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August 22, 2012

Adrian Garcia, Project Manager

Bureau of Land Management

SunZia Southwest Transmission Project
P.O. Box 27115

Santa Fe, NM 87502-0115

Email: NMSunZiaProject@blm.gov

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)tfe proposed SunZia Southwest Transmission
Project

Dear Mr. Garcia:

These comments are being submitted in respon$e Oriaft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the proposed SunZia Southwest TransisBiroject (“Project”). Sky Island Alliance
(SIA) is a non-profit conservation organization idetked to the protection and restoration of thi ric
natural heritage of native species and habitatisarsky Island region of southeastern Arizona,
southwestern New Mexico, and portions of Sonora@nittuahua in northwestern Mexico. SIA
works with volunteers, scientists, land owners ligutifficials, and government agencies to establish
protected areas, restore healthy landscapes, antbpe public appreciation of the region's unique
biological diversity.

SIA is a membership-based, volunteer organizatath, over 1,600 members and 250-300 active
volunteers across the region. To date we have tbgger 100,000 volunteer hours on conservation
projects in the region, including monitoring regibwildlife and the movement corridors they use,
restoring healthy landscapes, participating in agganning processes, and working with many
different stakeholders to protect the unique biedsity of this region.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on thippsed Project. We incorporate by reference
those comments SIA submitted jointly with Defendafr8Vildlife, as well as those comments
submitted by the Cascabel Working Group, the Tudsatubon Society, the Sierra Club — Grand
Canyon Chapter, and the Coalition for Sonoran Dé&®@tection, which we strongly support. We
offer the following additional comments for the agg's consideration, focusing specifically on the
potential impacts of this Project on the connettignd overall resiliency of the Sky Island region.

The “No Action” alternative is the only appropriateoice for this Project. The only action
alternatives considered in the DEIS are likely aodnextremely significant and unacceptable adverse
impacts on either the lower San Pedro Valley orAtevaipa watershed, both of which are widely
recognized for their rich biological diversity aptbvide critically important habitat for dozens of
sensitive species. This project will also likelyhaignificant impacts on the connectivity between
that habitat, potentially impacting the long-temsitiency of the Sky Island region; however, this
DEIS does not adequately assess those potentiatisiprhe DEIS also fails to sufficiently analyze
impacts to sensitive and special status speciegertatthe Sky Island region that may be affected b
the Project.
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In addition to these deficiencies, the DEIS is dswlamentally flawed because it fails to consaler
scope of reasonable alternatives that meets ttexlgtarpose and need for this Project, in violation
of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) amslimplementing regulations. Finally, the
cumulative impacts analysis included in the DEIS&lequate, particularly as it relates to the
growing effects of climate change in this region.

1. The Only Action Alternatives Presented For Thidroject Are Likely To Have
Significant And Unacceptable Adverse Impacts On Keyildlife Habitat.

The only action alternatives presented for thiggmtoare likely to have extremely significant and
unacceptable adverse impacts on either the LoweP8dro Valley or the Aravaipa watershed, both
of which are widely recognized for their ecologivalue, providing key habitat for many species
native to the Sky Island region, including numerspscial status species. A map of sensitive areas
and adjoining linkages is attached as Figure 1.

A. Proposed routes through the lower San Pedro Valley
The lower San Pedro River Valley supports one efléist major free-flowing rivers in the desert
southwest and, as such, is important habitat farynspecies and a key migratory corridor for neo-
tropical birds. It is a world-renowned birding ar@nd an important tourist destination. The San
Pedro also supports the greatest diversity of marapeies in North Americhincluding mountain
lion, black bear, coatimundi, javelina, fox, coydbadger, three skunk species, mule and white-tail
deer, ringtail, raccoon, bobcat, beaver, porcubtegk-tailed prairie dog, and 24 species of besds,
well as many other smaller or lesser known mampeties. In addition, the San Pedro River
Valley provides habitat for a great diversity offauna and is an important migratory flyway.
Recently, the lower San Pedro River Valley has lgeposed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) for the establishment of a new Nationaldifé Refuge and Collaborative Conservation
Initiative (CCI)?

The Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM) “Preferredefhative” bisects the lower San Pedro
River Valley, compromises numerous lands that vaerpiired specifically for conservation purposes
such as the 7B Ranch, and degrades lands iderasipart of USFWS’s proposed CCI, undermining
past, present and reasonably foreseeable futuestiment in the long-term conservation of this area.
This Project would have far-reaching, permanentictpon the integrity of this currently intact
landscape, and cannot be sufficiently mitigatedraposed.

B. Proposed routes through the Aravaipa watershed
Aravaipa Canyon is nationally recognized as on&ridona’s most valuable biological arei.is
known for its scenic towering cliffs, lush riparigagetation, multiple species of native fish and
wildlife, and its astounding beauty. The perenfi@k of Aravaipa Creek links three mountain
ranges, three Wilderness areas, and maintains tongreorridors for both large mammals and birds,
making it a crucial component to maintaining biedsity and ecological integrity in southeastern
Arizona. The Nature Conservancy recently conduatddtailed cumulative effects analysis for this
Project that focused on the Galiuro-Aravaipa-Sdeteesa wildland complex and found that, in the

! Bureau of Land Management. 1989. Mammal Inventbitne San Pedro Riparian National ConservatioraAre
Cochise County, Arizona: Final Report. San Pedojdet Office, Safford District.

2U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Lower San PedroeRi€ollaborative Conservation Initiative Planningdate #1:
http://www.fws.gov/southwest/docs/L SPRCIPlanningbied .pdf

®Brown, D.E. 1989. Ecological values of Bureau ohtlaanagement wilderness study areas in

Arizona. The Wilderness Society. Washington, D.C.
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southwest, this area is second only to the Gramy@waregion with regards to size and relative
intactness.

In 2005, SIA submitted detailed recommendatiorthéoBLM regarding the Aravaipa Ecosystem
Management Plan, proposing that the agency managesa35,000 acres of surrounding uplands
and tributary drainages on the north and souttofidravaipa Canyon primarily to maintain or
enhance wilderness characteristics, and to clas@rexroads and limit motorized uses in this area.
We are submitting this report, attached as AppeAdiior the agency’s consideration.

Both Subroute 4A (north of Mt. Graham) and SubrelBg Sulphur Springs Valley) would bisect
this area, which is one of the largest unfragmelsedscapes in Arizona, and would significantly
compromise connectivity between the Galiuro Wilégsshand the Aravaipa Canyon Wilderness. In
addition to the permanent fragmentation resultmogifthe transmission line itself, a primary issfie o
concern in the Aravaipa watershed — and acrosSkiidsland region generally — is the impact that
roads have on the area’s hydrology, vegetationaldllife, as well as on connectivity. The
significance of the direct, indirect, and cumulatimmpacts that result from road construction, which
are discussed in further detail below, cannot rsiated. In the Aravaipa Watershed this Project
would have far-reaching, permanent impacts onntegrity of this currently intact landscape, and
cannot be sufficiently mitigated as proposed.

Recommendation:In light of the significant and permanent advenspacts to these important areas
and the adjoining linkages that are likely to regwam all the action alternatives presented, we
strongly urge the BLM to choose the “No Action"attative for this Project.

2. The DEIS Fails To Adequately Analyze Impacts T&egional Connectivity And Special
Status Species.

This proposal also likely poses a significant thteghe connectivity between areas of core habitat
potentially impacting the long-term resiliency bétSky Island region. However, these impacts are
not adequately assessed in the DEIS. The DEISalsdo sufficiently analyze impacts to sensitive
and special status species native to the Sky Iskgidn that may be affected by the Project.

A. Applicable NEPA regulations
The purpose of an environmental impact statementggsovide a “detailed statement” of the
environmental impacts associated with a proposaeré actior?. The environmental consequences
section “forms the scientific and analytic basisf the comparison of alternativesThis section
discusses the direct and indirect effects of ther@dtives, the significance of the environmental
effects, and the means to mitigate adverse impaBtsect effects are caused by the action and occur
at the same time and place, and indirect effeetSaused by the action and are later in time or
farther removed in distance, but are still reasbnfatieseeable® Cumulative impacts also must be
considered when analyzing the Project’'s impactsahmpacts are discussed in a separate section of
these comments.

* Cumulative Effects Analysis for Proposed SunZiariBmission Line. Rob Marshall, Dale Turner, and Bajka,
The Nature Conservancy, June 18, 2012.

42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(c)().

°40 C.F.R. § 1502.16.

"1d.

®1d., 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8.
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Effects to be considered in an environmental imptatement include “ecological (such as effects on
natural resources and on the components, structaumdgunctioning of affected ecosystems),
aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, socialhealth, whether direct, indirect, or cumulative.”
Indirect effects may include, among other thinggpWth inducing effects and other effects related
to induced changes in the pattern of land use, lptipn density or growth rate, and related effects
on air and water and other natural systems, inetudcosystems™

When discussing the significance of a project’'s&#, the agency must consider both the context
and intensity of the action and its effett€onsideration of the context of a project acknalgtss

that the significance of an effect “varies with gedting of the proposed action” and thus requires
consideration of “several contexts such as soasgty whole (human, national), the affected region,
the affected interests, and the locality.” Whensidering context, “both short and long-term effects
are relevant®?

When considering the intensity of the effect, sahthe factors to consider include: “Unique
characteristics of the geographic area such asmityxo historic or cultural resources, park lands
prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic riversscologically critical areas; The degree to which
the effects on the quality of the human environnaeatlikely to be highly controversial; The degree
to which the possible effects on the human envimirare highly uncertain or involve unique or
unknown risks; ... The degree to which the acti@y m. cause loss or destruction of significant
scientific, cultural, or historical resources; [&iithe degree to which the action may adverselycaffe
an endangered or threatened species or habitdtabdteen determined to be critical under the
Endangered Species Act,” among otHhérs.

NEPA implementing regulations require agenciedneure the professional integrity, including
scientific integrity, of the discussions and anafy# environmental impact statemerits.In order

to fulfill the purpose of NEPA, the information ukas a basis for the analysis of a project’s effect
“must be of high quality. Accurate scientific angify expert agency comments, and public scrutiny
are essential to implementing NEPR.Implementing regulations require that an EIS igfsorted

by evidence that agencies have made the necessaryrenental analyses®While conducting the
necessary analyses, “the agency shall make eviery &f disclose and discuss at appropriate points
in the draft statement all major points of viewtba environmental impacts of the alternatives
including the proposed actioh””

With the effects analysis, NEPA imposes a dutyemstefal agencies to take a "hard look at
environmental consequences" of a proposed atiionder NEPA, “conclusory remarks [and]
statements that do not equip a decisionmaker teraaknformed decision about alternative courses
of action, or a court to review the Secretary’steang” are insufficient® The agency cannot just

940 C.F.R §1508.8.

104,

140 C.F.R. § 1508.27

240 C.F.R. § 1508.27(a).

40 C.F.R. § 1508.27(b).

1440 C.F.R. § 1502.24.

540 C.F.R. 1500.1.

%40 C.F.R. §8§ 1500.2(b); 1502.24.

740 C.F.R. § 1502.9.

18 Nat. Resources Def. Council v. Mortetb8 F.2d 827, 838 (D.C. Cir. 1972).
9 Nat. Resources Def. Council v. Hod5 F.2d 288, 298 (D.C. Cir. 1988).
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simply state that impacts may occur, they mustidean analysis of the nature and extent of those
impacts?°

This DEIS as currently drafted is clearly deficieantd does not meet the spirit or the letter of NEP
or its implementing regulations. We incorporatadigrence the specific concerns regarding the
DEIS effects analysis that are raised in SIA’s canta submitted jointly with Defenders of Wildlife
as well as the comments submitted by the otherested parties mentioned above, which we
support and fully incorporate herein. In additiorthose comments, SIA is also extremely concerned
by BLM'’s failure to meaningfully assess the direstlirect and cumulative impacts resulting from
the significant road construction proposed as @ittis Project, and the effects of the resulting
fragmentation on wildlife corridors and reductionaverall regional resiliency that is likely to vits
from this project.

B. The DEIS Failsto Adequately Assess | mpacts Resulting from Road Construction

Roads have significant direct and indirect impactshe region’s hydrology, vegetation and wildlife.
Roads are known to have a zone of effect that xamé from 1/4 mile up to two miles from the
actual footprint of the road. The amount of halthat is fragmented and affected by the road is
therefore much greater that just the network ofisdaWilcox and Murphey (1983) concluded that
habitat fragmentation is the most serious thre&idtogical diversity and is the main cause of the
currer;ztzextinction crisis. It is estimated thatdedave an ecological effect on 94% of the United
States.

Roads are known to transform the physical condstiooth on and adjacent to them by directly
altering the soil density, temperature, soil-watemtent, light, dust, surface-water flow, pattefn o
run-off, and sedimentaticdii.Most sediment enters water bodies through overflamd but dust
from roads is a source of fine sediments, nutriantscontaminants to aquatic ecosyst&hiis
dust also settles on plants, with physical and ét&mmpacts that can disrupt photosynthesis,
respiration and transpiration, physically injuramik® and alter plant community structiuffe.

There is a positive feedback loop between primitosds and habitat destruction. Roads in primitive
areas lead to the destruction of habitat througiviaes such as poaching, grazing, campsite
development, off-road vehicle joyriding, and theatron of unauthorized travelways off already
established routéd.Once these activities are exhausted new roadsemerequired to reach more
remote areas to continue the same activifies.

2 see Defenders of Wildlife v. Babpit80 F.Supp. 121, 138 (D.D.C. 2001) (holding a8 Ekufficient because
while it stated that noise would increase and phong and their habitat would be disturbed, there m@analysis
of the nature and extent of the impacts on thegitom) (citingNRDC v. Hodel865 F.2d at 299).

Z Hartley D.A., J.L. Thomson, P. Morton, E. Schlen@odrich. 2003. Ecological effects of a transation
network on wildlife: A spatial analysis of the Uppdissouri River Breaks National Monument. The Wildess
Society, Washington D.C.

22 50ule, Michael. 2000. Forget About Building thealldo Nowhere. Christian Science Monitor. Octob&rZD00.
% Trombulak, Frissell. 2000. Review of the ecologiféects of roads on terrestrial and aquatic comities.
Conservation Biology 14(1): 18-26.

4 Gjessing, E., E. Lygren, L. Berglind, T. GulbraedsR. Skanne. 1984. Effect of highway runoff

on lake water quality. Science of the Total Enviremt 33:247-257.

% Farmer, A.M. 1993. The effects of dust on vegetata review. Environmental Pollution 79: 63-75.

% Auerbach, N.A., M.D. Walker, D.A. Walker. 1997 f&fts of roadside disturbance on substrate anctaége
properties in arctic tundra. Ecological Applicatori218-235.

*" Soule 2000.

% Crumbo, K. 2002. Review of the Ecological Impamt®Roads. Arizona Wilderness Coalition.
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The Impact of Roads on Hydrology:Because of the nature of moving water, the physffatts

from roads can be seen long distances from thetdireursion of the roatf. Perennial flows, such

as those found in Aravaipa Creek, are threatenesttynent that is washed from roads and enters
the watershed, through both erosion and surfaceffuRerennial flows are also threatened by
increased sediment entering the creek from roat s been found that high concentrations of
suspended sediment may directly kill aquatic orgrasiand impair aquatic productivity, including
reducing the productivity, survival, and growthfish.2° This is of particular concern in habitat for
special status species, such as the federally gedathloach minnow and spike dace, both of which
have designated Critical Habitat that will likelg bmpacted by this Project.

Arid lands in the southwest are particularly vulitge to disturbances caused by off-road vehicles
which compact soil, change soil porosity, and deseanfiltration capacity. This leads to an inceeas
in runoff during rainfall and a subsequent increassoil erosion because rainfall cannot filter as
readily into the soif! Iverson et al. found that the largest increassmpaction of the soil per pass
of vehicle tires occurred in the first few pasd®scause such a large proportion of soil compaction
damage occurs in initial vehicle passes, even Bedcdemporary” road construction is a serious
threat to the health of the affected watershedy eeen those roads do not become established
routes. The continued physical disturbances calgedads can be reduced by remediation of the
roads®? however, the consequences of sedimentary delamerjong term and cumulativé.

The Impacts of Roads on Wildlife:Roads impact animal behavior, energy expenditnde a
reproductive succes8 Small rodents and invertebrates will avoid crogsivads even when the

roads are narrow and unpaved, meaning even snaal$ rmontribute to the fragmentation of
populations and create habitat patches that isotgnisms. Roads also have measurable effects on
large mammals such as bighorn sheep, bear, deenamdtain lions. Roads were found to increase
the heart rate and therefore the metabolic rateeardyy expenditure of bighorn sheep in the
proximity of the road, regardless of any humanars¢he road? It has also been found that large
mammals such as mountain lions have thresholddeasdities above which the habitat is no longer
able to function naturally and support a sustajmegulation of the large predatdfs.

The Impact of Roads on Plants‘Roads provide a major conduit for the spreadxatie plants into
natural areas, particularly in arid and semiaridikcapes of the American West, where exotic annual

# Richardson, E. V., B. Simmons, S. Karaki, M. Malmaipand M. A. Stevens. 1975. Highways in the river
environment: hydraulic and environmental designs@berations training and design manual. U.S. Depamt of
Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, \Magton, D.C.

39 Newcombe, C.P., and J.O.T. Jensen. 1996. Chanseésded sediment and fisheries: a synthesis fotijative
assessment of risk. North American Journal of FiskeManagement 16: 693-727.

3L lverson R.M., B.S. Hinckley, R.M. Webb. 1981. Rbgeffects of vehicular disturbances on arid koapes.
Science 212: 915-917.

32 \Weaver, W.E, M.M. Hektner, D.K. Hagans, L.J. ReRd. Sonneville, and G.J. Bundros. 1987.

An evaluation of experimental rehabilitation woRedwood National Park. Technical Report.

19. Redwood National Park, Arcata California; H&MD., R.A. Nichols. 1993. Stabilizing forest roadshelp
restore fish habitat: a northwest Washington exarfgkheries 18: 18-22.

% Hagans, D.K., W.E. Weaver, M.A. Madej. 1986. Ldagm on-site and off-site effects of logging andséon in
the Redwood Creek Basin, northern California. P@%e65 in Papers present at the American Geophyditan
meeting on cumulative effects. Technical bulle@®4National Council for Air and Stream Improvemexéw
York.

% Trombulak & Frissel 2000

% MacArthur, R.A., R.H. Joshnston, and V. Geist. 4%actors influencing heart rate in free rangirghbrn
sheep: a physiological approach to the study dllifél harrassment. Canadian Journal of Zoology282:0-2021.
% Forman, R.T.T. and R.D. Deblinger. 2000. The egicll road-effect zone of a Massachusetts (U.SS&Hurban
Highway. Conservation Biology 14(1): 36-46.

SKY ISLAND ALLIANCE

Protecting our Mountain Islands and Desert Seas



grasses and forbs pose a major conservation challéhRoads promote the spread of exotic species
through the accidental movement of alien s&eatsd through the high rates of soil disturbance on
and adjacent to the roddFrequently disturbed environments favor the growftmvasive species

and some non-native species that are adaptedrudiege effectively in frequently disturbed habitat.
Tyser and Worley note “both the construction of meads and the improvement of existing roads
appear to be important factors in the ongoing spoéa@xotic plants throughout [the] landscape.”
Exotic plants provide poor habitat for wildlife thia adapted to utilize native vegetation, and can
have serious long-term effects on native biodivergtesearch has shown the importance of
maintaining and managing roadless areas and tt@a#en of areas to a roadless stéfus.

According to the DEIS, BLM estimated the potenimapacts of the proposed road construction
based on “the estimated ground disturbance asedaidth using existing access roads, or upgrading
or constructing access roads. Estimates were lmsadsigned access levels that considered slope,
miles of new or existing roads required, and paaspur roads required.” DEIS at 4-3. The BLM
also assumes in its analysis that the impactsthegdtom access roads will be “temporary and short
term” because the Applicant promises to reclains¢hereas within five years. DEIS at 4-1.

This exceedingly narrow analysis fails to take iatcount the fact that a road’s impact can extend
far beyond its actual footprint. It also fails &ké into account the fact that roads in this regomte
created, are very likely permanent due to the enerdifficulties in decommissioning roads and
revegetating disturbed areas in this arid regidrese significant deficiencies call into questioa th
reliability of the BLM’s assessment of impacts sieimg from road construction.

In addition, the potential impacts of roads on loyolgy, wildlife, vegetation and other resources are
only summarily listed in each section, and are tgeéonclusory remarks or statements,” without
any consideration of the impacts’ context and isitgnin direct violation of NEPA implementing
regulations and associated case law. In fact, Isecsite-specific information is not available ie th
DEIS, the assessment of impacts resulting fronptbposed road construction is speculative at best,
which is simply not adequate for the purposes oPNE

Recommendation:We recommend that the BLM choose the “No Actioltémative. However,

should the BLM choose one of the action alternativiee agency must first revise or supplement this
DEIS to include a meaningful and robust examinatibthe direct, indirect and cumulative impacts
that are likely to result from road constructiamgluding those impacts that are known to occur some
distance from the road’s actual footprint. The sedi or supplemental DEIS must also include an
assessment of the construction of access roadsethain on the ground permanently, which is far
more likely and reasonably foreseeable than suftdesslamation of these areas within five years.
Finally, the new assessment must provide site Bpétiormation and must examine impacts related
to road construction in light of their context antensity.

C. The DEIS Fails To Adequately Consider The Likely I mpacts To Wildlife Linkages
By definition, an intact healthy landscape allowkliife to move between core areas of protected
wildland blocks where species, both plant and ahih@ve sufficient resources to survive,

3" Gelbard, J.L., J. Belnap. 2003. Roads as conthriesxotic plant invasions in a semiarid landscapenservation
Biology 17(2): 420-432.

38 Schmidt, W. 1989. Plant dispersal by motor caegatation 80: 147-152.

% Tyser, R.W. and C. A. Worley. 1992. Alien floragrasslands adjacent to road and trail corridotlatier
National Park, Montana (U.S.A.). Conservation Bipl®(2): 253-262.

“0 Strittholt, James R., and Dominick A. DellaLS&801. Importance of Roadless Areas in Biodiversity
Conservation in Forested Ecosystems: Case Stuthedflamath-Siskiyou Ecoregion of the United States
Conservation Biology 15(6):1742-1754.
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reproduce, and otherwise facilitate ecological psses. Plants and animals move across the
landscape in many ways and for many complex reasmisgenerally choose the most efficient or
permeable movement corridors available on the Eams when connecting areas of suitable habitat.
Poor connectivity between core habitats not onlganis large, far-ranging species, it can also
significantly impact habitat specialists such gstites, rodents, ground birds, and others. When
connectivity is reduced, it reduces opportunit@stiese smaller species to fulfill life-historyaus

and exposes them to increased risks of predatidmemmtality. Smaller animals and plants to a
certain extent depend on local habitat connectiaitiind mates, food and water resources, and
refugia, and when they must modify movement pastésrmeet those needs they expose themselves
to higher mortality.

Animals move both north and south along the mouantanges of the region and east and west across
wide valleys depending on life-history charact&gsand needs. Animals such as mountain lions,
black bears, spotted owls, and jaguars can have hanges and/or dispersal distances that cover
multiple mountain ranges and intervening valleyse &bility for these and other species to disperse
is paramount. “For fragmented populations, dispesdeey to survival...There is also strong
theoretical support for the contention that theacity for animals to move through the landscape is
fundamental to conservation of natural ecosystef&.”

This project will potentially impact at least fommportant wildlife corridors as identified by the
Arizona Wildlife Linkages Workgroup (AWLW), a mutlisciplinary collaborative partnership that
conducted a comprehensive, statewide assessmiangeflocks of protected habitat, the potential
wildlife movement corridors between those core kéoaf habitat, and the factors threatening to
disrupt these linkage zon&sAccording to the DEIS, the potentially impacteddlife corridors
include Galiuro—Pinalefio—Dos Cabezas Linkage, RirSanta Rita—\Whetstone Linkage, Tucson—
Tortolita—Santa Catalina Mountains Linkage, anditbewood—Picacho Linkage. DEIS at 4-86.

For each of these linkages, the DEIS mentionsripacts of the transmission line itself, but it
completely ignores the potentially far greater ictpahat the associated road construction will have
on the functionality of those migration corridolFar example, in the assessment of impacts to the
Galiuro—Pinalefio—Dos Cabezas Linkage, the DEI&statat, “The Project would introduce a linear
feature in the northern portion of the valley...hoee\ransmission lines are porous to most wildlife
movement, and the greatest potential for impactgavibe during the development phase of the
Project.” DEIS at 4-86. However, the statement ttrahsmission lines are porous to most wildlife
movement” is not supported by any evidence, arfddhis incorrect for many species of sensitive
wildlife. In addition, the assertion that “the grest potential for impacts would be during the
development phase of the Project” completely igadine long term direct, indirect and cumulative
impacts of associated road construction on thidlifel corridor.

The DEIS also summarily dismisses the cumulativeaiats that this project will have on wildlife
linkages, concluding without any evidence thatatditive effects of this project on the potentially
impacted linkages will be non-significant. For exden the DEIS simply dismisses the potential for
any significant impacts in the Rincon—-Santa RitaeWtone Linkage, stating that “I-10 and the
UPRR are significant, pre-existing barriers to Wiiddmovement south of the Project, such that any

*L Opdam, P. 1990. Dispersal of fragmented popnatithe key to survival. pp. 3-17 in Species Disalkin
Agricultural Habitats (Eds. R.G.H. Bunce and D.@w#4rd). (Belhaven Press: London).

“’Bennet, A.F. 2003. Linkages in the Landscape: Ttle Bf Corridors and Connectivity in Wildlife Consation.
IUCN, Gland, Switzerland and Cambridge, UK. Xiv 542pp.

“3Arizona Wildlife Linkages Workgroup. 2008rizona's Wildlife Linkages Assessméxtcessed at
http://www.azdot.gov/inside_adot/OES/AZ_WildLife ridages/assessment.asp
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additive effects from Project development would canitribute substantially to a reduction of
wildlife movement potential.” DEIS at 4-87.

Impacts to the Tucson—Tortolita—Santa Catalina Maias Linkage are similarly dismissed because
BLM asserts that “function of this linkage is coropiised by the presence of existing linear
developments, including the UPRR right-of-way afid] These features create a substantial barrier
to wildlife movements through the area.” DEIS &@7-Likewise, impacts to the Ironwood—-Picacho
Linkage are dismissed for almost identical reasatith, the DEIS stating that “Function of this
linkage is reduced by existing linear features thelude the CAP, the UPRR, and I-10. ... The
proposed Project ... would represent a very smalirimrtion of further fragmentation to the
linkage." DEIS at 4-87.

There is no evidence that the impacts from thiggetpwhich includes the permanent placement of a
transmission line and construction of numerougljibbermanent, associated access and maintenance
roads "represents a very small contribution offfertfragmentation to" these linkages. To the

contrary, this project will likely significantly egribute to the ongoing fragmentation of these airea

in the long-term, particularly considering the parmant right-of-way that will be associated with the
transmission line as well as the numerous accessmamtenance roads that will very likely remain

on the landscape permanently. A map of the affewittlife linkages that illustrates the severe
fragmentation already occurring is attached asreigu

Recommendation:We strongly urge the BLM to choose the "No Actiafternative. However,
should BLM choose an action alternative, it musg minimum, take a hard look at the existing
fragmentation in these areas and meaningfully agbésproject's contribution to that fragmentation
in light of the significant impacts likely to resd@itom the transmission line and associated roads.

D. The DEIS Failsto Adequately Consider the Likely | mpacts to Special Status Species

Jaguar (Pantheraonca): The jaguar is a large and wide-ranging speciesw/nange extends from
southern Arizona and New Mexico south throughoutttNdCentral, and South America. The home
range for male jaguars is between nineteen andthfiee square miles, and the home range for
female jaguars is between ten and thirty-sevenrsquées; however, jaguars have also been
observed roaming more broadly, with movements Offdes having been recorded. Jaguars are
habitat generalists that utilize a wide range difitaéd types. The past decade has witnessed a
remarkable resurgence of the jaguar in its hishbrignge within the United States. In 1997 the
USFWS listed the U.S. population as endangeredireAdgust 2012, the USFWS proposed to
designate close to 900,000 acres in the Sky Islegion as Critical Habitat for this specfés.

Jaguar presence in southeastern Arizona duringGtirecentury is well-documented. Historical
records show that at least six jaguars were kdlepghotographed in the Patagonia Mountains alone
between 1904 and 1965. In addition, a jaguar vmasographed in the Baboquivari Mountains in
1996, and from 2001 to 2009, biologists monitorelast two jaguars on several mountain ranges,
including the Atascosa, Tumacacori, Baboquivari Bajarito Mountains, as well as in the Altar
Valley. In 2005, SIA documented jaguar presence@pmately 15 miles south of the border near
the Pajarito Wilderness Area, and in 2010 and 281A documented two different jaguars thirty
miles south of the border in the Sierra Azul Moumga In June 2011, the Arizona Game and Fish
Department (AZGFD) reported a sighting in the Sdtita Mountains, and most recently, in
November 2011, the AZGFD confirmed a hunter’s jagughting within the Sierra Vista District of
the Coronado National Forest.

477 Fed. Reg. 50214 (August 20, 2012).
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This region is considered suitable habitat forjfygiar, and mountain ranges across the Coronado
National Forest generally provide important wildlrigration corridors for jaguars moving north
through the borderlands from Mexico into Arizonaittits newly proposed Critical Habitat
designation, the USFWS officially considers margaarin southeastern Arizona to be “occupied” by
the species, and regardless of previous sightithgpslaitat included in the proposed designation is
considered essential to the conservation of theieg®

The DEIS fails to provide complete and specifiomfiation regarding historic and current jaguar
sightings in Arizona and regionally, and the infatran relied upon in the DEIS is outdated and
inaccurate. For example, the DEIS states, “sineentirthernmost breeding population of the Jaguar
is more than 140 miles south of the United Statesitb border, and farther from the study corridor,
the potential for the Jaguar to occur within thej€ut study area is very low.” DEIS at 3-89. This
statement has no basis in fact considering theipleitecent sightings and recently proposed Clitica
Habitat designation in this region, and it hightgthe significant deficiencies of the analysis of
potential impacts to this species.

Comprehensive field surveys to detect and moriitisrelusive cat species have not been conducted
to date, and their habitat selection in the northrtion of their range is poorly understood.
Therefore, instead of dismissing potential effettte, BLM must analyze the impacts this Project
could have upon vegetation associations jaguars been known to utilize, habitat connectivity for
this species, and increased human presence andbdiste in areas containing what is thought to be
suitable habitat.

Recommendation:We strongly urge the BLM to choose the “No Actiaiternative. Any increase
in linear barriers, road densities or other fragtaton of habitat in this region is likely to neiyaly
impact this species. It is critical that habitatl anovement corridors are protected to the greatest
extent possible in order to preserve genetic dityeand healthy stable populations of these wide-
ranging and critically endangered carnivores. Stk BLM choose an action alternative, the
agency must consult with the USFWS and state vie@l@igencies regarding conservation measures
for this species and mitigate consistent with tfeppsed Critical Habitat designation and current
recovery plan for this species.

Ocelot (Leopardus pardalis): The ocelot is a primarily noturnal meso-carnivolteoge range

extends from southern Arizona and southern Texasigih North, Central, and South America into
northern Argentina and Uruguay. Ocelot habitategagreatly throughout its distribution, from
tropical rainforest, pine forest, gallery foregparian forest, semideciduous forest, and dry tralpi
forest, to savanna, shrublands, and marshlands.Sohoran subspecies found in Arizona has been
documented repeatedly using madrean oak woodlarithhavhich is found throughout the Sky
Island region.

Despite the fact that ocelots are notoriously clifii to detect, particularly in low densities suh

they probably exist in their northern range, thHemee been multiple sightings in southeastern
Arizona in recent years, and there is a known bngggopulation of ocelots in Sonora, Mexico,

thirty miles south of the international border November 2009, SIA documented the first live

ocelot in approximately forty years in southernzana, and in 2011 and 2012 the Arizona Game and
Fish Department documented ocelots on several imcsas the Huachuca Mountains, most recently
in April 2012.

4 1d. at 50227.
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Road mortality has consistently been documentéteakeading cause of ocelot declfieyhile

areas of high road densities are likely to affetiitat preference by the ¢ét.In 2008, SIA
documented a road-killed ocelot on Highway 15 irtlmern Sonora, approximately 25 miles south of
the international border. In 2010, the AZGFD repdra road-killed ocelot on highway 60 near
Superior, Arizona. This ocelot was confirmed toobgvild origin.*® In addition to increased road-

kill, high road densities contribute to habitat tdestion, increased human disturbance, and risks of
poaching.

Mountain ranges across the Coronado National Fgesstrally provide important habitat and
migration corridors for ocelots moving north thrauge borderlands from Mexico into Arizona.
The recent ocelot sightings reveal the geograpistciloution of an established trans-boundary
population and confirm the species’ presence izd¥ra.

The DEIS fails to provide complete and specifiomfiation regarding historic and current ocelot
sightings in Arizona and regionally, and the infatian relied upon in the DEIS is outdated and
inaccurate. For example, the DEIS states that, éRex@cords of Ocelots in Arizona probably
represent transient individuals (AZGFD 2004a). &le habitat is likely limited to riparian areas
such as remnant segments of gallery forest alom&é#ém Pedro River that have connectivity with
habitat farther south in Mexico.” DEIS at 3-90. Téés no evidence to support any part of this
statement, and in fact the best available dat@a&tes that suitable habitat is not limited to riguar
areas but instead includes madrean oak woodlanthhakhich has been repeatedly used by the
ocelots recently documented in this region. Umtire field research is conducted to study and
determine ocelot habitat selection in this north@srtion of its range, all vegetation types witmse
cover and an adequate prey base should be corgsigetential ocelot habitat.

The DEIS also states that “a dead Ocelot was reedva 2009 from Gila County, Arizona,” but
also implies that it is unknown whether the cat wiwild origin or not. DEIS at 3-90. In fact, this
cat was confirmetb be of wild origin, and very likely traveled tugh the Project’s study corridor.
Finally, the DEIS erroneously states that “the pbé for the Ocelot occurring within the study
corridor is low in Arizona.” DEIS at 3-90. Howevéehe best available science indicates that this is
incorrect, with at least two recent ocelot sighsimgcurring near or within the Project study carid

Recommendation:We strongly urge the BLM to choose the “No Actiaiternative. Any increase
in linear barriers, road densities or other fragtaton of habitat in this region is likely to neiyaly
impact this species. It is critical that habitatl anovement corridors are protected to the greatest
extent possible in order to preserve genetic dityeasid healthy stable populations of these wide-
ranging and critically endangered carnivores. Sttt BLM choose an action alternative, the
agency must consult with the USFWS and state igldigencies regarding conservation measures
for this species and mitigate consistent with tineent draft recovery plan, which is being devebbpe
by the USFWS for this species and will likely bedlized prior to the construction of SunZia.

Southwest Willow Flycatcher(Empidonax traillii extimus): The endangered southwestern willow
flycatcher is found at various locations in thejpeb area, with designated critical habitat along

5 Haines et. al., 2005.

" U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2010. Draft Ocdlotopardus pardalisRecovery Plan, First Revision. U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, Southwest Region, Albuquergdew Mexico.

8 De Young, R. and J. Holbrook. (2010). Analysis amdrpretation of ocelot material lineages froradekilled
ocelots in Texas and Arizona. A report to the UshFnd Wildlife service and Texas Parks and Wadlif
Department. Texas A&M University, Kingsville.
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numerous riparian corridors — the species’ breedatgtat — in the region (See Fig. 2). This species
is threatened by habitat loss, particularly in éheparian areas.

Recommendation:We strongly urge the BLM to choose the “No Actiaiternative. Should the

BLM should choose an action alternative, it muststdt with the USFWS regarding conservation
measures for the southwestern willow flycatchevoidlance, minimization, and mitigation measures
consistent with the recovery plan (and implemeimezbnsultation with USFWS) may be warranted
for any instances in which the transmission corrictosses a floodplain or other riparian habitat
area. Engineering of structures to span over ftywx habitat is the preferred avoidance methodl, an
vegetation preservation and/or restoration actstresild be implemented where SunZia interacts
with flycatcher habitat.

Loach minnow (Tiaroga cobitis) and spikedace(Meda fulgida): Aravaipa Canyon contains seven
native fish species including the federally listggikedace and loach minnow. The BLM notes that
“no other Arizona stream is known to contain so ynaative fish in the absence of substantial
numbers of introduced speci€€.The USFWS has designated Critical Habitat for ibéhloach
minnow and spike dace in Aravaipa Canyon (SeeZjignd other areas in Arizona and New
Mexico. Threats to both species include predagooyundwater pumping, surface water diversions,
impoundments, and channelization. These changée ttiow regime may decrease the amount of
available habitat.

The DEIS only considers impacts to areas wherenp@kwater occurs. However, many fish
species utilize ephemeral waters for dispersal, €= BLM must consider how the various fish
species found in or near the study corridor magffected for all water sources.

Recommendation:We strongly urge the BLM to choose the “No Actiaiternative. Should the
BLM should choose an action alternative, it muststdt with the USFWS regarding conservation
measures for the loach minnow and spoke dace nacmhisultation with USFWS implement
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measuressstent with the recovery plans and Ciritical
Habitat designations for each species.

Sensitive Frog Speciesthe Sky Island region is considered a herpetoldgicespot, as it contains

the highest diversity of whiptail lizards and rasthakes in the United States, supports rare and
unique animals such as the Chiricahua leoparddrmySonora tiger salamander, and plays host to
amazing ecological phenomena such as the explbseeding desert anuran assemblage that
emerges from the ground during the monsoon andemiyeto ten species of toads and an occasional
frog try to out- call and out-breed their brethr8everal sensitive frog species are known to oecur
the project area (See Fig. 2).

Impacts from roads and road systems are varird include direct mortality, vectors for invasive
species and disease, loss of habitat, barrienspeidal and other movements, sedimentation in
aguatic systems, access to illegal collection amas noise and light impacts to behavior and
movement.

The DEIS greatly downplays these and other potientigacts to amphibian species. In addition, the
DEIS assumes that such species will only be affeictareas where perennial water occurs.

49

BLM, 1988.
0 Kassar, C. 2005. Motorized recreation at a cresolessons from the past converge with managemnactice
of the future. Friends of the Inyo.
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However, intermittent and ephemeral waters canelpg mportant to a variety of species, including
various amphibians.

The BLM must consider ephemeral and intermittertevga not just perennial streams. Ephemeral
and intermittent drainages can be of great impogda these speciés.For example, regarding the
federally listed Chiricahua leopard frog, the USF¥{&es that, “defining the action area of a
proposed project must consider the reasonablerdapeapabilities of the species, and the
likelihood/extent of any downstream or upstreanectf that might arise from the proposed actfn.”

Other amphibian species are likely to be similaffgcted. The BLM needs to reconsider impacts to
amphibian species, providing consideration to r@aa that could be utilized by the species, ndt jus
perennial waterways.

Recommendation:We strongly urge the BLM to choose the “No Actiaiternative. Should the
BLM should choose an action alternative, it muststdt with USFWS regarding federally listed
species regarding conservation measures and impteaweidance, minimization, and mitigation
measures consistent with the recovery plans atidatrhabitat designations for each species. The
BLM must also consider the importance of ephememdlintermittent waters, not just perennial
streams, for all affected amphibian species.

4, The Stated Purpose And Need For This Project Imconsistent With The Scope Of
“Reasonable” Alternatives Considered In The DEIS.

The stated purpose and need for this project mnisistent with the scope of reasonable alternatives
considered in the DEIS, in violation of NEPA. TheNBis required to “specify the underlying
purpose and need to which the agency is respomaipgposing the alternatives including the
proposed action®® The agency must identify the purpose and neecdhtohit is responding before it
can determine the scope of reasonable alternatia¢should be considered in order to meet that
purpose and need. “The stated goal of a projecssacily dictates the range of ‘reasonable’
alternatives.> The Council for Environmental Quality has madeldéiar that when an agency is
determining the scope of alternatives to be comstjehe emphasis must be on what is ‘reasonable,’
not on whether a private proponent or applicanfepse “Reasonable alternatives include those that
are practical or feasible from a technical and eomn standpoint and using common sense, rather
than simply desirable from the standpoint of thgliapnt.”®®

The purpose of this project has been repeatediyedaby both the Applicant and the BLM as
meeting a need for increased capacity for transomss electricity generated from “primarily
renewable energy sources.” This framing contindespite the numerous legitimate complaints
made by SIA and other interested parties thatrtreegurpose of this project actually seems to be to
increase transmission capacity for natural gasrg#ioe, which seems particularly evident in light o
the fact that the Applicant itself had previouslsade clear a primary purpose of this project is to
provide transmission capacity for its own propo$gi0-MH natural gas fired power plant located
in Bowie AZ, which until very recently was considdran integral part of the SunZia transmission
line project.

*1 Southwest Endangered Species Act Team. 2008.c@hira leopard frog (LithobateRdng chiricahuensikx

Considerations for making effects determinations m@tommendations for reducing and avoiding adveifeets.

Eg.s. Fish and Wildlife Service, New Mexico EcolagiServices Field Office, Albuquerque, New Mexib. pp.
Id.

°%40 CFR §1502.13.

% City of Carmel-by-the-Sea v. Dept. of Trari3 F.3d 1142, 1155 (9th Cir. 1997).

% Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s NER&Rations, 48 Fed. Reg. 18,026 (March 16, 1981).
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While it is clear that, in light of these complariioth the agency and Applicant have tried to tempe
their description of this project’s purpose anddieke fact remains that transmission of renewable
energy continues to be put forth by both the BLM #me Applicant as the primary goal of this
project. In fact, the BLM states that “The Renewabhergy Order (Secretarial Order 3285) —which
makes the production, development, and deliverngoéwable energy a top priority—as well as the
energy goals of the EPAct, supports the need ®Ptioject because implementing it would
encourage the development of additional renewadrteigtion sourcésDEIS at 1-5 (emphasis
added).

The Applicant’s also clearly states that transmgttienewable energy is a primary objective,
asserting that “the project is needed to incresadadle transmission capacity in an electricadigri
that is currently insufficient to support the dehent, access, and transport of additional energy
generating resources, including renewable enengfeiw Mexico and Arizona.” DEIS at 1-7. The
Applicant also states that “the Project would adeed-serving utilities in meeting the requirenmgent
to address energy delivery obligations to meeesttewable portfolio standards (RPS),” and that
“the Project would be colocated with areas of umdigyed renewable resource potential to provide a
path for energy deliveryDEIS at 1-5 and 1-6 (emphasis added).

The issue of whether the stated purpose and nedllisgproject is misleading and incomplete is
thoroughly addressed in comments SIA submittedlyowith Defenders of Wildlife, as well as those
comments submitted by the Sierra Club, the Casaabeking Group, the Tucson Audubon Society,
and others. We concur with these comments anchatlfeiterate them here. However, assuming that
the purpose and need of this project is in fattansmit primarily renewable energy, the agency has
clearly failed to consider a reasonable rangetefradtives that could potentially meet the stated
purpose and need, in direct violation of NEPA impéating regulations.

This is evident because, while every single alt&raaonsidered intersects with the Applicant’s
planned Bowie natural gas plant — a non-renewais#egy source — the DEIS does not include a
single alternative that intersects with the Aftase® Energy Zone, which was identified through the
BLM'’s own effort to identify areas for future renable energy developmetftThis blatant omission
certainly lends additional credence to the accasahat the agency and the applicant have misled
the public as to the true purpose and need optioiect, but if this is not the case, the publio ca
then only assume that the BLM has failed to preagetisonable range of alternatives as mandated
by NEPA.

Recommendation:According to NEPA implementing regulations, thegmse and need for this
project must dictate the scope of reasonable altiess presented in the DEIS. This is not the case
with this project. If the purpose and need of tisject is to transmit primarily renewable energy,
which seems to be the emphasis of both the agemntiha applicant, then the scope of alternatives
currently presented is clearly deficient and ination of NEPA.

However, if the purpose and need is to simply iasestransmission capacity for all types of energy,
then the repeated statements and references fortigst’s potential to transmit renewable energy i
the analysis must be removed, including the repeatitonale found throughout the DEIS that the
negative environmental and economic impacts likelgesult from this project will somehow be
mitigated by an increase in renewable energy prootucEither way, the DEIS does not meet the
spirit or letter of NEPA as currently drafted asdriadequate.

¢ SeeBureau of Land Management and U.S. Departmennefdy. Final Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (PEIS) for Solar Energy Development inSiuthwestern States, July 2012.
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5. The Cumulative Impacts Analysis Is Inadequate

The cumulative impacts analysis included in the ®Elinsufficient, particularly as it relates t@th
growing effects of climate change in this regiomder NEPA, BLM must take a “hard look” at the
effects of proposed actions, including, “ecologieasthetic, historic, cultural, economic, soaal,
health, whether direct, indirect, or cumulativé A “cumulative impact” is one whose impact on the
environment “results from the incremental impacthaf Project when added to past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions regardlestaf agency (federal or non-federal) or person
undertakes such other actioi& Cumulative impacts “can result from individuallyrror but
collectively significant actions taking place oweperiod of time * In sum, the EIS must account
for the direct, indirect, cumulative, and connedaetions associated with the proposed transmission
line.

When discussing the significance of an effectatency must consider both context and intensity,
which includes determining “whether the actiongkated to other actions with individually
insignificant but cumulatively significant impac8ignificance exists if it is reasonable to antéte

a cumulatively significant impact on the environmeignificance cannot be avoided by terming an
action temporary or by breaking it down into snealinponent parts>®

An EIS must “catalogue adequately the relevant pasects in the are&” It must also include a
“useful analysis of the cumulative impacts of pasgsent and future projects,” which requires
“discussion of how [future] projects together wilie proposed . . . project will affect [the
environment].®? The EIS must analyze the combined effects ofttimns in sufficient detail to be
“useful to the decisionmaker in deciding whethehow, to alter the program to lessen cumulative
impacts.®® “Detail is therefore required in describing therauative effects of a proposed action
with other proposed action§?”

Recommendation:Cumulative impacts that must be considered asgbainis draft EIS include 1)
those impacts resulting from the construction bkotransmission lines slated for this region,
including the proposed Southline transmission Wmeich is recently released its notice of interd an
conducted a public scoping process; 2) impactdtiegdrom other past, present and reasonably
foreseeable linear utilities proposed for this oagincluding gas pipelines; 3) impacts from the
development of wind, solar, natural gas, coal, pogsibly geothermal generation plants that would
otherwise not be feasible without the transmissioress provided by this project; 4) impacts of
existing and planned roads on BLM lands, statedamdi other lands in the vicinity of this project
that are already contributing to habitat fragmeatatregardless of the agency planning those roads;
5) impacts resulting from new infrastructure neettedccommodate construction workers such as
roads or housing; and 6) impacts associated wiithaté change (see below).

A. Cumulative I mpacts of Climate Change

740 C.F.R. § 1508.8.
840 C.F.R. § 1508.7 (emphasis added)
%940 C.F.R. § 1508.7.
940 C.F.R. § 1508.27(b)(7).
22 City of Carmel-by-the-Sea v. U.S. Dep't. of Tran®23 F.3d 1142, 1160 (9th Cir. 1997).
Id.
®31d. at 1160 (internal citations omitted).
% Muckleshoot Indian Tribe v. U.S. Forest Seryitg7 F.3d 800, 810 (9th Cir. 199%eeAlso Neighbors of Cuddy
Mountain v. U.S. Forest ServicE37 F.3d 1372, 1379 (9th Cir. 199BJue Mountains Biodiversity Project v.
Blackwood 161 F.3d 1208, 1214-15 (9th Cir. 1998).
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Department of the Interior Secretarial Order 3Z2%6amended in 2001, requires BLM to “consider
and analyze potential climate change impactswhen making major decisions.” Federal case law
also underscores the responsibility of federal agsrto scrutinize reasonably foreseeable
cumulative environmental impacts from carbon diexainissions involving coal-fired power
generation through the NEPA review proc®ss.

Recent warming in the southwest is the most rapittieé Nation and significantly more than global
averages in some areas, with average temperatuties region projected to rise by 2.5t0 5.5
degrees Fahrenheit by 20%0n Arizona, winter precipitation is already becagimore variable
with a trend toward both more frequent extremelyatid extremely wet wintef$.0n the global and
national scale, precipitation patterns are shiftuitlpy more rain falling in heavy downpours that
increase the risk of flooding.

In addition, decadal-scale Pacific Ocean circutapersistence can result in long-term drought,
which can drastically reduce water supplies, asatestnated in the extremely dry conditions
between 1999 and 2005 and during the 1950s. Thin&mstern Planning Area and the Active
Management Area as defined by the Arizona WateasAgixperienced a total departure from normal
of -27.6 inches and -35.1 inches respectivelyHertime period 1940-1960. While the current
drought may reflect precipitation conditions simila those of the 1950s drought, temperatures
during tr618e last decade are almost 2 degrees highérthis warming trend will affect the severity of
drought:

One of the most well documented impacts of clintéi@nge on wildlife is a shift in the ranges of
specie$? As animals migrate, landscape connectivity wallibcreasingly importarff.
Decommissioning roads in key wildlife corridors Mithprove connectivity and be an important
mitigation measure to increase resiliency of wildto climate change.

Recommendation:The effects of climate change will not play outpistine systems, but will
interact with existing stressors on the landscayokvall generally exacerbate impacts to natural
resources, and reduce effectiveness of mitigatnohraclamation efforts that fail to take climate
change impacts into consideration. It will alsoréase the need for wildlife species to migrate in
order to adapt to the changing climate, which higtis the importance of connectivity and
maintaining functionality of wildlife corridors.

It is extremely important that the BLM consider thpacts associated with climate change as it
conducts its cumulative impacts analysis for tgggrt. Among other things, this includes the

% See Mid-states Coalition for Progress v. Surfacen§portation Board345 F.3d 520 (8th Cir. 2003) (finding
NEPA violation by failing to consider emissionsrtancreased coal consumption from new rail linesygag
coal); Border Power Plant Working Group v. Department a&Ey, 260 F.Supp.2d 997 (S.D. Cal. 2003) (finding
NEPA violation for failure to analyze reasonablygeeeable cumulative impacts from carbon dioxidé wi
proposed transmission lines).

% Karl, T. R., J. M. Melillo, and T. C. Peterson $8d 2009. Global Climate Change Impacts in thetd¢hBtates.
Cambridge University Press.

®7d.

% Arizona Department of Water Resources. 2009. Azd/ater Atlas. Accessed at
http://www.azwater.gov/AzDWR/StatewidePlanning/Watéas/VolumelExecutiveSummary.htm

% parmesan, C. 2006. Ecological and evolutionanyaeses to recent climate change. Annual Revielcofogy,
Evolution, and Systematics 37: 637-669.

" Holman, I.P., R.J. Nicholls, P.M. Berry, P.A. Haon, E. Audsley, S. Shackley, and M.D.A. Rounseva0l05.
A regional, multi-sectoral and integrated assesswietie impacts of climate and socio-economic ¢jgaim the
UK. Part Il. Results. Climatic Change, 71, 43-73.
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likelihood that the SunZia Project will carry noerewable energy sources, such as coal, that
produce significant GHG emissions.

Thank you for your consideration of these and #ilkorelevant issues. Please continue to include
SIA as an interested party on this matter and takéuture public notices and documents to Jenny
Neeley, Conservation Policy Director & Legal Codnaéthe address above.

Sincerely,
il J‘ i
Kl { " ey
/ A e (AVLELCIV ™
Melanie Emerson Jenny Neeley
Executive Director Conservation Policy Director

& Legal Counsel
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