10 primary alternative routes. The 10 primary 

alternative routes were evaluated to determine the best route from a cultural resources perspective. 

Because no previously recorded cultural resources occur within the Study Area, the criteria used for 

ranking the routes was the approximate amount of HPA delineated along each of the routes. In a tie the 

shorter of the two routes was ranked highest. Table 6-1 in Section 6 provide these metrics.  
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The top five routes from a cultural resources perspective are, from best to worst, J, H, E, D, and B. Routes 

J and H have approximately 0.58 mile of HPA; Route J is shorter than Route H. Route E has 

approximately 0.88 mile of HPA, while Routes D and B each have approximately 1.01 miles of HPA. 
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5.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT ACTIVITIES 

5.1 Correspondence with Agencies/Officials 
Burns & McDonnell contacted the following Federal, State, and local agencies and officials by letter 

dated April 6, 2018 to solicit comments, concerns, and information regarding potential environmental 

impacts, permits, or approvals for the construction of the proposed single-circuit 115-kV transmission line 

within the Study Area. A map of the Study Area was included with each letter. An example of the letters 

mailed to the agencies and officials and copies of the responses received are included in Appendix A. 

Federal 

• Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 

• Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Fort Worth District 

• Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

• Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 

• Department of Defense (DoD)  

State 

• Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) 

• Texas General Land Office (GLO) 

• Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 

• Texas Historical Commission (THC) 

• Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) 

• Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), Lubbock District 

• TxDOT, Aviation Division 

• TxDOT, Environmental Affairs Division 

County 

• Gaines County Judge 

• Gaines County Precinct 2 Commissioner 

• Gaines County Farm Bureau 

• Gaines/Andrews County Farm Service Agency 
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• Yoakum County Judge 

• Yoakum County Precinct 1 Commissioner 

• Yoakum County Farm Bureau 

• Yoakum County Farm Service Agency 

Local 

• Seminole ISD 

• Seagraves ISD 

• Denver City ISD 

As of the date of this document, written responses to the letters sent on April 6, 2018, have been received 

from the following agencies and offices: DoD, FEMA, NRCS, USFWS, USACE, FAA, TPWD, GLO, 

THC, and TxDOT, Lubbock District. Copies of all responses are included in Appendix A.  

In addition to letters sent to the agencies in April 2018, Burns & McDonnell also reviewed the NDD 

Element Occurrence Records from the TPWD, the Information, Planning, and Conservation (IPaC) 

System from the USFWS, and Texas Archeological Research Laboratory (TARL) records, and the THC 

Restricted Archeological Sites Atlas to verify or update cultural and natural resource records for the Study 

Area. All agency comments, concerns, and information received were taken into consideration by Burns 

& McDonnell and SPS in the preparation of this EA and in the evaluation of the alternative routes. 

Additionally, the information received from the agencies will be taken into consideration by SPS before 

and during construction of the Project. The following is a summary of the comments provided by Federal, 

State, and local officials that have responded as of this writing. 

FEMA responded by simply requesting that the local floodplain administrator be contacted for the review 

and possible permit requirements for this Project. If federally funded, the Project should be in compliance 

with Executive Orders 11988 and 11990. 

The NRCS stated that it reviewed the proposed transmission line Project and evaluated the proposed site 

as required by the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA). The agency stated that it considers the 

installation of aboveground transmission lines to be an activity of minimal impact that will have no effect 

on productive agricultural lands. Due to these reasons, the proposed activity is exempt from provisions of 

the FPPA and no further consideration for protection is necessary. The NRCS encouraged the use of 

accepted erosion control methods throughout the process, and attached a Custom Soil Resources Report.  
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The USFWS responded via email that its comments were offered in accordance with section 7 of the ESA 

of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531-1544). The agency stated that a species list had been obtained from 

the Service’s IPaC website and if a Federal agency is associated with the proposed action, that the 

assessment should be provided and any other information leading to a determination to that agency. 

USFWS recommended a biologist or someone with expertise should use the Official Species List to 

determine if habitat to support the listed species exists within the Project and surrounding area and if it 

could support the species, then the Project’s effects on the habitat and species should be evaluated. If no 

Federal agency is involved, USFWS’ office may provide assistance if the proposed actions may “take” a 

listed species and an incidental take permit was requested. 

Burns & McDonnell accessed the IPaC system on March 29, 2018, prior to the April 6, 2018, letter. The 

information generated by this system is summarized below and provided in full in Appendix A. The IPaC 

system can be found at the following website address: http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/. By requesting an Official 

Species List, an official consultation response letter and tracking number are provided. IPaC provided a 

species list identifying federally threatened, endangered, and proposed to be listed species; designated 

critical habitat; and candidate species that may occur within the counties of the proposed Project or may 

be affected by the proposed Project. The IPaC response letter recommended verifying the accuracy of the 

species after 90 days, and at regular intervals during the Project planning and implementation for updates 

to the species list and information. IPaC identified four federally listed species of potential occurrence in 

the Study Area: the endangered least tern (Sterna antillarum) and whooping crane (Grus Americana) and 

the threatened piping plover (Charadrius melodus) and red knot (Calidris canutus rufa); no critical 

habitat was identified within the Study Area. Burns & McDonnell accessed the IPaC system again for this 

project on September 5, 2018. No changes to species status occurred. A copy of the response letter 

generated by the IPaC system is included in Appendix A. 

The USACE responded that it had received the letter and had assigned Ms. Katie Roeder as the regulatory 

project manager and had assigned the project number SWF-2018-00161 to include in all future 

correspondence concerning the Project. The agency stated that additional information may be requested 

and to reference the Fort Worth District Regulatory Division homepage at 

www.swf.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory and particularly guidance on submittals at 

www.media.swf.usace.army.mil/pubdata/environ/regulatory/introduction/submital.pdf and mitigation at 

www.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/Permitting/Mitigation that may help SPS supplement the 

current request or prepare future requests. The USACE also stated that for any questions about the 

evaluation or if copies of one of the documents referenced above are wanted, to refer to the homepage or 
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contact the regulatory project manager. The agency noted that is unlawful to start work without a 

Department of the Army permit if one is required.  

In further correspondence, the USACE stated that after reviewing the Project in accordance with Section 

404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, it was unable to determine 

from the information provided whether Department of the Army authorization will be required, and if so, 

in what form. The agency noted that the Project may be authorized under a general permit such as NWP 

12 (and provided a copy of the general permits for reference), but if the Project did not meet the 

conditions of a general permit, an individual permit would be required. The USACE requested a more 

detailed description of the proposed Project, including a map of the route, waters of the U.S. including 

wetlands, soil survey maps, and the type and amount of dredged or fill material, if any, to be discharged. 

The agency encouraged avoidance and minimization of adverse impacts to streams, wetlands, and other 

waters of the U.S. in planning the Project. The USACE stated that if it did not receive the requested 

response within 30 days of the date of the letter, it would consider the application administratively 

withdrawn; however, it could be re-opened at a later date by submitting the requested information. The 

agency again noted that it is unlawful to start work without a Department of the Army permit when one is 

required. Finally, the USACE provided additional contact information and websites for information 

concerning questions and future requests.  

The FAA responded via email by stating in Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations (14 CFR) Part 77, 

Objects that Affect the Navigable Airspace, the primary objectives of the FAA are to promote air safety 

and the efficient use of the navigable airspace. To accomplish this, aeronautical studies conducted based 

on information provided by proponents on FAA Form 7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction or 

Alteration. If Burns & McDonnell sponsors any construction or alterations which may affect navigable 

airspace and the proposals meet FAA notice filing criteria, the FAA requests that FAA Forms 7460-1 be 

filed electronically via https://oeaaa.faa.gov/oeaaa/external/portal.jsp as necessary for each of the 

proposals. The agency stated that the website contains instructions and a “Notice Criteria Tool” to 

determine if notice to the FAA is required. If notice to the FAA is required, instructions are available at 

the website for electronically filing proposals for transmission line structures as necessary.  

The TPWD responded confirming receipt of the preliminary coordination letter regarding the proposed 

transmission line. It recommended using or rebuilding existing facilities whenever possible, and 

recommended routing new transmission lines along roads, pipelines, or other utility ROW and easements 

to reduce habitat fragmentation and avoid or minimize impacts to undisturbed habitats when new 

construction was the only option. TPWD stated that no conservation easements (known to TPWD) occur 
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within the Study Area and recommended that properties protected by conservation easements be 

identified in the constraints analysis and avoided during development of alternative routes. The TPWD 

described the applicable Federal laws, including the CWA, which regulates the discharge of dredged and 

fill material into the waters of the U.S., including wetlands. The agency mentioned that although the 

regulation of isolated wetlands has been removed from the USACE permitting process, they provide 

habitat for wildlife and help protect water quality and recommended that if proposed projects impact 

waterways or associated wetlands that the USACE be consulted. The agency also recommended that 

natural buffers contiguous to any wetlands or aquatic systems remain undisturbed to preserve wildlife 

cover, food sources, and travel corridors, and to implement erosion controls and replant with native 

vegetation. TPWD went on to describe the MBTA, which prohibits take of migratory birds and their eggs, 

parts, and nests. The TPWD described the potential for electrocution and collision of large-bodied 

waterfowl and avian predators associated with the numerous playa lakes in the Study Area, as well as the 

potential for disease created by decomposition after these fatalities. As a result, the agency recommended 

routing transmission lines to avoid crossing or disturbing water resources in the Study Area and include 

line markers installed at the crossings or closest points to the drainages to reduce potential avian 

collisions.  

The TPWD also recommended excluding vegetation clearing activities during the general bird nesting 

season, March 15 through September 15, to avoid adverse impacts to breeding birds. Additionally, a 150-

foot buffer of vegetation should remain around any nests that are observed prior to disturbance and should 

not be disturbed until the eggs have hatched and the young have fledged. The TPWD stated that federally 

listed animal species and their habitats are protected from “take” on any property by the Endangered 

Species Act (ESA), and that 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. The 

agency also noted that the TPWD’s NDD data contains records of federally listed species and critical 

habitat just outside of the Study Area and that it is intended to assist users in avoiding harm to rare 

species and cannot be used as presence/absence data. The TPWD stated that Section 68.015 of the Parks 

and Wildlife Code regulates State-listed species and that no provision for take (incidental or otherwise) of 

State-listed species exists. The agency provided an online link to a copy of TPWD Guideline for 

Protection of State-Listed Species. TPWD also stated that based on a review of the Project location, the 

Texas horned lizard may be present in the Study Area and recommended avoiding the species and 

colonies of its primary food source, the Harvester ant (Pogonomyrmex sp.), during clearing and 

construction and to translocate any lizards found. The TPWD described the special features, natural 

communities, and rare species within the Study Area, based on a review of NDD records. These included 
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the desert night-blooming cereus, roundnose minnow, headwater catfish, black-tailed prairie dog, western 

burrowing owl, Pecos River muskrat, hooded skunk, western hog-nosed snake, and western spotted 

skunk. The TPWD attached a map with NDD data for reference, labeled with each occurrence. The 

TPWD gave a brief description of each species, as well as brief recommendations for avoidance. The 

agency recommended reviewing the TPWD county lists for updated information and went on to describe 

the vegetation types in the Study Area and included a map for reference. 

The GLO responded that it does not appear to have environmental issues or land use constraints at this 

time and asked to be provided the final route for the proposed Project, so that it can assess the route and 

determine if the project will cross streambeds or Permanent School Fund land that would require an 

easement from the GLO. 

The THC responded that it had examined its records and after reviewing the documentation and maps, no 

archeological sites are recorded with the Area of Potential Effects (APE). The agency stated the APE is 

located on a landform that has moderate to high probability of containing significant cultural resources 

due to its proximity to numerous prominent draws and that once a route is selected, the Project area will 

need to be surveyed by a professional archeologist prior to initiating any ground disturbance in order to 

demonstrate a good faith effort to identify historic properties that may be adversely affected by these 

activities as defined in 36 CFR 800. The THC recommended consulting with a professional archeologist 

to perform a records search and identify HPAs for further investigation, and asked that the archeologist 

submit the scope of work to THC for its concurrence once the route is selected. The agency noted that if 

the survey is being performed on public land or within a public easement, the archeologist must obtain an 

Antiquities Permit, which can be issued as soon as a permit application is completed, from the THC office 

before any investigations are undertaken. THC also noted that a report of the investigations should be 

produced in conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for Archaelogy and Historic 

Preservation, and submitted to the office for review.  

The TxDOT, Lubbock District responded via email and began by stating that only a couple of things 

needed to be brought up from TxDOT’s point of view. A utility permit will have to be obtained using the 

Utility Installation Request System (UIR) if entering/crossing TxDOT’s ROW. The Lubbock District has 

a construction project on SH 214 from Seminole to Denver City that will be letting in June 2018 and will 

take approximately 30 months to complete. Subsequent correspondence confirmed that TxDOT’s SH 214 

project would not include widening of existing TxDOT ROW, nor include highway overpasses.  
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Additionally, on August 9, 2018, the DoD Military Aviation and Installation Assurance Siting 

Clearinghouse responded to Xcel Energy directly regarding the public meeting notice. The DoD stated 

that its review indicated that the transmission line Project, as proposed, will have minimal impact on 

military operations conducted in the area. 

5.2 Public Open-House Meeting 
A public open-house meeting was held by SPS for the proposed Mustang to Seminole 115-kV 

transmission line Project at the Seminole Community Center, 801 N. Main Street, in Seminole, Texas, on 

June 19, 2018, from 5:00 to 7:00 PM. Direct mail notice of the open-house meeting was sent by first class 

mail to approximately 147 landowners listed on the current county tax rolls as an owner of land located 

within 300 feet of the preliminary route segments. The notice included a map of the Project, a 

questionnaire, a copy of The State of Texas Landowner’s Bill of Rights, and a survey permission form. It 

also included a pre-addressed, pre-paid envelope for landowners to send completed questionnaires and 

forms to SPS. Additionally, local officials and the DoD Siting Clearinghouse were also mailed written 

notice of the meeting. The meeting was intended to solicit comments from landowners, citizens, and 

public officials concerning the proposed Project. The meeting had the following objectives: 

• Promote a better understanding of the proposed Project including the purpose, need, and potential 

benefits and impacts 

• Inform and educate the public with regard to the procedure, schedule, and decision-making 

process 

• Ensure that the decision-making process accurately identifies and considers the values and 

concerns of the public and community leaders 

Rather than a formal presentation in a speaker-audience format, the meeting was held in an open-house 

format. SPS representatives and Burns & McDonnell set up several information stations around the 

meeting room. Each station was devoted to a particular aspect of the routing study and was manned by 

SPS representatives and Burns & McDonnell staff. Large displays of maps, illustrations, and text 

explaining each particular topic were presented at the stations. Interested citizens and property owners 

were encouraged to visit each station in a particular order so the entire process and general project 

development sequence could be explained clearly. The open-house or information-station format is 

advantageous because it allows attendees to process information in a more-relaxed manner and also 

allows them to focus on their particular areas of interest and ask specific questions. More importantly, the 

one-on-one discussions with SPS representatives and Burns & McDonnell staff encourage more 

interaction from those citizens who might be hesitant to participate in a speaker-audience format. 
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At the first station visitors signed in and were provided a questionnaire and a permission to survey form. 

The questionnaire solicited comments on landowner and citizen concerns as well as an evaluation of the 

information presented at the meeting. An example of the questionnaire provided at the open house 

meeting is included in Appendix B.  

Completed questionnaires were received by SPS either at the meeting or later by mail. However, not all 

respondents answered every question, nor did all attendees complete a questionnaire. Additionally, one 

questionnaire was received from a respondent who did not attend an open-house meeting.  

A total of 10 citizens and landowners signed in at the public meeting; seven questionnaires were 

submitted to SPS following the public meeting.  

Questionnaire Results 

Ten questions were asked on the questionnaire, the first of which was if respondents had attended the 

open-house meeting. Six respondents (86 percent) indicated they had attended the open-house meeting, 

while one respondent indicated they had not attended the open-house meeting. 

The second question asked respondents if, in their opinion, the need for the Project had been adequately 

explained. Four respondents indicated the need was adequately explained, while three respondents did not 

provide a response. 

The third question asked respondents to rank which factors should be considered in routing a transmission 

line. Respondents were asked to circle the level of these factors 1 through 5 (1 being not important, and 5 

being very important). However, two respondents did not provide a rank for any factors. The average 

ranking for each factor was as follows (in descending order of importance): 

• Minimize length across cropland – 4.2 

• Maximize distance from residences – 3.4 

• Maximize distance from public facilities (e.g., parks & schools) – 3.4 

• Minimize impacts to archaeological and historic sites – 3.2 

• Maximize length along property boundary lines – 3.2 

• Minimize total length of line – 3.2 

• Minimize visibility of line – 3.2 

• Minimize length through grassland or pasture – 3.2 

• Minimize loss of trees – 3.0 

• Minimize distances from businesses – 3.0 
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• Maximize length along highways or other roads – 3.0 

• Maintain reliable electric service – 2.8 

• Maximize length along existing transmission lines – 2.2 

• Minimize length through undeveloped land – 2.2 

• Minimize length through wetlands/floodplains – 1.8 

• Minimize crossing and paralleling of streams/rivers – 1.8 

The fourth question asked respondents to comment on any additional factors they think should be 

considered. Two of the respondents provided comments as follows: 

• N/A 

• Consideration of existing power lines that already cross my land  

For the fifth question, respondents were asked if they had a concern with any of the transmission line 

segments shown on the displays. They were asked to indicate the segment and describe their concern. 

Four of the respondents provided a segment. Respondents expressed concerns with the following four 

segments: 20, 29, 31 and 40. Issues that were mentioned by respondents include: 

• Land is in CRP, concerned about exhaust starting a fire (40) 

• Residences road 310 (20, 29) 

The sixth question asked respondents to rate the acceptability of locating a new transmission line with 

respect to five types of land use, with 1 being preferable, 2 being acceptable, and 3 being unacceptable. 

Many respondents did not provide a rank for every factor, or they duplicated rankings. The average 

ranking for each factor was as follows (in descending order of acceptance): 

• Along section lines (6 responded) – 1.33 

• Along roads/railroads (5 responded) – 1.40 

• Along existing transmission line ROW (4 responded) – 1.75 

• Along fence line away from roads (6 responded) – 1.83 

• Along ½ section lines (6 responded) – 2.17 

The seventh question gave several examples of the factors the PUC considers when routing an electric 

transmission line and asked the respondents if SPS’s consultant had accurately plotted all of these features 

on the Environmental and Land Use Constraints Map. Five respondents indicated the features were 

accurately plotted, while one respondent indicated that information was not accurately plotted. One 

respondent did not provide a response. Respondents were then asked if they were aware of any of the 
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features that were not presently shown or were incorrectly located on the map, and if so, if they could 

help identify the approximate location of the feature on the Environmental and Land Use Constraints Map 

and provide information on the feature. One respondent indicated that they were aware of features that 

were missing or not accurately plotted, while five respondents indicated that were not aware of any 

additional features or features not accurately plotted. One respondent did not provide a response. No 

comments were provided in regard to missing or incorrectly plotted features. 

The eighth question asked which of the following situations applied to the respondent: (a) potential 

segment is near my home; (b) potential segment is across my land; (c) potential segment is across land I 

farm; or (d) other, please specify. A number of questionnaires had more than one situation checked. Five 

respondents indicated that a potential segment was located across their land, two respondents stated that a 

potential segment was located across land that they farm, and one respondent checked the “other” 

category. No respondents indicated that a potential segment was located near their home. One respondent 

wrote “CRP” in the space provided next to the “other” category. 

In the ninth question, respondents were asked if they believed that the public open-house meeting and the 

information provided were helpful to their understanding of the Project. Four responded that the open-

house format was helpful, while one responded that the open-house meeting was not helpful. Four 

responded that the information provided was helpful, and nobody responded that the information provided 

was not helpful.  

The tenth question asked respondents if they would like someone to follow-up with them to discuss the 

Project in more detail. Two individuals responded that they would like someone to follow-up with them 

to discuss the Project. 

After being able to provide their contact information respondents were given a final chance to provide 

additional comments. None of the respondents provided additional comments. Copies of the 

questionnaires completed at the open house meeting and those returned by mail are included in Appendix 

B. 

After the open-house public meeting, SPS and Burns & McDonnell modified the preliminary route 

network in response to public input, to address engineering concerns, and to better avoid land use 

constraints to the greatest extent practicable. SPS subsequently advised affected landowners of the 

segment modifications in a letter dated July 31, 2018. Thirty-one notice letters were sent by first class 

mail to landowners affected by a segment that was added or modified. It was determined that only five 

landowners listed on the current county tax rolls as an owner of land located within 300 feet of the added 
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route segments did not receive a packet for the June 19, 2018 public open-house meeting. The SPS 

correspondence package included a map showing the modified and newly added segments, a 

questionnaire, a copy of The State of Texas Landowner’s Bill of Rights, and a survey permission form. It 

also included a pre-addressed pre-paid envelope for landowners to send completed questionnaires and 

forms to SPS. Three completed questionnaires were received by SPS in response to the July 31, 2018, 

letter. Copies of the three completed questionnaires are included in Appendix B. 
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6.0 ALTERNATIVE ROUTE EVALUATION 

The purpose of this study was to identify and evaluate the most viable alternative routes for the proposed 

115-kV transmission line between the existing Mustang Substation and the existing Seminole Substation, 

and to recommend the routes having the least adverse environmental impacts. Burns & McDonnell, with 

review and assistance from SPS, evaluated numerous preliminary alternative route segments for the 

proposed transmission line Project, based on environmental and land use criteria and agency input. The 

resulting potential route segments were presented to the general public at the open-house meeting held on 

June 19, 2018. As a result of these evaluations and public input received at the open house meeting, SPS 

and Burns & McDonnell selected 10 primary alternative routes for further analysis. These 10 primary 

routes were subjected to a detailed environmental analysis by Burns & McDonnell and to an engineering, 

cost, and future needs analysis by SPS.  

6.1 Burns & McDonnell’s Environmental Evaluation 
Burns & McDonnell completed the environmental analysis of the 10 primary alternative routes (Section 

4.0), the results of which are shown in Table 6-1. The environmental evaluation was a comparison of 

alternative routes strictly from an environmental viewpoint, based upon the measurement of 41 separate 

environmental criteria and the consensus process of Burns & McDonnell’s group of evaluators. Burns & 

McDonnell used this information to evaluate and rank the alternative routes and to recommend an 

alternative route that best balances land use, aesthetic, ecological, and cultural resources factors. SPS then 

took Burns & McDonnell’s recommendation into consideration, along with engineering, construction, 

maintenance, and operational factors to select the route that they felt best addresses the requirements of 

PURA and PUC Substantive Rules.  

Burns & McDonnell used a consensus process to evaluate the potential impact of the 10 alternative 

routes. Professionals with expertise in different environmental disciplines (terrestrial and aquatic ecology, 

land use and planning, and cultural resources) evaluated the 10 alternative routes. This evaluation was 

based on data collected for 41 separate environmental criteria for the primary alternative routes, as well as 

comments from local, State, and Federal agencies; public involvement; field reconnaissance of the Study 

Area and alternative routes; and the general routing methodology used by Burns & McDonnell and SPS. 

Each person on the evaluation team independently analyzed the routes and the environmental data 

presented in Table 6-1. The evaluators then discussed their independent results. The relationship and 

relative sensitivity among the major environmental factors were determined by the group as a whole. The 

group then selected a route that best satisfies a balance between the major environmental factors, and 

ranked the primary alternative routes, all based strictly upon the environmental data. 
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During the initial discussion of the 10 primary alternative routes, it was the opinion of the group that each 

of the alternative routes would be an environmentally acceptable alternative for this Project. The final 

decision in the selection of a recommended route was reached by comparing the advantages and 

disadvantages of these routes and recommending one route with the least impact. 

The land use evaluator gave particular importance to the total number of habitable structures located 

within 300 feet, length parallel to existing compatible ROW and property lines, and the overall length of 

the alternative routes. Potential impacts to agricultural uses were also taken into consideration. Overall, 

the best route from a land use perspective is Route J. It has the fewest habitable structures (two) within 

300 feet of its centerline, and is only 0.18 mile longer than the shortest alternative route. It utilizes the 

longest length of existing transmission line ROW (approximately 2.1 miles), and parallels the combined 

length of existing compatible ROW and property lines for over 90 percent of its total length.   

Because no upland or riparian woodland was crossed by any of the alternative routes, the ecology 

evaluator considered length of ROW across potential wetlands (mainly associated with playa lakes), 

length of ROW over open water, number of playa lake crossings, and overall length as the primary 

ecological criteria. In the ecology evaluator’s professional opinion, Route E is the preferred route from an 

ecological perspective because it does not cross open water, or potential wetlands and playa lakes; only 

intersects two streams; and is the shortest alternative route (17.30 miles). By comparison, Route A is the 

least desirable from an ecological standpoint because it has the second-greatest distance across wetlands 

(0.09 mile), is the longest alternative route (21.70 miles), and crosses a playa lake. 

Since no recorded cultural resource site occurs within the Study Area, the primary criterion used for 

ranking the routes from a cultural resources perspective was the approximate amount of HPA delineated 

along each route. Overall route length was also considered by the cultural resources evaluator. The most 

favorable route from a cultural resources perspective, therefore, is Route J, which has the least amount of 

HPA (0.58 mile). 

Following the evaluation by discipline, the group of evaluators discussed the relative importance and 

sensitivity of each set of criteria (human, cultural, and natural resources) as applied to the 10 primary 

routes and the Study Area. It was the opinion of the group of evaluators that land use criteria should be 

the primary route selection factors for this Project based on the relative lack of ecological resources or 

cultural resources present, and the significant amount of land use constraints present within the Study 

Area. Following this decision, the group selected Route J as the consensus route that best addresses the 

requirements of PURA and PUC Substantive Rules and then agreed on a consensus ranking for the 
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remaining alternatives, starting with the alternative route that has the least impact. This ranking is shown 

in Table 6-2. The decision to recommend Route J was based primarily on the following advantages 

among the objective criteria. Route J:  

• One of three routes with the fewest habitable structures (two) within 300 feet of its centerline 

• Ranks as the fifth-shortest route (approximately 975 feet longer than the shortest alternative) 

• Utilizes and parallels existing transmission lines, other compatible ROW, and property lines for 

approximately 15.86 miles (approximately 90.2 percent of its total length) 

• One of three routes with just one stream crossing 

• Does not cross potential wetlands or playa lakes 

• Crosses the least amount of HPA for cultural resources (0.58 mile) 

Therefore, based upon their evaluation of this particular Project and their experience and expertise in 

transmission line routing, Burns & McDonnell ranked Route J as the route that best satisfies the criteria 

specified in PURA § 37.056(c)(4) and 16 TAC § 25.101(b)(3)(B) for consideration in the granting of 

CCNs. 

Table 6-2: Burns & McDonnell’s Environmental Ranking of Primary Alternative Routes 

Ranking Land Use Ecology Cultural Resources Consensus 
1st J E J J 
2nd F G H F 
3rd I I E I 
4th C J D C 
5th H F B H 
6th B C C B 
7th G H A G 
8th A D G E 
9th E B I A 

10th D A F D 
 

Habitable structures and other land use features, such as airports, parks and recreation areas, electronic 

communications towers, etc. are listed and described with respect to their distance and direction from 

each primary alternative route in Tables 6-3 through 6-12. Figure 6-1 (map pocket) shows the 

approximate locations of habitable structures and other land use features in the vicinity of the primary 

alternative routes  
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Table 6-3: Habitable Structures and Other Land Use Features in the Vicinity of 
Alternative Route A 

Feature ID Numbera Structure/Feature 
Distance from 
Centerline (ft) Direction 

1 Single-family residence 298 E 
11 Mobile home 280 SW 
12 Mobile home 206 SW 

(a)  Listed habitable structures are located on Figure 6-1 (map pocket).  

Table 6-4: Habitable Structures and Other Land Use Features in the Vicinity of 
Alternative Route B 

Feature ID 
Numbera Structure/Feature 

Distance from 
Centerline (ft) Direction 

1 Single-family residence 298 E 
4 Mobile home 300 W 
5 Single-family residence  192 W 

(a) Listed habitable structures are located on Figure 6-1 (map pocket). 

Table 6-5: Habitable Structures and Other Land Use Features in the Vicinity of 
Alternative Route C 

Feature ID Numbera Structure/Feature 
Distance from 
Centerline (ft) Direction 

1 Single-family residence 298 E 
6 Single-family residence 285 E 

(a) Listed habitable structures are located on Figure 6-1 (map pocket). 

Table 6-6: Habitable Structures and Other Land Use Features in the Vicinity of 
Alternative Route D 

Feature ID Numbera Structure/Feature 
Distance from 
Centerline (ft) Direction 

1 Single-family residence 298 E 
4 Mobile home 300 W 
5 Single-family residence 192 W 
10 Single-family residence 187 S 
13 Single-family residence 243 E 
14 Single-family residence 270 W 

(a) Listed habitable structures are located on Figure 6-1 (map pocket). 
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Table 6-7: Habitable Structures and Other Land Use Features in the Vicinity of 
Alternative Route E 

Feature ID Numbera Structure/Feature 
Distance from 
Centerline (ft) Direction 

1 Single-family residence 298 E 
6 Single-family residence 285 E 
7 Single-family residence 265 S 
8 Single-family residence 170 S 
9 Single-family residence 170 S 

13 Single-family residence 243 E 
14 Single-family residence 270 W 

(a) Listed habitable structures are located on Figure 6-1 (map pocket). 

Table 6-8: Habitable Structures and Other Land Use Features in the Vicinity of 
Alternative Route F 

Feature ID Numbera Structure/Feature 
Distance from 
Centerline (ft) Direction 

1 Single-family residence 298 E 
13 Single-family residence 243 E 
14 Single-family residence  270 W 

(a) Listed habitable structures are located on Figure 6-1 (map pocket). 

Table 6-9: Habitable Structures and Other Land Use Features in the Vicinity of 
Alternative Route G 

Feature ID Number1 Structure/Feature 
Distance from 
Centerline (ft) Direction 

1 Single-family residence 298 E 
2 Single-family residence  272 S 
3 Office (Fourway Ginning Association) 209 E 

13 Single-family residence 243 E 
14 Single-family residence  270 W 

(a) Listed habitable structures are located on Figure 6-1 (map pocket). 

Table 6-10: Habitable Structures and Other Land Use Features in the Vicinity of 
Alternative Route H 

Feature ID Numbera Structure/Feature 
Distance from 
Centerline (ft) Direction 

13 Single-family residence 243 E 
14 Single-family residence 270 W 

(a) Listed habitable structures are located on Figure 6-1 (map pocket). 
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Table 6-11: Habitable Structures and Other Land Use Features in the Vicinity of 
Alternative Route I 

Feature ID Numbera Structure/Feature 
Distance from 
Centerline (ft) Direction 

3 Office (Fourway Ginning Association) 209 E 
13 Single-family residence 243 E 
14 Single-family residence  270 W 

(a) Listed habitable structures are located on Figure 6-1 (map pocket). 

Table 6-12: Habitable Structures and Other Land Use Features in the Vicinity of 
Alternative Route J 

Feature ID Numbera Structure/Feature 
Distance from 
Centerline (ft) Direction 

13 Single-family residence  243 E 
14 Single-family residence  270 W 

(a) Listed habitable structures are located on Figure 6-1 (map pocket). 
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7.0 LIST OF PREPARERS 

This Environmental Assessment was prepared for SPS by Burns & McDonnell. SPS provided information 

in Section 1.0. Below is a list of Burns & McDonnell employees with primary responsibilities for the 

preparation of this document. 

Responsibility Name Title 
Project Manager Thomas Ademski Sr. Project Manager 
Natural Resources Gary Newgord Environmental Scientist 
Human Development Hunter Neblett Environmental Scientist 
Cultural Resources Shelly Fischbeck Cultural Resources Specialist 
GIS/Mapping Grant Cox GIS Analyst 
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8911 North Capital of Texas Highway \ Building 3, Suite 3100 \ Austin, TX 78759 

O 512-872-7130 \ F 512-872-7127 \ burnsmcd.com 

April 6, 2018 
 
Attn: 
Title: 
Agency: 
Street Address:  
City, State, Zip Code:  
 
Re: Mustang to Seminole 115-kV Transmission Line Project 
 
Dear ______: 
 
Southwestern Public Service Company (SPS), a subsidiary of Xcel Energy, is proposing to design 
and construct new electric transmission facilities in Gaines and Yoakum Counties, Texas. 
Specifically, the proposed project will consist of constructing a new 115 kilovolt (kV) transmission 
line between the existing Mustang Substation, located southeast of the County Road (CR) 355 and 
CR 370 intersection in the northern portion of the study area, and the existing Seminole Substation, 
located southwest of the CR 205 and CR 208 intersection in the southeastern portion of the study 
area. The proposed transmission line will require a 70-foot wide right-of-way. Please refer to the 
attached map for the location of the study area and the termination points. 
 
Burns & McDonnell is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed project 
that will support SPS's application for a Certificate of Convenience and Necessity from the 
Public Utility Commission of Texas. Burns & McDonnell is in the process of collecting and 
evaluating environmental data for the study area. As part of this effort, we are asking that your 
agency/office relate any environmental or land use concerns that you may have regarding the 
siting and potential environmental effects from the construction of the proposed line in the 
designated study area.  
 
Additionally, if any permits, easements, or other approvals by your agency/office are required, or 
if you are aware of any major proposed development or construction in the study area, we would 
also appreciate receiving this information as well. 
 
Your input on any of the following resources as they relate to your agency or office will assist 
the project team in evaluating the proposed project: 
 
• Land use (current or proposed land development projects, park/recreation areas, oil and gas 

exploration/development, etc.) 
• Aesthetics 
• Water quality and wetlands 
• Soils and geology 
• Wildlife, vegetation, and fisheries (including threatened and endangered species) 
• Socioeconomics (population, employment, growth, current/future development) 
• Cultural resources (historic and archeological) 
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• Transportation and roads (airport and roadway expansions, construction, operations, and 

maintenance) 

Burns & McDonnell would like to thank you in advance for your comments, which will be an 
important consideration in our assessment of potential environmental and land use impacts of the 
proposed transmission line. If you have any questions concerning this project or our request for 
information, please contact me at tjademski@burnsmcd.com or 512-872-7131. Your earliest 
reply will be appreciated. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Thomas Ademski 
Project Manager 
 
TA/ta 
 
Attachment 
cc: Nisha Fleischman, SPS 
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OFFICIALS/AGENCIES CONTACTED 
MUSTANG TO SEMINOLE 115-kV TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT 

 
FEDERAL 
 
Tony Robinson 
Regional Administrator 
Region Vl 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
FRC 800 North Loop 288 
Denton, TX 76209-3698 
 
Salvador Salinas 
State Conservationist 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 
101 South Main St. 
Temple, TX 76501 
 
Darren Richardson 
Assistant State Conservationist 
Administrative Zone 1 – Lubbock Office 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 
4609 West Loop 289 
Lubbock, TX 79414-1403 
 
Debra Bills 
Field Supervisor 
Arlington Ecological Services Field Office 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
2005 Northeast Green Oaks Blvd 
Suite 140 
Arlington, TX 76006 
 
Duane Lucia 
Fish & Wildlife Biologist 
West Texas Sub-Office 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
P.O. Box 42125, TTU 
Lubbock, TX 79409-2125 
 
Stephen Brooks 
Chief, Regulatory Branch 
Fort Worth District 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
819 Taylor Street 
Fort Worth, TX 76102 
 
 
 
 

 
Anne L. Idsal 
Regional Administrator  
Region 6 – South Central 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
1445 Ross Avenue 
Suite 1200 
Dallas, TX 75202 
 
Obstruction Evaluation Group 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Southwest Region 
10101 Hillwood Parkway 
Fort Worth, TX 76117-1524 
 
Department of Defense Siting Clearinghouse 
3400 Defense Pentagon, Room 5C646 
Washington, DC   20301-3400 
 
STATE 
 
Carter Smith 
Executive Director 
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 
4200 Smith School Road 
Austin, TX 78744 
 
Laura Zebehazy 
Program Leader 
Wildlife Habitat Assessment Program 
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 
4200 Smith School Road 
Austin, TX 78744 
 
George P. Bush 
Texas Land Commissioner 
Texas General Land Office 
1700 North Congress Avenue 
Suite 935 
Austin, TX 78701-1495 
 
Gary Shipp, P.G. 
Regional Director – Region 2 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
5012 50th St., Ste. 100 
Lubbock, TX 79414-3426 
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Lorinda Gardner 
Regional Director – Region 7 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
9900 W. IH-20, Ste. 100 
Midland, TX 79706 
 
Mark Wolfe 
Executive Director 
Texas Historical Commission 
P.O. Box 12276 
Austin, TX 78711 
 
Jessica Zuba 
Deputy Executive Administrator 
Water Supply and Infrastructure 
Texas Water Development Board 
P.O. Box 13231 
Austin, TX 78711-3231 
 
Steven P. Warren, P.E. 
District Engineer 
Lubbock District 
Texas Department of Transportation 
135 Slaton Road 
Lubbock, TX 79404-5201 
 
David Fulton 
Director 
Aviation Division 
Texas Department of Transportation 
125 East 11th Street 
Austin, TX 78701 
 
Carlos Swonke 
Director 
Environmental Affairs Division 
Texas Department of Transportation 
125 East 11th Street 
Austin, TX 78701-2483 
 
GAINES COUNTY 
 
The Honorable Tom Keyes 
Gaines County Judge 
P.O. Box 847 
Seminole, TX 79360 
 

Craig Belt 
Gaines County Precinct 2 Commissioner 
Gaines County Commissioners Court 
P.O. Box 847 
Seminole, TX 79360 
 
James Caldwell 
President 
Gaines County Farm Bureau 
P.O. Box 128 
Seminole, TX 79360 
 
Darryl Perryman 
Executive Director 
Gaines/Andrews County Farm Service Agency 
1301 S. Main St. 
Seminole, TX 79360 
 
YOAKUM COUNTY 
 
The Honorable Jim Barron 
Yoakum County Judge 
Yoakum County Courthouse 
609 Cowboy Way 
Plains, TX 79355 
 
Honorable Woodson W. Lindsey 
Yoakum County Precinct 1 Commissioner 
Yoakum County Courthouse 
609 Cowboy Way 
Plains, TX 79355 
 
Lanny Smith 
President 
Yoakum County Farm Bureau 
902 Ave E 
Plains, TX 79355 
 
Gary L. Six 
Executive Director 
Yoakum County Farm Service Agency 
1305 Cowboy Way 
Plains, TX 79355 
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OTHER LOCAL JURISDICTIONS 
 
Gary Laramore 
Superintendent 
Seminole Independent School District 
207 S.W. 6th Street 
Seminole, TX  79360 
 
Joshua Goen 
Superintendent 
Seagraves Independent School District 
1801 Ave. K 
Seagraves, TX  79359 
 
Gary Davis 
Superintendent 
Denver City Independent School District 
501 Mustang Avenue 
Denver City, TX  79323 
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