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Matthew Derstine (Bar No. 011448) 

SNELL & WILMER L.L.P.  

One East Washington Street 

Suite 2700  

Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

Tel: (602) 382-6342 

E-Mail: mderstine@swlaw.com   
 
Maribeth Klein (Bar No. 023943) 
Alysha Y. Gilbert (Bar No. 035639)   
SALT RIVER PROJECT AGRICULTURAL  
IMPROVEMENT & POWER DISTRICT 
P. O. Box 52025, PAB381 
Phoenix, AZ 85072-2025 
Tel: 602.236.2824 
E-Mail: Maribeth.Klein@srpnet.com 
E-Mail: Alysha.Gilbert@srpnet.com  

  
 

BEFORE THE ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
 
 

COMMISSIONERS 
 
NICK MYERS, Chairman 
RACHEL WALDEN, Vice Chair 
LEA MÁRQUEZ PETERSON  
KEVIN THOMPSON 
RENÉ LOPEZ  

 

IN RE: TUCSON ELECTRIC POWER 
COMPANY’S REQUEST TO APPROVE 
THIS APPLICATION FOR UNIT 4 OF THE 
SPRINGERVILLE GENERATING 
STATION. 

 
Docket No. L00000C-86-0000-00074 
 
Case No. 74 
 
 

APPLICATION TO AMEND 
DECISION PURSUANT TO A.R.S. § 
40-252 TO APPROVE SGS UNIT 4 

REPOWER PROJECT 
 
 

Salt River Project Agricultural Improvement and Power District (SRP) submits this 

Application pursuant to A.R.S. § 40-252 to amend the Arizona Corporation Commission’s 

(Commission) decision approving the Certificate of Environmental Compatibility (CEC) 
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for the Springerville Generating Station (SGS) Unit 4 (SGS Unit 4) to authorize the 

conversion of SGS Unit 4 to natural gas-fired generation (SGS Unit 4 Repower Project).  

This Application is supported by the declarations of (i) Bill Mcclellan, Director of 

Resource Planning and Development for SRP attached as Exhibit 1 (Mcclellan Decl.); (ii) 

Hank Hamblin, SRP’s representative on the SGS Engineering and Operations Committee, 

attached as Exhibit 2 (Hamblin Decl.); (iii) Zachary Harbin, Manager of SRP’s Air Quality 

Services together with the Air Quality Modeling Report as Exhibit 3 (Harbin Decl.); (iv) 

Hayden Fennell, Senior Project Origination Consultant and Project Manager for the SGS 

Unit 4 Repower Project  (Fennell Decl.); and (v) Emily Curci of Kimley-Horn together 

with the Environmental Narrative Report prepared by Kimley-Horn, attached as Exhibit 5 

(Curci Decl.).  

I. INTRODUCTION 

This is the third application submitted to the Commission this year to amend an 

existing CEC to authorize the conversion of a coal-fired generating unit to natural gas in 

Apache County, Arizona. Like the prior applications, which the Commission approved on 

March 4, 2026, the conversion of SGS Unit 4 offers significant emissions reductions, while 

preserving critical generation capacity and sustaining vital employment and tax benefits 

for the surrounding communities. 

On March 18, 1987, the Commission first approved the CEC granted by the Arizona 

Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee for the construction and operation 

of SGS Unit 4 in Docket No. L00000C-86-0000-00074 (Decision No. 55477), attached as 

Exhibit 6. Decision No. 55477 authorized construction of a 350-megawatt (MW) coal-fired 

steam electric generating unit at SGS identified as Unit 4. In 2002, the Commission 

amended the CEC (Decision No. 65347), attached as Exhibit 7, and imposed additional 
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conditions concerning the authority to construct SGS Unit 4. Tucson Electric Power 

Company (TEP) transferred the CEC for SGS Unit 4 to SRP in 2007. 

In November 2025, following SRP Board Approval, SRP announced its plan to 

convert SGS Unit 4 to natural gas with the transition expected to be completed in 2029. 

The conversion of SGS Unit 4 to natural gas will rely on the new natural gas pipeline that 

will be constructed to support the natural gas conversion of the Coronado Generating 

Station and SGS Units 1 and 2. The decision to convert SGS to natural gas pursues the 

lowest-cost option to preserve the plant’s capacity – enough power to serve more than 

90,000 homes – that will be critical to meet the peak energy demand of the Valley, which 

is expected to increase by 50 percent by 2035. The conversion of SGS Unit 4 also helps to 

retain jobs at SGS which, in turn, supports the economy and residents of the surrounding 

communities of Apache County.  

As described below and in the supporting declarations and reports attached to this 

Application, and as the Commission has already found in approving the conversion of 

Coronado Generating Station and SGS Units 1 and 2, the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project is 

in the public interest and should be approved under A.R.S. § 40-252. 

II. LOCATION AND OPERATION OF SGS 

SGS is a coal-fired steam plant, consisting of four units, located in Apache County, 

Arizona that is co-owned by SRP, TEP, and Tri-State Generation and Transmission 

Association, Inc. and operated by TEP. SGS is located approximately 15 miles northeast 

of Springerville/Eager. The towns of Springerville and Eager are the nearest incorporated 

residential communities. Upon review of readily available aerial imagery, the nearest 

residence is located approximately 1.3 miles east of SGS.  

Since its construction, SGS Unit 4, with a nameplate capacity of 509 volt-amperes, 

or approximately 458 MW, has provided reliable baseload capacity to the SRP electric grid 
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to maintain reliability for SRP customers, especially during the summer months, when 

electricity demand is the highest. Upon completion of the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project, 

SGS Unit 4 will continue to provide a firm reliable resource in SRP’s resource portfolio. 

SRP will not be modifying the nameplate capacity of SGS Unit 4.  

III. DECISION TO CONVERT SGS TO NATURAL GAS 

SRP is focused on ensuring a secure energy future in Arizona for generations to 

come while maintaining reliability, affordability, and sustainability. As part of its efforts 

to meet growing system capacity needs, SRP and its Board of Directors (Board) considered 

alternative resource options for replacing the capacity from SGS Unit 4 into the 2040s. 

Alternatives considered included: (1) conversion of SGS to natural gas; (2) replacement of 

SGS Unit 4 with new frame combustion turbines, or (3) replacement of SGS with long-

duration lithium-ion batteries. Ultimately, SRP’s Board determined that converting SGS 

Unit 4 to natural gas was the best option because it would provide a firm resource to support 

reliability at the lowest cost, while preserving capital and providing a bridge to the mid-

2040s when other generating technologies in development may be available for 

implementation. [Mcclellan Decl. at ¶5] 

IV. BENEFITS OF CONVERSION 

The SGS Unit 4 Repower Project provides a number of benefits. Converting SGS 

Unit 4 to natural gas allows SRP to continue to preserve the plant’s capacity while using 

much of the plant’s existing equipment, including steam turbines, boilers, and the plant’s 

existing transmission infrastructure. The SGS Unit 4 Repower Project also leverages the 

future natural gas pipeline being constructed for Coronado Generating Station Units 1 and 

2 and SGS Units 1 and 2. Further, the conversion to natural gas will reduce the plant’s 

auxiliary power consumption by eliminating coal handling and coal conditioning 
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equipment and reduce the amount of coal ash disposed in the ash landfill by approximately 

45,000 tons per year. [Hamblin Decl. at ¶7]  

In accordance with A.R.S. § 48-242, SRP will continue to support the community 

through voluntary contributions in lieu of property taxes. For tax year 2025, SRP donated 

$2.4 million to Round Valley School District, the district in which SGS Unit 4 is located. 

SRP anticipates making comparable contributions throughout the life of the project. 

[Fennell Decl. at ¶7] 

V. CHANGES NEEDED FOR CONVERSION 

There are two basic changes needed to convert SGS Unit 4 from coal to natural gas 

fired operations: (i) new natural gas lateral and supply; and (ii) conversion of the burners 

in the boiler.  

a. Natural Gas Supply  

A natural gas supply and delivery system to SGS is already planned to support the 

authorized conversion of SGS Units 1 and 2. [Decision No. 81675 dated March 10, 2026] 

SGS Unit 4 will utilize the same pipeline for its natural gas supply. The natural gas 

company will be responsible for the siting and construction of the natural gas pipeline and 

associated facilities needed to bring natural gas to SGS which is under the jurisdiction of 

the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) and the U.S. Department of 

Transportation. Conversion of SGS Unit 4 may require additional piping or other 

infrastructure within the main plant site to deliver natural gas to SGS Unit 4, in addition to 

SGS Units 1 and 2. [Hamblin Decl. at ¶3] Any additional piping or associated infrastructure 

necessary to deliver natural gas to SGS Unit 4, beyond what is required for the conversion of 

SGS Units 1 and 2, is anticipated to be minor in scale and would not result in significant 

environmental impacts. [Curci Decl. at ¶7]   
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b. Conversion of Burners 

The SGS Unit 4 Repower Project involves conversion of the existing coal-fired 

burners for SGS Unit 4 which requires replacement of the burners within the boiler. The 

boiler is expected to have approximately 24 natural gas burners. The burners consist of a 

gas feed line attached to a nozzle (a/k/a “gas gun”) with an ignition source. The burners 

are roughly 6 feet in length and 6 inches in diameter. The work to replace the burners will 

take place inside the boiler building. SRP estimates that it will take approximately 8 weeks 

to convert the burners for SGS Unit 4. [Hamblin Decl. at ¶4]  

VI. CONVERSION MATERIALLY REDUCES EMISSIONS 

The SGS Unit 4 Repower Project significantly reduces overall emissions from the 

plant and does not have an adverse impact on air quality. Nitrogen oxides (NOX), sulfur 

dioxide (SO2) and particulate matter less than 10 microns in aerodynamic diameter (PM10) 

emissions are expected to be significantly reduced as a direct result of the change in fuel 

source. In addition, annual emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2) are expected to be reduced 

by at least 46.0 percent by the fuel conversion. [Harbin Decl. at ¶7]   

Table 1 below provides a comparison of SGS Unit 4’s emissions utilizing coal and 

natural gas. The natural gas emissions are based on a preliminary emissions analysis using 

three capacity factors. The 47.5 percent capacity factor represents the estimated maximum 

utilization of the unit, 45.0 percent capacity factor represents the utilization of the unit 

which results in no increases in annual emissions for all criteria pollutants, and 15.0 percent 

capacity factor reflects a more likely operating scenario for the electric generating unit 

following the conversion. [Harbin Decl. at ¶6] 
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Table 1 – Annual Emissions Comparison at a Various Capacity Factors 

   

Actual Coal-

Fired Emissions 

(short tons)1 

Estimated 

Natural Gas-

Fired Emissions 

(short tons)2 

Estimated 

Natural Gas-

Fired Emissions 

(short tons)2 

Estimated 

Natural Gas-

Fired Emissions 

(short tons)2 

              Capacity 
                  Factor 
Pollutant 

44.5% 47.5% 45.0% 15.0% 

PM/PM10/PM2.5 72.5 43.8 41.6 13.9 

NOX 618.2 534.9 507.5 169.1 

SO2 730.7 5.3 5.0 1.7 

VOC 45.3 35.1 33.3 11.1 

CO 615.6 648.9 615.6 205.1 

CO2 1,898,959 1,025,763 973,123 324,247 

1 Actual emissions are based on annualized emissions from May 2020 through April 2022. 

2 Estimated emissions are based on preliminary design information and are subject to change.  

Air quality modeling also confirms that operation of SGS Unit 4 as a natural-gas-

fired generating plant will not cause or contribute to an exceedance of any National 

Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide 

(NO2), SO2, PM10, and particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in aerodynamic diameter 

(PM2.5). [Harbin Decl. at ¶4] 

VII. CONVERSION HAS LIMITED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS  

The SGS Unit 4 Repower Project also has little or no impact on existing land use, 

water use, visual appearance, biological resources, noise, and cultural resources. The SGS 

Unit 4 Repower Project involves minimal changes to the plant site and has no material 

adverse environmental impacts.  

a. Impact on Land Use 

The SGS Unit 4 Repower Project will take place within the existing main plant site 

at SGS, a heavily disturbed industrial area. The SGS Unit 4 Repower Project is compatible 

with existing and planned land use and will not alter existing land use. [Curci Decl. at ¶13] 



 

 

 

 - 8 - 

 

 

 

 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 

 

 

 

b. No Impact on Water Use   

The conversion to natural gas is not expected to have a material impact on water use 

at the plant. SGS Unit 4 is expected to use a similar amount of water per megawatt of power 

generated because the same basic process is used to generate steam to produce electricity. 

Further, some water savings are expected due to the elimination of coal ash handling, 

hauling, and dust suppression associated with coal handling and conditioning. 

Accordingly, the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project does not adversely impact water usage. 

[Hamblin Decl. at ¶8]  

c. No Visual Impacts  

There will be no adverse visual impact from the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project given 

that the construction activities will take place within the SGS Unit 4 structure. [Curci Decl. 

at ¶16] Any additional piping or other infrastructure necessary to deliver natural gas to SGS 

Unit 4, beyond what is required for the conversion of SGS Unit 1 and Unit 2 is anticipated 

to be minor in scale. [Curci Decl. at ¶7] 

d. No Biological Impacts 

The SGS Unit 4 Repower Project will occur on pre-disturbed lands within the 

industrial complex of the SGS main plant site. Thus, the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project is 

not expected to adversely impact biological resources. [Curci Decl. at ¶¶19-23]  

e. Reduced Noise 

The SGS Unit 4 Repower Project is expected to reduce overall operational noise 

levels at SGS.  Conversion of the boiler to burn natural gas is expected to lead to quieter 

boiler operations; however, the most significant noise reductions are associated with 

reduction/elimination of coal conveying and handling equipment. [Curci Decl. at ¶24] 
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f. No Cultural Resource Impacts 

Because the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project will occur on pre-disturbed lands within 

the industrial complex of the SGS main plant site, the SGS Unit 4 will not impact cultural 

resources. [Curci Decl. at ¶¶17-18] 

In sum, the conversion to natural gas will not have any material adverse 

environmental impacts.  

VIII. PUBLIC OUTREACH AND SUPPORT FOR PROJECT 

In connection with the decision to convert SGS Unit 4 to natural gas, SRP engaged 

in a robust public outreach process to ensure that local jurisdictions, relevant agencies, 

and community residents were provided with project information and the opportunity to 

relay information or potential concerns. SRP instituted multiple public participation 

activities, including multiple public meetings, project mailers, a telephone line, an email 

contact, newspaper and social media advertisements, a dedicated website and agency 

briefings. [Fennell Decl. at ¶¶9-14] 

As with the decisions to convert the Coronado Generating Station and SGS Units 

1 and 2 to natural gas, the conversion of SGS Unit 4 has received overwhelming support 

from communities most impacted by the conversion. [Fennell Decl. at ¶15] 

IX. MINOR CEC AMENDMENTS REQUIRED FOR CONVERSION  

Under A.R.S. § 40-252, the Commission has authority to “rescind, alter or amend 

any order or decision made by it” based on the public interest. 

Here, SRP is requesting amendment of Decision Nos. 55477 and 65347 to authorize 

the fuel conversion from coal to natural gas. The requested amendment recognizes that 

coal-fired operations at SGS Unit 4 will need to continue until the conversion to natural 

gas is completed.  
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X. EVIDENTIARY HEARING IS NOT REQUIRED  

Under A.R.S. § 40-252, the Commission is authorized to alter or amend a CEC 

without an evidentiary hearing, and there is a long line of cases in which the Commission 

has approved amendments without a hearing. Most recently, the Commission approved the 

conversion of Coronado Generation Station and SGS Units 1 and 2 without an evidentiary 

hearing. [Decision No. 81676 dated March 10, 2026; Decision No. 81675 dated March 10, 

2026.] The Commission’s decisions in those cases are supported by a long line of prior 

decisions approving amendments to existing CECs without an evidentiary hearing.1   

The Commission amendment of the SGS Unit 4 CEC without an evidentiary hearing 

is similarly justified. The SGS Unit 4 Repower Project changes in this case will occur in a 

disturbed industrial area. In addition, the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project changes are being 

made to existing infrastructure or involve the addition of facilities compatible with the 

existing structures such that there is no material visual impact. Notably, the conversion of 

SGS Unit 4 to natural gas will significantly reduce air emissions overall and eliminate the 

production of coal ash, a waste disposal product generated from burning coal. 

While SRP recognizes that there are occasions where an evidentiary hearing may 

be necessary for the Commission to fully consider and evaluate a proposed amendment, 

one is not necessary here. Additionally, the undisputed emission benefits resulting from 

conversion combined with no adverse environmental impacts supports granting this 

Application without the need for an evidentiary hearing.  

 
1 See, e.g., Decision No. 77761 (Oct. 2, 2020) (authorizing construction of a new substation, two 0.15-mile 
segments of double-circuit 230kV transmission lines, and two new monopole structures in a developing 
area of Goodyear with a residential housing development without one half mile); Decision No. 76795 (Aug. 
15, 2018) (authorizing double-circuit structures for a one-mile portion of a previously approved single-
circuit transmission line in a developed residential area); Decision No. 74206 (Dec. 3, 2013) (amending an 
existing CEC to relocate 1,500 feet of the approved corridor and allow a different type of structure than 
was approved in the original CEC). 
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XI. CONCLUSION  

As is well known by this Commission, SRP – and all similarly situated utilities – 

need to maintain the operation of reliable generation assets and to employ innovative ways 

to support and strengthen energy resources in the State. The modification of SGS Unit 4 to 

accommodate a change in fuel source, as proposed herein, is essential to SRP’s continued 

operation of SGS Unit 4 and SRP’s ability to safely and reliably serve its customers. The 

conversion of SGS Unit 4 maintains a critical generation resource while reducing emissions 

and having no adverse environmental impacts.   

Based on the foregoing facts, SRP respectfully requests the Commission amend 

Decision Nos. 55477 and 65347 to approve the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project as request in 

this Application.  

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 1st day of May, 2026. 

SNELL & WILMER L.L.P. 

By /s/ Matthew Derstine  

Matthew Derstine (Bar No. 011448) 

One East Washington Street, Suite 2700  

Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

 

and   
 
Maribeth Klein (Bar No. 023943) 
Alysha Y. Gilbert (Bar No. 035639)  
SALT RIVER PROJECT 
AGRICULTURAL  
IMPROVEMENT & POWER DISTRICT 
P. O. Box 52025, PAB381 
Phoenix, AZ 85072-2025 
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Copy e-filed this 1st day of May, 2026, with:  

 

https://efiling.azcc.gov  

Arizona Corporation Commission  

1200 West Washington Street  

Phoenix, AZ 85007  

 

Copies emailed this 1st day of May, 2026: 

 

Arizona Corporation Commission 

Office of General Counsel 

Utilities Division 

1200 West Washington Street 

Phoenix, AZ 85007 

 

Copy of the foregoing mailed this 1st  

day of May, 2026 to: 

 

Arizona Center for Law in the Public Interest 

352 East Camelback Road, Suite 200 

Phoenix, AZ 85012 

By:   /s/ Michele Maser 

 

https://efiling.azcc.gov/


 

EXHIBIT “1” 



1 DECLARATION  OF  WILLIAM  J. MCCLELLAN

2 ON  BEHALF  OF  SALT  RIVER  PROJECT

3 AGRICULTURAL  IMPROVEMENT  AND  POWER  DISTRICT

4 I, William  J. Mcclellan,  state as follows:

5 1. I am over  the age of  18, competent  to make  this declaration,  and unless

6 otherwise  indicated,  all of  the facts  set forth  in  the declaration  are based  on my  personal

7 knowledge.

8 2. I am employed  at Salt  River  Project  Agriculhiral  Improvement  and Power

9 District  (SRP)  as the Director,  Resource  Planning,  Acquisition  & Development.  I have  a

10 Bachelor  of  Science  in Civil  Engineering  from  Wasington  University  in St. Louis  and a

11 Master  of  Science  in Structural  Engineering  also from  Washington  University.  I have

12 worked  at SRP for  over  16 years  serving  in a variety  of  roles  including  Major  Projects  and

13 Generation  Engineering  for  8 years,  Manager  of  Air  Quality  Services  for  4 years,  Project

14 Manager  for  Coolidge  Expansion  Project  for  2 years,  and Senior  Manager  of  Resource

15 Development  for  2 years,  before  becorning  a Director  in September  2025.

16 Why  SRP  is Proposing  to Convert  the  Springerville  Generating  Station  (SGS)  Unit  4

17 (SGS  Unit  4) to Natural  Gas

18 3. Since  its construction,  SGS Unit  4 has provided  reliable  baseload  capacity  to

19 the SRP electric  grid,  to maintain  reliability  for SRP customers,  especially  during  the

20 summer  months,  when  electricity  demand  is the highest.

21 4. SRPisfocusedonensuringasecureenergyfutureinArizonaforgenerations

22 to come  while  maintaining  reliability,  affordability,  and sustainability.

23 5. As part  of  its efforts  to meet  growing  system  capacity  needs,  SRP and its

24 Board  ofDirectors  (Board)  considered  alternative  resource  options  to provide  capacity  into

the 2040s.  Alternatives  considered  included:  (1) conversion  of  SGS Unit  4 to natural  gas;25



(2) replace  SGS Unit  4 with  new  frame  combustion  turbines,  or (3) replacement  of  SGS

Unit  4 with  long-duration  lithium-ion  batteries.  Ultimately,  SRP's  Board  determined  that

converting  SGS  Unit  4 to natural  gas (the  SGS  Unit  4 Repower  Project)  was  the  best  option

because  it  would  provide  a firm  resource  to support  reliability  at the  lowest  cost,  preserving

capital  and  supporting  affordability  while  providing  a bridge  to the  mid-2040s  when  other

generating  technologies  in  development  may  be available  for  implementation.  It  also  helps

mitigate  supply  chain,  permitting,  and  development  risk  in  the  early  2030s.  Finally,  timing

the conversion  of  SGS Unit  4 with  SGS Units  l and 2 allows  SRP to leverage  a single

pipeline  lateral.

6. Upon  completion  of  the SGS Unit  4 Repower  Project,  SGS Unit  4 will

continue  to be a firnn  resource  that  provides  reliability  during  system  peaks  when  capacity

is critical.

Total  Project  Cost

7.  The  cost  of  the SGS Unit  4 Repower  Project  is $724 million  through  2049.

This  cost  includes  the direct  costs  to convert  and operate  SGS Unit  4. In comparison,

replacing  SGS Unit  4 with  new  frame  combustion  turbines  would  cost  $769 million  over

the same  period.  Replacement  of  SGS Unit  4 with  long-duration  litium-ion  batteries

would  cost  approxii'nately  $1.55 billion  and would  not  provide  the  firm  capacity  available

in all  hours  of  the  day  offered  by  the  natural  gas alternatives.

-2



I declare  under  penalty

of  my  knowledge  and  belief.

Dated:  05/01/2026

of  perjury  that  the foregoing  is true  and  correct  to the  best

William  J Mcclellan

Director,  Resource  Planning,  Acquisition

Development

Salt  River  Project  Agriculhiral  Improvement

and  Power  District
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DECLARATION OF HANK HAMBLIN 

ON BEHALF OF SALT RIVER PROJECT  

AGRICULTURAL IMPROVEMENT AND POWER DISTRICT  

I, Hank Hamblin, state as follows: 

1. I am over the age of 18, competent to make this declaration, and unless 

otherwise indicated, all of the facts set forth in the declaration are based on my personal 

knowledge. 

2. I am employed at Salt River Project Agricultural Improvement and Power 

District (SRP) as the Director of the Coronado Generating Station (CGS). I graduated from 

Arizona State University with a Bachelor of Science in Chemical Engineering in 2007. In 

2015, I graduated from Colorado State University with a Master of Business 

Administration. I have worked at CGS for 7 years but have been involved in Power 

Generation throughout my career of 18 years at SRP. Immediately prior to my time at CGS, 

I worked for 2 years as the SRP representative on site at Springerville Generating Station 

(SGS). Additionally, since 2017, I have served as one of SRP’s representatives for the SGS 

Engineering and Operations (E&O) Committee. During my time on site and as a member 

of the E&O committee, I have developed a strong working knowledge of the plant, 

processes, and interdependencies on the site.   

The Conversion to Natural Gas Primarily Requires a Natural Gas Supply and 

Replacement of the Boiler Burner 

3. A natural gas fuel supply system is already planned to support the authorized 

conversion of SGS Units 1 and 2. The lateral and natural gas supply yard will be 

constructed by the natural gas company. Conversion of SGS Unit 4 may require additional 

piping within the main plant site to deliver natural gas to SGS Unit 4, in addition to Units 
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1 and 2. The majority of this work can be completed without an outage and is expected to 

take place before SRP begins converting the coal-fired burners.   

4. Conversion of the existing coal-fired burners to burn natural gas requires 

replacement of the burners within the boiler. The existing coal-fired burners will be 

modified and retrofitted for gas firing. The boiler is expected to have approximately 

twenty-four (24) natural gas burners. The burners consist of a gas feed line attached to a 

nozzle (a/k/a “gas gun”) with an ignition source.1 The burner is roughly six (6) feet in 

length and six (6) inches in diameter. The work to replace the burner will take place inside 

the boiler building.  

5. To complete the conversion, SRP plans to temporarily shut down SGS Unit 

4 beginning in the 3rd quarter of 2029 to replace the coal-fired burners with the natural 

gas-fired burners. SGS Unit 4 is planned to be fully offline for approximately 8 weeks and 

is anticipated to be commercially operational, fueled by natural gas, in December 2029.   

6. Equipment associated with coal-fired operations that is no longer needed 

following the conversion to gas will be removed as necessary or abandoned in place. 

7. The conversion to natural gas will reduce plant auxiliary power consumption 

by eliminating coal handling and coal conditioning equipment. The conversion to natural 

gas will also reduce the amount of coal ash disposed in the ash landfill by approximately 

45,000 tons per year.  

 

  

 
1 The existing oil igniters and all equipment associated with the oil igniters will be removed and 
replaced with a direct-spark ignition system within the gas gun.   
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Water Usage is Expected to Remain the Same or Decrease Following the Conversion 

8. Conversion of SGS Unit 4 to natural gas is expected to use a similar amount 

of water per megawatt because the same basic process is used to generate steam to produce 

electricity. Some water savings are expected as a result of eliminating the need for dust 

suppression associated with the coal handling and conditioning as well as sootblowing. 

Currently the average yearly water usage is 3,140 acre-feet.  

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best 

of my knowledge and belief.  

Dated: 05/01/2026     ____________________________ 
Hank Hamblin 
Director of Coronado Generating Station 
Salt River Project Agricultural 
Improvement and Power 
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DECLARATION OF ZACHARY HARBIN  

ON BEHALF OF SALT RIVER PROJECT AGRICULTURAL 

IMPROVEMENT AND POWER DISTRICT  

I, Zachary (Zach) Harbin, state as follows: 

1. I am over the age of 18, competent to make this declaration, and unless 

otherwise indicated, all of the facts set forth in the declaration are based on my personal 

knowledge. 

2. I am employed at Salt River Project Agricultural Improvement and Power 

District (SRP) as the Manager of SRP’s Air Quality Services. I have a Bachelor of Science 

in Civil Engineering from Arizona State University. I have worked in air quality permitting 

and compliance for over nineteen (19) years. I worked for an environmental consulting 

firm for nine (9) years and at SRP for the past ten (10) years. 

3. I am responsible for managing the analysis to determine the expected impacts 

on air quality following the conversion of the Springerville Generating Station (SGS) Unit 

4. As part of this effort, SRP engaged RTP Environmental Associates, Inc. (RTP) to 

conduct an ambient air quality assessment. This assessment characterizes the potential 

effects of the conversion on ambient concentrations of carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen 

dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), ozone (O3), particulate matter less than 10 microns in 

aerodynamic diameter (PM10), and particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in aerodynamic 

diameter (PM2.5). The results of this analysis are included in Appendix A, the Air Quality 

Modeling Report. 

4. The modeling results indicate that the conversion of SGS Unit 4 from a coal-

fired generating station to a natural-gas-fired generating station (the SGS Unit 4 Repower 

Project) will not cause or contribute to an exceedance of any National Ambient Air Quality 
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Standard (NAAQS) for the pollutants modeled. A significant impact analysis was 

conducted to quantify the net impacts of the Project.  

5. The significant impact analysis assesses whether the SGS Unit 4 Repower 

Project will have a significant or meaningful impact on air quality based on a quantitative 

threshold (referred to as the significant impact levels (SILs) or “significance levels”) 

established by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and adopted by the Arizona 

Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) in Arizona Administrative Code (A.A.C.) 

R18-2-401(27). For the significant impact analysis, only the changes due to the SGS Unit 

4 Repower Project were modeled (i.e. the boiler conversion). The analysis did not take into 

account emissions reductions associated with elimination of the coal handling and 

conveyance systems. The maximum modeled pollutant concentrations associated with 

conversion of the boilers were compared to the SILs in A.A.C. R18-2-401(27). All 

pollutants and averaging periods were below the SILs. 

6. SRP also performed a preliminary emissions analysis (actual-to-projected-

actual (ATPA)) for the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project using three capacity factors 47.5, 45, 

and 15 percent for the electric generating unit. The 47.5 percent capacity factor represents 

the estimated maximum utilization of the unit based on the major modification threshold 

for air permitting purposes, 45.0 percent capacity factor represents the utilization of the 

unit which results in no increases in annual emissions for all criteria pollutants, and 15.0 

percent capacity factor reflects a more likely operating scenario for the electric generating 

unit following the conversion. Using historical annualized emissions from May 2020 

through April 2022, SRP estimated (projected) the emissions from the Unit 4 boiler 

following conversion at each capacity factor as set forth below in Table 1. For additional 

reference, the average capacity factor of Unit 4 over the last five calendar years (2021-

2025) was 45.9 percent.    
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Table 1 – Annual Emissions Comparison at a Various Capacity Factors 

  

Actual Coal-Fired 
Emissions 

(short tons)1 

Estimated Natural 
Gas-Fired 
Emissions 

(short tons)2 

Estimated Natural 
Gas-Fired 
Emissions 

(short tons)2 

Estimated Natural 
Gas-Fired 
Emissions 

(short tons)2 
            Capacity 
                    Factor 
Pollutant 

44.5% 47.5% 45.0% 15.0% 

PM/PM10/PM2.5 72.5 43.8 41.6 13.9 
NOX 618.2 534.9 507.5 169.1 
SO2 730.7 5.3 5.0 1.7 
VOC 45.3 35.1 33.3 11.1 
CO 615.6 648.9 615.6 205.1 
CO2 1,898,959 1,025,763 973,123 324,247 
1 Actual emissions are based on annualized emissions from May 2020 through April 2022. 
2 Estimated emissions are based on preliminary design information and are subject to change.  

7. Overall, the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project does not adversely impact air 

quality. The conversion of SGS Unit 4 from coal-fired to natural-gas-fired generation will 

not cause or contribute to a violation of a NAAQS, and the conversion to natural gas 

significantly reduces overall air emissions from the plant. In particular, NOX, SO2, and 

PM10 emissions will reduce significantly as a direct result of the change in fuel source. In 

addition, annual CO2 emissions are expected to decrease by at least 46 percent (based on a 

47.5 percent capacity factor).  

8. Tucson Electric Power, on behalf of SRP, plans to submit a Significant 

Permit Revision application for the SGS Title V operating permit to ADEQ in 2026. The 

process for revising the Title V permit will include a public process pursuant to A.A.C. 

R18-2-320. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

This document presents the methodology and results of the air quality dispersion 

modeling analysis conducted for a project at the Springerville Generating Station 

(“SGS”) in Apache County, Arizona. As discussed in greater detail in Section 2 herein, 

the Project involves converting the primary fuel source for Unit 4 at SGS, which is 

owned by Salt River Project Agricultural Improvement and Power District (“SRP”) and 

operated by Tucson Electric Power, from coal to natural gas (the “SGS Unit 4 Repower 

Project” or “Project”). 

 

SRP has elected to perform dispersion modeling as part of their application to amend 

the Certificate of Environmental Compatibility (“CEC”) for Unit 4. The analysis was 

conducted to characterize, for each pollutant for which there is a National Ambient Air 

Quality Standard (“NAAQS”), the effects on ambient air quality that will result from the 

Project.  

 

The modeling analysis conforms with the modeling procedures outlined in the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency’s (“USEPA”) Guideline on Air Quality Models1 

(“Guideline” or “Appendix W”), the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 

(“ADEQ”) Air Quality Modeling Guidelines for Arizona Air Quality Permits2, and 

associated modeling policy and guidance.
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
SGS currently consists of four coal-fired electric utility steam generating units (Units 1 

through 4) and ancillary equipment. SRP owns only Unit 4; no other units at SGS are 

involved in SRP’s Project. 

 

The Project involves making physical changes to the Unit 4 boiler in order to convert 

this unit into a natural gas-fired unit.  

 

The modeling analysis allows for a comparison of the maximum pollutant concentrations 

in ambient air due to emissions from Unit 4 while burning natural gas (i.e., the post-

Project scenario) to the maximum pollutant concentrations in ambient air due to 

emissions from Unit 4 while burning coal (i.e., the pre-Project scenario). Emissions from 

ancillary equipment, such as ash handling equipment associated with coal firing at Unit 

4, were omitted from the modeling analysis. This omission is conservative, as it 

understates the emissions reductions and associated air quality benefits resulting from 

the Project. 
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3.0 SITE DESCRIPTION 
 

SGS is located approximately 15 miles northeast of the Town of Springerville, in Apache 

County, Arizona (Township 11 North, Range 30 East). The approximate Universal 

Transverse Mercator (“UTM”) coordinates of the facility are 668,745 meters east and 

3,798,883 meters north (UTM Zone 12, North American Datum 83 (“NAD83”)). The 

facility is approximately 2,100 meters (6,900 feet) above mean sea level. Figure 1 

shows the general location of the facility. Figure 2 shows the specific location of the 

facility on a U.S. Geological Survey (“USGS”) topographic map.     

 
Apache County is classified as attainment or unclassified for all criteria pollutants as 

codified at 40 CFR 81.303. 
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Figure 1.  General Location of SGS 
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Figure 2.  Specific Location of SGS
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4.0 MODEL SELECTION AND MODEL INPUT 
 
4.1 Model Selection 
 
The latest version of the AMS/EPA Regulatory Model (AERMOD, Version 24142) was 

used for conducting the dispersion modeling analysis. AERMOD is a Gaussian plume 

dispersion model that is based on planetary boundary layer principles for characterizing 

atmospheric stability. The model evaluates the non-Gaussian vertical behavior of 

plumes during convective conditions with the probability density function and the 

superposition of several Gaussian plumes. AERMOD is a modeling system with three 

components: AERMAP is the terrain preprocessor program, AERMET is the 

meteorological data preprocessor, and AERMOD includes the dispersion modeling 

algorithms.    

 

AERMOD is the required model for calculating ambient concentrations near the SGS 

facility based on the model's ability to incorporate multiple sources and source types. 

The model can also account for convective updrafts and downdrafts and meteorological 

data throughout the plume depth. The model also provides parameters required for use 

with up-to-date planetary boundary layer parameterization. The model has the ability to 

incorporate building wake effects and to calculate concentrations within the cavity 

recirculation zone. All model options were selected as recommended in the USEPA 

Guideline on Air Quality Models.  

 

Providence Oris's BEEST Graphical User Interface (“GUI”) was used to run AERMOD. 

The GUI uses an unaltered version of the AERMOD code. Therefore, a model 

equivalency evaluation pursuant to Section 3.2 of 40 CFR 51, Appendix W was not 

warranted. 

 

4.2 Model Control Options and Land Use 
 

AERMOD was run in the regulatory default mode with the default rural dispersion 

coefficients. This is supported by the Land Use Procedure consistent with subsection 
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7.2.1.1(b) of the Guideline and Section 5.1 of the AERMOD Implementation Guide. The 

USGS 2024 National Land Cover Data (“NLCD”) within 3km of the site were converted 

to Auer 1978 land use types and evaluated (Figure 3 and Table 1). It was determined 

that the land use in the vicinity of the site is comprised predominantly of shrub/scrub; 

with 5.4% defined as urban (NLCD categories 23 and 24). The area surrounding the 

facility was therefore determined to be rural as defined by Auer (i.e., less than 50% of 

the area is classified as urban). 

 

Table 1.  Land-Use Classification 

2019 NLCD Classification 
Area 

(Acres) 
Percentage 

of Total Area Auer Land-Use Classification 

Rural 
or 

Urban 

11 Open Water 132 1.9% A5 Water surfaces Rural 

12 Perennial Ice/Snow 0.0 0.0% A5 Water surfaces Rural 

21 Developed, Open Space 28 0.4% A1 Metropolitan Natural Rural 

22 Developed, Low Intensity 277 4.0% R1 Common Residential Rural 

23 
Developed, Medium 

Intensity 
329 4.7% 

I1, I2, C1, 
R2, R3 

Industrial/Commercial/Co
mpact Residential 

Urban 

24 
Developed, High 

Intensity 
49 0.7% 

I1, I2, C1, 
R2, R3 

Industrial/Commercial/Co
mpact Residential 

Urban 

31 Barren Land 1 0.0% A3 
Undeveloped 

(Grasses/Shrub) 
Rural 

41 Deciduous Forest 0 0.0% A4 Undeveloped (Wooded) Rural 

42 Evergreen Forest 1 0.0% A4 Undeveloped (Wooded) Rural 

43 Mixed Forest 0 0.0% A4 Undeveloped (Wooded) Rural 

52 Shrub/Scrub 6,166 88.3% A3 
Undeveloped 

(Grasses/Shrub) 
Rural 

71 Grassland/Herbaceous 1 0.0% A3 
Undeveloped 

(Grasses/Shrub) 
Rural 

81 Pasture/Hay 0 0.0% A2 Agricultural Rural 

82 Cultivated Crops 0 0.0% A2 Agricultural Rural 

90 Woody Wetlands 0 0.0% A4  Undeveloped (Wooded) Rural 

95 
Emergent Herbaceous 

Wetlands 
0 0.0% A3 

Undeveloped 
(Grasses/Shrub) 

Rural 
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Figure 3.  Land Use within Three Kilometers of SGS 
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4.3 Source Data 
 

Source Characterization  
 

The only modeled emission source at the site, Unit 4, vents to a vertically orientated 

stack with a well defined, unobstructed opening, and was modeled as a point source.  

 

The source location was based upon a NAD83, UTM Zone 12 projection. 

 

Good Engineering Practice Stack Height Analysis 
 
A Good Engineering Practice (“GEP”) stack height evaluation was conducted to 

determine appropriate building dimensions to include in the model and to calculate the 

GEP formula stack height used to justify stack height credit for stacks in excess of 65m. 

Procedures used were in accordance with those described in the USEPA Guidelines for 

Determination of Good Engineering Practice Stack Height (Technical Support 

Document for the Stack Height Regulations-Revised)3. GEP formula stack height, as 

defined in A.A.C. R18-2-332(C)(2)(a), is expressed as Hg = 2.5 x H, where Hg is the 

GEP stack height and H is the building height. Building/structure locations were 

determined from a facility plot plan. The structure locations and heights were input to 

the USEPA’s Building Profile Input Program (BPIP-PRIME, Version 04274) computer 

program to calculate the direction-specific building dimensions needed for AERMOD. All 

structures that are located near a stack were included in the BPIP runs. 

 

4.4 Receptor Data 
 
Modeled receptors were placed in all areas considered as "ambient air" pursuant to 

A.A.C. R18-2-101(14). Ambient air is defined as that portion of the atmosphere, external 

to buildings, to which the general public has access. A fenceline was used as the 

ambient air boundary in the analysis and is shown in Figure 4. The fenceline begins at 

the guard shack where fences run along each side of the access road. This joins the 

fence around the main facility. A fence also runs along the ash landfill. The receptor grid 

consists of the following: 

1. Receptors spaced along the fenceline at 25m intervals, 
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2. A fine grid of receptors with 100m spacing extending to 3km from the fenceline, 

3. A medium grid of receptors with 500m spacing extending from 3km to 5km, 

4. A coarse grid of receptors with 1,000m spacing extending from 5 to 10km, 

5. A very coarse grid of receptors with 2,500m spacing extending from 10 to 25km, 

6. A very coarse grid of receptors with 5,000m spacing extending from 25 to 50km. 

 
SGS is located in eastern Arizona. Terrain within 10km of the plant site is complex. 

Receptor elevations and hill height scale factors were calculated with AERMAP (24142). 

The elevation data consisted of one arc second National Elevation Data (“NED”) 

obtained from the USGS. Locations were based upon a NAD83, UTM Zone 12 

projection. The near-field receptor grid is presented in Figure 4. 
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Figure 4.  Near-field Receptor Grid 
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4.5 Meteorological Data 
 
The 2017-2021, 5-year sequential hourly surface meteorological data collected at the 

St. Johns Industrial Air Park (KSJN, WBAN 93027) and upper air data from 

Albuquerque, New Mexico (KABQ, WBAN 23050) were used in the analysis. Data from 

both of these meteorological stations were processed by ADEQ using AERMET version 

24142a. ADEQ used the surface friction velocity adjustment (adj u*) in processing the 

data.  

 

As stated in Appendix W Section 8.4.1.b., the meteorological data should be selected 

on the basis of “spatial and climatological (temporal) representativeness as well as the 

ability of the individual parameters selected to characterize the transport and dispersion 

conditions in the area of concern.” This section further lists the following criteria that can 

be used to justify the representativeness: 

• Spatial proximity of the meteorological site to the facility; 

• Complexity of the terrain; 

• Exposure of the meteorological monitoring site; and 

• Period of time during which the data are collected. 

 

St. Johns Industrial Air Park (only 30km distant) and Show Low Regional Airport (78km 

distant) are the only National Weather Service (“NWS”) surface meteorological stations 

within 100km of SGS (Table 2 and Figure 5). The complexity of the terrain is similar 

between St. Johns Industrial Air Park and SGS, while Show Low Regional Airport is 

much closer to the White Mountains and the Mogollon Rim. SGS is located in a rural 

area, while St. Johns Industrial Air Park and Show Low Regional Airport are both 

located near small cities. 

 

ADEQ has processed the latest complete five years of data for St. Johns Industrial Air 

Park. The Show Low Regional Airport meteorological record is not as complete as St. 

Johns and has more missing and calm hours. Therefore, the data from St. Johns 

 
a Meteorological data was obtained on April 1, 2026. 
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Industrial Air Park is deemed to be the most representative meteorological data. The 

2017-2021 wind rose is provided in Figure 6. 

Table 2.  Surface Meteorological Stations 

Surface Station Elevation (ft) 
Distance from SGS 

(km) 

SGS 2,130 -- 

St. Johns Industrial Air Park 1,747 30 

Show Low Regional Airport 1,960 78 

Winslow-Lindbergh Regional Airport 1,492 163 

Safford Regional Airport 967 168 

Flagstaff Pulliam Airport 2,137 247 

Phoenix Sky Harbor International Airport 343 280 

Tucson International Airport 777 294 

Prescott Municipal Airport 1,528 301 

Page Municipal Airport 1,310 356 

Nogales International Airport 1,194 358 
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Figure 5.  Location of Meteorological Stations 
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Figure 6.  2017-2021 Wind Rose 
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5.0  MODELING METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS 
 

5.1 Modeled Pollutants 

Emissions of carbon monoxide (“CO”), nitrogen dioxide (“NO2”), sulfur dioxide (“SO2”), 

particulate matter (“PM”) with a diameter less than or equal to 10 micrograms (“PM10”), 

and PM with a diameter less than or equal to 2.5 micrograms (“PM2.5”) were included in 

the analysis. 

 

5.2 Load Analysis 

A load analysis was performed for natural gas-firing in Unit 4 to determine the worst-

case stack parameters. Two load scenarios were used in the analysis, a full load 

scenario (100% of maximum continuous rated load) and a mid load scenario (44% of 

maximum continuous rated load). The stack exit temperatures and stack exit velocities 

for each load scenario were used in the analysis along with emission rates normalized 

to the full load’s emission rates. The stack parameters and emission rates used in the 

load analysis are shown in Table 3. 

 

Table 3.  Load Analysis Stack Parameters and Emissions 

Source 
ID 

Release 
Type 

Source 
Description 

Easting 
(m) 

Northing 
(m) 

Base 
Elevation 

(ft) 

Stack 
Height 

(ft) 
Temperature 

(°F) 

Exit 
Velocity 
(ft/sec) 

Stack 
Diameter 

(ft) 

Emission 
Rate 

(lb/hr) 

NGMAX DEFAULT 
Nat Gas 

Max Load 
668639.31 3799003.05 6973.33 500.0 400.9 62.2 20.0 1.00 

NGMID DEFAULT 
Nat Gas 

44% Load 
668639.31 3799003.05 6973.33 500.0 398.7 30.7 20.0 0.44 

 

The results of the load analysis are shown in Table 4. The full load resulted in the 

maximum modeled impacts for all averaging periods. Therefore, the stack parameters 

and emission rates for that case were used in all subsequent analyses. 
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Table 4.  Load Analysis Results 

Load Level Averaging Period 
Maximum Modeled 

Concentration (µg/m3) 

Max 
1-hour 

0.0495 

Mid 0.0288 

Max 
3-hour 

0.0268 

Mid 0.0177 

Max 
8-hour 

0.0177 

Mid 0.0118 

Max 
24-hour 

0.0069 

Mid 0.0048 

Max 
Annual 

0.0015 

Mid 0.0009 

 

 

5.3 Significant Impact Analysis 

In the significant impacts analysis, only the changes due to the Project were modeled. 

Normally this would entail modeling the change in emissions. However, in this case, the 

source stack parameters (e.g. exit temperature and exit velocity) are changing as well 

due to the change in fuel being burned. The change in stack parameters can have an 

impact on the plume; therefore, for all pollutants except NO2, Unit 4 was modeled with 

its pre-Project stack parameters and negative pre-Project actual emission rates along 

with its post-Project stack parameters and positive post-Project emission rates.  

 

In 2014 EPA published a clarification memo regarding NO2 modeling4. The memo states 

that: “… all three tiers of NO2 modeling are classified as screening techniques, and as 

such, negative emission rates should not be used to account for emission reductions 

when conducting dispersion modeling to determine net ambient impacts associated with 

emission changes for comparison to the SILs.” Therefore, for NO2 only, the model was 

run separately for each fuel type. 

 

Unit 4’s pre-Project actual coal-fired heat input and actual emissions of NO2 and SO2 

were obtained from Clean Air Markets Program Data (“CAMPD”)2. Pre-Project actual 

CO emissions were obtained from a continuous emissions monitoring system (“CEMS”). 

 
2 Clean Air Markets Program Data (CAMPD) | US EPA 

https://campd.epa.gov/
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Actual emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 were calculated using an emission factor 

determined from stack test data and heat input in MMBtu/hr from CAMPD. Pre-Project 

stack exit temperature and exit flow rate came from 2018 stack testing. 

 

Unit 4’s post-Project potential heat input, percentage of excess air, stack exit 

temperature, and emission factors for annual NO2 and 8-hour average CO are based on 

project preliminary engineering design information. Potential emissions of PM10, PM2.5, 

and SO2 were calculated using the heat input and emission factors from AP-42. 

Potential emissions of 1-hour NO2 were conservatively assumed to be double the 

annual rate. Potential hourly CO emissions were conservatively assumed to be double 

the 8-hour rate. Post-Project exit flow rate was calculated using the heat input, 

percentage of excess air, exit temperature, and constants from EPA Method 19. 

 

For all other sources at SGS (e.g. Units 1-3, ash handling, lime handling, coal 

preparation plant, etc.), emission rates are either not changing due to the Project or will 

have a decrease in emissions. To be conservative, emissions from these sources were 

assumed to remain at pre-Project levels and were not included in the significant impact 

analysis. 

 

Modeled stack parameters used in the significant impact analysis are shown in Table 5, 

while the emission rates are shown in Table 6. 

 

Table 5.  Significant Impact Analysis Stack Parameters 

Source ID 
Release 

Type 
Source 

Description 
Easting 

(m) 
Northing 

(m) 

Base 
Elevation 

(ft) 

Stack 
Height 

(ft) 
Temperature 

(°F) 

Exit 
Velocity 
(ft/sec) 

Stack 
Diameter 

(ft) 

UNIT4_C DEFAULT Unit 4 - Coal 668639.31 3799003.05 6973.33 500.0 206.0 76.6 20.0 

UNIT4_NG DEFAULT 
Unit 4 - Natural 
Gas - Max Load 

668639.31 3799003.05 6973.33 500.0 400.9 62.2 20.0 
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Table 6.  Significant Impact Analysis Emission Rates 

Source ID 

Emission Rate (lb/hr) 

CO 1-
hour 

CO 8-
hour NO2 1-hr 

NO2 
Annual SO2 1-hr SO2 3-hr SO2 24-hr 

SO2 
Annual 

PM10 
24-hr 

PM10 
Annual 

PM2.5 
24-hr 

PM2.5 
Annual 

UNIT4_C -9574.10 -4463.66 2917.55 181.35 -7050.60 -5385.33 -2188.00 -206.33 -57.51 -35.25 -57.51 -35.25 

UNIT4_NG 623.00 311.50 514.72 257.36 2.48 2.48 2.48 2.48 31.44 31.44 31.44 31.44 

 

Maximum modeled concentrations of CO, SO2, PM10, and PM2.5 were compared to the 

significant impact levels (“SILs”), as defined in 40 CFR 51.165 and A.A.C. 

R18-2-401(27). 

 

Net ambient impacts associated with the changes between the pre-Project and post-

Project NO2 emissions were calculated using output plot files from AERMOD. For 1-

hour NO2, the output plot files contain the five-year average of the maximum daily 1-

hour modeled concentration at each receptor for each fuel scenario. The pre-Project 

concentrations were subtracted from the post-Project concentrations, and the maximum 

difference was compared to the SIL. For annual NO2, the output plot files contain the 

annual average modeled concentration for each year at each receptor for each fuel 

scenario. The pre-Project concentrations were subtracted from the post-Project 

concentrations, and the maximum difference was compared to the SIL.  

 

The PSD Class II SILs and modeled concentrations are shown in Table 7. As shown, 

maximum modeled impacts for all pollutants and averaging periods are less than their 

respective SILs. Therefore, no further modeling was necessary. 
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Table 7.  Class II Significant Impact Analysis Results 

Pollutant Averaging Time 
Maximum Modeled 

Impact (µg/m3) 
Class II Significant 

Impact Levels (µg/m3) 

CO 
1-hour 0.02 2,000 

8-hour 0.00 500 

NO2 
1-hour -6.33 7.5 

Annual 0.10 1 

SO2 

1-hour 0.00 7.8 

3-hour 0.00 25 

24-hour 0.00 5 

Annual 0.00 1 

PM10 
24-hour 0.0007 5 

Annual 0.00 1 

PM2.5 
24-hour 0.0003 1.2 

Annual 0.00 0.13 

 
 

 

 

5.4 Ozone SIL Analysis 

In April 2019, EPA released a guidance document for ozone and fine particulate matter 

permit modeling5 which addressed a demonstration tool for ozone under the PSD 

program. A clarification memorandum to this guidance was released by EPA in April 

20246. The Modeled Emission Rates for Precursors (“MERPs”) approach described in 

the above guidance and clarification memorandum was used to estimate the ozone 

contribution from the difference in NO2 and VOC emissions between the coal-firing and 

natural gas-firing cases. 

 

The EPA performed modeling to estimate maximum ozone concentrations at 

hypothetical sources across the country at multiple stack heights and emission rates. By 

selecting a nearby representative hypothetical source with a similar stack height and 

emission rate it is possible to estimate the ozone concentration due to a project using 

the equation below. 

𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑗𝑒𝑐𝑡 𝑂𝑧𝑜𝑛𝑒 𝐼𝑚𝑝𝑎𝑐𝑡 (𝑝𝑝𝑏) = 𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑗𝑒𝑐𝑡 𝑒𝑚𝑖𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑒 (𝑡𝑝𝑦) × 
𝑀𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙𝑒𝑑 𝑖𝑚𝑝𝑎𝑐𝑡 𝑓𝑟𝑜𝑚 ℎ𝑦𝑝𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑡𝑖𝑐𝑎𝑙 𝑠𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑐𝑒 (𝑝𝑝𝑏)

𝑀𝑜𝑑𝑒𝑙𝑒𝑑 𝑒𝑚𝑖𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑒 𝑓𝑟𝑜𝑚 ℎ𝑦𝑝𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑡𝑖𝑐𝑎𝑙 𝑠𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑐𝑒 (𝑡𝑝𝑦)
 

 

To be conservative, the highest concentration from all hypothetical sources in Arizona 

and New Mexico with release heights of 90 meters and hypothetical emissions of 500 

tons per year were used. The Project emissions were calculated as the sum of the 
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future annual natural gas-firing emissions, based on the highly conservative assumption 

of an annual capacity factor of 88.5%,3 minus the sum of the past actual annual coal-

firing emissions (shown in Table 8). The results of the analysis are in Table 9. As 

shown, the Project’s calculated ozone concentration contribution is less than the SIL of 

1ppb. 

 

Table 8.  Ozone SIL Analysis Precursor Emission Rates 

Source ID 

Emission Rate (tpy) 

NO2 VOC 

UNIT4 Coal 794.3 36.1 

UNIT4 Natural Gas 997.5 65.4 

 

Table 9.  Ozone SIL Analysis Results 

Precursor 

Precursor 
Project 

Emissions 
(tpy) 

Max 8-hr 
Ozone Impact 

of Hypothetical 
Source (ppb) 

Hypothetical 
Emissions 

(tpy) 

Project 8-hr 
Ozone 

Contribution 
(ppb) 

Class II 
Significant 

Impact Level 
(ppb) 

NOx 203.2 2.333 500 0.95 -- 

VOC 29.3 0.024 500 0.001 -- 

Total Project Contribution 0.95 1 

 
3 Note that SRP expects a maximum annual capacity factor of 47.5%. Annual NOx and VOC emissions associated 

with a 47.5% capacity factor would lead to negative Project emissions and a negative total project contribution to 

ozone impacts. 
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DECLARATION OF HAYDEN FENNELL 

ON BEHALF OF SALT RIVER PROJECT  

AGRICULTURAL IMPROVEMENT AND POWER DISTRICT  

I, Hayden Fennell, state as follows: 

1. I am over the age of 18, competent to make this declaration, and unless 

otherwise indicated, all of the facts set forth in the declaration are based on my personal 

knowledge. 

2. I am employed at Salt River Project Agricultural Improvement and Power 

District (SRP) as a Senior Project Origination Consultant. I am the project manager for 

early-stage development activities on the Coronado Generating Station (CGS) Repower 

Project and the Springerville Unit 4 (SGS Unit 4) Repower Project. I have a Bachelor of 

Science in Environmental Science from the University of South Carolina and a Master of 

Science in Environmental and Resource Management from Arizona State University. I 

have worked at SRP for just over a year and have been working in early stage permitting 

for generation and transmission for almost seven years. Prior to SRP, I worked as an 

environmental consultant for utility companies assisting in generation and transmission 

siting and environmental permitting. My specialties include National Environmental Policy 

Act and Certificate of Environmental Compatibility permitting. 

The SGS Unit 4 Repower Project 

3. The SGS Unit 4 Repower Project will consist of converting the existing SGS 

Unit 4 to use natural gas instead of coal as its fuel source. The conversion will require 

replacement of the burners and ignition systems within the existing boilers, which produce 

steam for generating electricity. SRP will continue to use much of the existing plant 

infrastructure including the buildings, boilers, generators, condensers, selective catalytic 

reduction systems, and cooling towers. Equipment that is no longer needed for operations 

would be abandoned in place or removed as necessary. This conversion will follow the 
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same timeline as TEP-owned Units 1 and 2, which was approved by the Arizona 

Corporation Commission on March 4, 2026. 

4. The natural gas to be supplied to SGS Unit 4 will rely on the same new, 

natural gas lateral pipeline to be constructed for SGS Units 1 and 2. The natural gas lateral 

pipeline and fuel supply yard will be constructed, operated and maintained by a third-party 

gas supplier. 

SGS Unit 4 Repower Project Timeline and Cost 

5. SRP is in the early phases of the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project including 

permitting, early-stage engineering design, and coordination with potential third-party gas 

suppliers. The anticipated Commercial Operation Date for the project is December 29, 

2029, which was established to ensure that SGS 4 could remain in operation as needed into 

the 2040’s while meeting greenhouse gas emissions standards that went into effect in July 

2024. Even if the greenhouse gas standards are repealed, SRP is committed to ceasing coal-

fired generation by 2032, and this project is essential for SRP to meet its sustainability 

goals while maintaining reliability and affordability. The construction of the natural gas 

lateral is anticipated to begin in late 2028, after approval by the Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission. 

6. The estimated cost to construct and modify SGS Unit 4 is $100 million. 

Economic Impact  

7. As a political subdivision of the State of Arizona, SRP is exempt from local 

property taxes and is authorized by statute to make voluntary contributions in lieu of 

pursuant to A.R.S. § 48-242. Accordingly, SRP voluntarily paid approximately $10 million 

in contributions to Apache County school districts for tax year 2025. Of this amount, 

approximately $2.4 million was donated to Round Valley School District, the district in 

which SGS Unit 4 is located. SRP anticipates making comparable contributions throughout 
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the life of the project. 

8. SGS is operated by TEP and is staffed at a facility-wide level, not on a unit-

by-unit basis. TEP is working to determine the staffing levels required for operation after 

conversion of Units 1, 2, and 4, but it is expected to require fewer employees than current 

staffing levels.  

Public & Stakeholder Outreach 

9. SRP completed a comprehensive public involvement program to support the 

SGS Unit 4 Repower Project and maintain transparency with stakeholders. To reach 

surrounding residents and agencies, SRP instituted multiple public participation activities, 

including public meetings, project mailers, a telephone line, newspaper and social media 

advertisements, a dedicated website, and agency briefings. 

10. A bilingual dedicated project website was launched on April 1, 2026. The 

website contains project information, news releases, anticipated timelines, details on public 

meetings and information on how to contact SRP. 

Coal Community Transition 

11. SRP formed the Coal Community Transition team to address economic and 

community concerns as SRP transitions away from coal generation. This team has hosted 

bi-monthly meetings since 2022 to address community concerns and has provided 

economic support in the form of grants to several Apache County community and non-

profit organizations. In addition to these meetings, the Coal Community Transition team 

hosted an informational booth at the 2025 Apache County Fair (August 20-23, 2025) to 

inform county residents that future projects were being sited in the region. 

Public Meetings 

12. Two project specific public meetings were held to provide the public with 

information on the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project and CEC process. First, an in-person 
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public open house was held on April 14, 2026, followed by a virtual public meeting, 

consisting of a presentation, on Apri 16, 2026. These events drew 45 attendees and six 

comments.  

Mailings, News Releases, and Social Media Advertisements 

13. SRP sent public notification letters to over 4,300 property owners in the 

nearby Towns of Saint Johns, Springerville and Eager, as well as the residents within the 

adjacent Elk Valley Ranch. The notification letters were mailed on April 1, 2026, to alert 

community members of public meetings being held on April 14 and 16, 2026. Additionally, 

SRP published news releases in the White Mountain Independent on April 10, 2026, to 

inform local communities of the public meetings. SRP also ran bilingual social media 

advertisements over a 24-hour period promoting each public open house to social media 

users within the notification area. 

Stakeholder Outreach Letter 

14. On April 2, 2026, SRP also sent a stakeholder outreach letter to state and 

local government officials including: the Apache County Planning and Zoning 

Commission, Board of Directors, Community Development Department; the Town of 

Saint Johns; the Town of Eagar; the Town of Springerville; and Arizona State House 

Representatives. A full list of recipients is included in Appendix A to the Environmental 

Narrative Report attached as an exhibit to Emily Curci’s Declaration. 

Community Support 

15. Overall, SRP has carried out a comprehensive public involvement program 

to support the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project. I personally participated in each activity 

discussed above, and throughout all activities the project has received overwhelming 

support from members of the public, local governments, and other stakeholders. 
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I hereby declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the 

best of my knowledge and belief. 

Dated: 05/01/2026    ____________________________  
Hayden Fennell  
Senior Project Origination Consultant 
Salt River Project Agricultural Improvement 
and Power District  
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DECLARATION OF EMILY CURCI 

ON BEHALF OF KIMLEY-HORN, AS CONSULTANT TO SALT RIVER 

PROJECT AGRICULTURAL IMPROVEMENT AND POWER DISTRICT   

I, Emily Curci, state as follows: 

1. I am over the age of 18, competent to make this declaration, and unless 

otherwise indicated, all the facts set forth in this declaration are based on my personal 

knowledge. 

2. I am employed by Kimley-Horn and Associates (Kimley-Horn) as an 

Environmental Scientist.  

3. Salt River Project Agricultural Improvement and Power District (SRP) 

engaged Kimley-Horn to oversee the analysis of environmental impacts associated with 

the Springerville Generating Station (SGS) Unit 4 Repower Project (SGS Unit 4 Repower 

Project). The SGS Unit 4 Repower Project will consist of converting SGS’s existing Unit 

4 to use natural gas instead of coal as its fuel source. 

4. Specifically, Kimley-Horn analyzed whether the SGS Unit 4 Repower 

Project would impact land use, noise, scenic and visual resources, cultural resources, and 

biological resources. The impacts on air quality are analyzed separately.  

5. I conducted and supervised the environmental analysis to evaluate the 

environmental impacts associated with the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project, exclusive of the 

natural gas delivery system.  

6. The Arizona Corporation Commission approved the conversion of TEP-

owned SGS Units 1 and 2 in March 2026.  The natural gas pipeline lateral and fuel supply 

yard necessary for the conversion of SGS Units 1 and 2 are expected to provide natural gas 

for the conversion of SGS Unit 4. The pipeline lateral, fuel supply yard, and associated 

land or easements necessary for these facilities will be constructed, operated, and 
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maintained by a third-party gas supplier and authorized by the Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission (FERC). 

7. Any additional piping or associated infrastructure necessary to deliver 

natural gas to Unit 4, beyond what is required for the conversion of SGS Units 1 and 2, is 

anticipated to be minor in scale and would not result in significant environmental impacts. 

Such infrastructure is expected to be constructed within the developed portion of the SGS 

main plant site and similar in profile and appearance to the facilities required for SGS Units 

1 and 2. The SGS Unit 4 Repower Project, as analyzed by Kimley-Horn, requires 

performing internal changes to the existing boiler systems, including installing new burners 

and igniters. 

8. As summarized below and more fully detailed in the Environmental 

Narrative Report attached hereto as Exhibit A, the environmental impacts resulting from 

the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project will be minimal given that the configuration of Unit 4 will 

not change and all modifications (exclusive of the natural gas delivery system) will occur 

within the existing Unit 4 structure.  

Project Location  

9. The existing SGS main plant site is located approximately 11.8 miles east of 

U.S. Highway 191, and approximately 15 miles northeast of Springerville/Eagar, in 

Apache County. The SGS main plant site is within Section 27, and portions of Sections 26, 

28, 29, 32, 33, 34, and 35 of Township 11 North, Range 30 East, Gila-Salt River Principal 

Meridian, as depicted on the Voigt Ranch, Arizona, United States (US) Geological Survey 

7.5-minute topographic quadrangle. (See Environmental Narrative Report, Figure 1).  

Land Use and Recreation  

10. Kimley-Horn examined the impact of the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project on 

land use. (See Environmental Narrative Report, Section 3). 
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11. The SGS Unit 4 Repower Project would be constructed within the existing 

SGS Unit 4 structure, within the main plant site comprised of industrial land use, where no 

plans for conflicting development exist.  

12. There are no parks, trails, or recreation facilities located within the SGS main 

plant site, and the SGS main plant site is not available for recreational purposes. Arizona 

State Land Department (ASLD) lands in the vicinity of the SGS main plant site are 

available for recreation opportunities. Access to nearby ASLD lands would not be affected 

during construction of the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project, and the continued plant operations 

will not change or alter existing recreational areas in the areas surrounding the plant. 

13. The SGS Unit 4 Repower Project is compatible with existing and planned 

land use, and there will be no impacts to land use from the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project. 

Scenic and Visual Resources  

14. No scenic resources were identified within an approximate one-mile radius 

of the SGS main plant site.  

15. SGS is located in a remote area away from surrounding towns and highways. 

Topography is quite varied. Numerous hills, mesas, and buttes block views of SGS, 

including Unit 4, from surrounding vantage points. The Elk Valley Ranch community, a 

remote, off-grid, ranch community, is located directly east of the SGS. While there are 296 

parcels in Elk Valley Ranch, most of these parcels are vacant. The closest residence to SGS 

is located approximately 1.3 miles to east.  

16. Because construction activities will take place within the existing Unit 4 

structure, views of the facility will not be altered, and no visual impacts to nearby 

communities are anticipated.  
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Cultural Resources  

17. Kimley-Horn oversaw the assessment of potential impact of the SGS Unit 4 

Repower Project on cultural resources. (See Appendix C of the Environmental Narrative 

Report.)  

18.  The SGS Unit 4 Repower Project will occur within the existing Unit 4 

structure, within the developed portions of the main plant site. Since modifications 

associated with the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project will occur within existing facilities, there 

are no potential impacts on cultural resources.  

Biological Resources  

19. Kimley-Horn analyzed the potential impact on wildlife and plants from the 

SGS Unit 4 Repower Project. (See Environmental Narrative Report, Section 3).  

20. The SGS main plant site spans approximately 2,058 acres, enclosed by a 

perimeter barbed-wire fence. Most of SGS main plant site is developed or heavily 

disturbed. However, there are undeveloped areas which constitute potential desert habitat, 

but this habitat is previously disturbed, therefore it is considered low-quality. While the 

potential exists for the undeveloped portions of the main plant site to be used by migratory 

birds, bats, and insects, these portions of the SGS main plant site exhibit relatively low 

value habitat for most wildlife, compared to most areas outside of and surrounding the 

main plant site.  

21. All construction for the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project will occur within the 

existing SGS Unit 4 structure, within the developed main plant site. No potential habitat 

will be removed as a result of the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project.  

22. The existing SGS Unit 4 structure and developed areas of the main plant site 

do not provide habitat for plants and animals, including special status species. Special 

status species would not experience long-term detrimental impacts related to the loss or 
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alteration of vegetative cover based on a lack of suitable habitat within the existing 

facilities.  

23. Because of the industrialized use of the area, the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project 

is not expected to impact biological resources. 

Noise 

24. The SGS Unit 4 Repower Project is anticipated to reduce overall operational 

noise levels at SGS. Conversion of the boiler to burn natural gas is expected to lead to 

quieter boiler operations; however, the most significant anticipated reductions in noise 

levels are mainly due to the removal of equipment and/or cessation of operations associated 

with coal handling and conditioning, which are typically very loud.   

Conclusion 

25. It is my expert opinion that the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project would have no 

significant environmental impacts. The SGS Unit 4 Repower Project is compatible with 

existing and planned land uses. The proposed facilities for the conversion of Unit 4 would 

not be visible outside Unit 4 and would not result in visual impacts. All modifications will 

occur within the existing Unit 4 facility; therefore, no cultural resource impacts are 

anticipated. Because the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project is in an industrialized area with 

degraded, low-value habitat, there will be no material impacts on biological resources. In 

summary, the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project is environmentally compatible with existing 

and future land uses, and any environmental resource impacts are negligible.  
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I declare that the foregoing is true and correct to the best of my knowledge, 

information, and belief.  

Dated: 05/01/2026  

 

 

Emily Curci 

Environmental Scientist 

Kimley-Horn and Associates 
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1. Introduction 

Arizona Corporation Commission (Commission) Decision No. 55477 dated March 18, 1987, in 

Docket No. L-00000C-86-0074-0000 approved a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility (CEC) 

authorizing the construction of Springerville Generating Station (SGS) Unit 4 as amended by 

Decision No. 65437. Tucson Electric Power Company (TEP) transferred the CEC authorizing the 

construction and operation of SGS Unit 4 to SRP on February 2, 2007. 

SRP is now requesting an amendment to Decision Nos. 55477 and 65437 for the proposed SGS 

Unit 4 Repower Project, a project to convert the existing coal-fired unit to a natural gas-fired unit.  

In support of the application to amend, Kimley-Horn conducted an environmental review for the 

SGS Unit 4 Repower Project. This review consisted of: 

• review and summary of prior information submitted for the approved power plant and 

associated facilities; 

• review of new information, including spatial and non-spatial data, related to the construction 

and operation of the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project; and  

• compatibility analysis of the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project with existing and future land uses, 

scenic and visual resources, biological resources, cultural resources, and noise. 

2. Project Overview 

Project Description 

SGS Unit 4 is one of four existing coal-fired units within the SGS main plant site. Unit 4 supplies 

power to SRP’s service territory and provides capacity during times of high electrical demand 

(Figure 1). SGS Units 1 and 2 are owned by TEP, Unit 3 is owned by Tri-State Generation and 

Transmission Association, and Unit 4 is owned by SRP. TEP operates and maintains all four units. 

On March 4, 2026, the Commission voted unanimously to approve TEP’s request to modify the 

CEC for SGS Units 1 and 2 to allow the conversion from coal to natural gas-fired steam generation.  

A new natural gas pipeline lateral and fuel supply yard necessary for the conversion of SGS Units 1 

and 2 will be constructed, operated, and maintained by a third-party gas supplier. The same natural 

gas infrastructures are expected to supply natural gas to Unit 4. This report does not detail impacts 

associated with the pipeline lateral or the fuel supply yard infrastructure. Any additional piping or 

associated infrastructure necessary to deliver natural gas to Unit 4, beyond what is required for the 

conversion of SGS Units 1 and 2, is anticipated to be minor in scale and would not result in 

significant environmental impacts. Such infrastructure is expected to be constructed within the 

developed portions of the SGS main plant site and similar in profile and appearance as the facilities 

required for SGS Units 1 and 2.  

Following the conversion of SGS Units 1, 2, and 4 from coal-fired to natural gas generation, it is 

estimated that approximately forty to fifty percent of the existing workforce will continue to be 

employed to run the SGS facility. 
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Figure 1. SGS Units 
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The existing SGS Unit 4 includes a boiler that uses high temperatures, driven by coal combustion, 

to convert water into steam which then drives turbines to produce electricity. The SGS Unit 4 

Repower Project entails converting the existing SGS Unit 4 to burn natural gas instead of coal as the 

fuel source. The conversion will require installation of a gas firing system, gas-specific 

burner/ignitor controls within the existing boilers. SGS Unit 4 provides, and will continue to 

provide, 509 volt-amperes, or approximately 458 megawatts (MW) of nameplate capacity and 417 

MW of net generation capacity. 

SGS Unit 4 shares a coal-handling system with Unit 3, but each unit has its own coal pulverizing 

systems. SRP would continue using other existing plant technologies, including but not limited to, 

the buildings, boilers, generators, condensers, applicable air pollution control systems, and cooling 

towers. Equipment no longer needed for operations would be abandoned in place or removed as 

necessary.  

Location 

SGS Unit 4 is located along County Road 4126, approximately 15 miles northeast of downtown 

Springerville, in Apache County, Arizona (Figure 2). SGS, which is centered on SGS Unit 4 (Figure 

3), is located within Section 27, and portions of Sections 26, 28, 29, 33, and 34 of Township 11 

North, Range 30 East, Gila-Salt River Principal Meridian. 
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Figure 2. Project Vicinity Map 
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Figure 3. Ownership Map 
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Summary Table of Facility Information   

In support of SRP’s application to amend Decision No. 55477, as amended, facility information 

material for the natural gas conversion is provided below: 

1. Name and address of the Applicant:  

Name:    Salt River Project Agricultural Improvement and Power District   

Address: PO Box 52025, Phoenix 85072-2025 

2. Name, address, and telephone number of a representative of the Applicant who has access to 
technical knowledge and background information concerning this application, and who will be 
available to answer questions or furnish additional information: 

Name:           Hayden Fennell  

Address:        PO Box 52025, Phoenix 85072-2025 

Telephone:    (602) 236-5387  

Fax:               (602) 236-3407  

Email:            hayden.fennell@srpnet.com 

3. Description of the proposed facilities:  

4.1 With respect to an electric generating plant:    

i. Type of generating facilities: 

Decision No. 55477, as amended, authorizes the construction and operation of Unit 4 as a steam electric 
generating unit, fueled by coal. SRP’s application requests to amend Decision No. 55477, as amended to allow 
the conversion of SGS Unit 4 to a natural gas-fired unit.  

ii. Number and size of proposed units: 
 

The conversion will not change the nameplate capacity of the existing unit.  

iii. The source and type of fuel to be utilized, including a proximate analysis of fossil fuels. 

To supply SGS Unit 4 with natural gas, a lateral and fuel supply yard is expected to be constructed, operated, and 
maintained by a third-party gas supplier. The gas lateral and fuel yard would fall under the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission (FERC) jurisdiction, and the associated land or easements would be obtained by the 
third-party gas supplier.  

Type of cooling to be utilized and source of any water to be utilized. 

Following the conversion of the plant, there will be no material change to the cooling towers or source of water 
utilized compared to current coal-fired operations.  

iv. Proposed height of stacks and number of stacks, if any.   

Following the conversion of the plant, there will be no material change to the number of stacks, or stack height, 
compared to current coal-fired operations. 
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v.  Dates for scheduled conversion and firm operation of each unit and date construction must 
commence in order to meet schedules: 

Unit Project Construction Start Commercial Operation Date 

4 3rd Quarter 2029 4th Quarter 2029 

vi.a Project Operation When converted to natural gas, Unit 4 will be a firm resource that provides capacity 
during system peaks. 

4. Description of the environmental studies the Applicant has performed. 

The Applicant contracted with the following consultants to perform environmental studies. 

Consultant Environmental Studies 

RTP Environmental Associates, Inc. Air Quality Modeling Report (See Harbin Declaration, Exhibit A) 

Kimley-Horn Land Use, Scenic and Visual Resources, Cultural Resources, 
Biological Resources (this Exhibit) 

 

3. Resource Review and Analysis of Impacts  

This report analyzes the potential for impacts to land use, scenic and visual resources, biological 

resources, cultural resources, and noise from converting Unit 4 to use natural gas as the fuel source 

compared to the existing coal-fired operations using a one-mile buffer surrounding the SGS plant 

site as shown on  Figure 3 (Study Area). As detailed below, the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project has 

negligible impacts to these resources within the Study Area as compared to exiting coal-fired 

operations. 

Impacts from the natural gas conversion to the Unit’s air emissions are separately analyzed. 

Land Use 

Jurisdiction and Land Ownership  

Modifications needed to convert SGS Unit 4 to natural gas operations will occur within the main 

plant site shown by the fenceline outlined in Figure 4. Specifically, the conversion will require 

installation of a gas firing system, and gas-specific burner/ignitor controls within the existing 

boilers.   
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Figure 4. SGS Main Plant Site 

 

Existing Land Use within the Study Area 

Existing land uses within the Study Area, shown in Figure 3, include dispersed recreational 

opportunities (on Arizona State Land Department (ASLD) land), the existing SGS facility and 

associated transmission lines, transportation facilities (railroad, plant access road, and unpaved 

roads), and vacant land. Specific land uses are laid out in detail below. 

Recreation- The ASLD owns and manages lands immediately adjacent to the SGS property which 

may be used for recreational hunting of elk, mule deer, or pronghorn.  

Transportation- Transportation facilities within the Study Area include a mix of local, state, and 

private roadways as well as the railroad which brings coal to the SGS main plant site. 

Utilities- Utility land uses in the Study Area include the existing SGS power plant, associated 

switchyard, and other buildings of facilities associated with the SGS power plant. 

Vacant- A majority of land within the Study Area is vacant, undeveloped land. Most of the vacant 

land is owned by TEP; however, some sections are owned by ASLD. 
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Surrounding Land Use    

While there are no residences within the Study Area, dozens of dispersed rural residences are 

located within a 5-mile radius of SGS, with the nearest residence located approximately 1.3 miles 

east of the SGS main plant site within the Elk Valley Ranch Community. The Elk Valley Ranch 

Community is a secluded, off-grid residential, recreational hobby ranching community.  

The nearest towns are Springerville and Eagar, located at the intersection of U.S. Highways 191 and 

60, approximately 15 miles southwest of SGS. Both communities are incorporated; Springerville 

encompasses approximately 12 square miles, and Eagar encompasses approximately 11 square 

miles. Existing development in Springerville and Eagar is primarily oriented toward tourism—such 

as hiking, camping, and fishing—and tourism-related services.  The communities generally exhibit 

a sparse, suburban character. 

Apache County Zoning Regulations  

Apache County’s land-use planning aims to maintain its open, rural character, with specific 

regulations for development and a focus on managing growth while preserving traditional ranching 

areas. It also focuses on encouraging community development for its rural communities. 

The Apache County Comprehensive Plan (Comprehensive Plan) (Apache County 2019) serves as a 

guide for decisions by the Planning and Zoning Commission and the Board of Supervisors 

concerning growth and development. It provides an understanding of existing and proposed land 

use for decision-makers, the public, and developers. According to the Comprehensive Plan, the 

existing SGS facility is located within an area designated as Rural Ranch. The County’s stated goal 

for this designation is “. . . to maintain the open character of land traditionally used for ranching in 

Apache County” (Apache County 2019:12).  

Outreach to Stakeholders  

As part of the land use study, the Comprehensive Plan as well as the Apache County interactive 

web map, were evaluated. Identified land uses and development plans were reviewed and verified 

with the Apache County Community Development Department, which manages planning and 

zoning applications in Apache County. Representatives from the Arizona legislature, Apache 

County, and other stakeholders were invited to participate in the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project 

stakeholder engagement efforts. The purpose of this representation was to ensure consistency with 

plans and to identify potential issues throughout the environmental and public planning outreach 

process. 

In April 2026, on behalf of SRP, Kimley-Horn sent letters to state and local government officials 

listed in Table 1, providing information on the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project and requesting new or 

additional information on plans or planned developments. See Appendix A for a copy of the letter 

and accompanying map sent to community officials, and letters and emails received in response to 

the notification letters. 
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Table 1. List of Community Officials 

Contact Name  Title  
Jurisdiction/ 

Agency 
Response 

Matthew Fish  Community Development Director  Apache County  No response to date 

Preston Raban  Economic Development Director  Apache County  No response to date 

Travis Johnson P&Z Commission Member  Apache County  No response to date 

Brad Peterson  P&Z Commission Member  Apache County  No response to date 

Bob Pollock P&Z Commission Member  Apache County  No response to date 

Michael Bragiel  P&Z Commission Member  Apache County  No response to date 

Carey Dobson P&Z Commission Member  Apache County  No response to date 

Bobby Fite P&Z Commission Member  Apache County  No response to date 

Brad Jarvis P&Z Commission Member  Apache County  No response to date 

Kay Hauser P&Z Commission Member  Apache County  No response to date 

Dan Muth, Chairman P&Z Commission Member  Apache County  No response to date 

Nelson Davis  Board Member - District III  Apache County  No response to date 

Alton Joe Shepherd  Board Member - District II  Apache County  No response to date 

Dr. Joe Shirley, Jr.  Board Member - District I  Apache County  No response to date 

Ryan Patterson County Manager Apache County  No response to date 

Chris Chiesl Community Development Director St. Johns No response to date 

Paul Ramsey City Manager St. Johns No response to date 

Cindy Lee Richins City Clerk St. Johns No response to date 

Spence Udall  Mayor St. Johns No response to date 

Jill Patterson Vice Mayor St. Johns No response to date 

Tony Raykovitz Councilman St. Johns No response to date 

Nathan Wengert Councilman St. Johns No response to date 

Joe Greene Councilman St. Johns No response to date 

Mandi Huth Councilwoman St. Johns No response to date 

Brad Jarvis Councilman St. Johns No response to date 

Kelsi Miller Town Clerk Springerville  No response to date 

Ted Soltis Town Manager Springerville Expressed strong support for 
converting the SGS facility to 

burn natural gas. 

Richard Davis  Mayor  Springerville  No response to date 

Doug Henderson  Vice Mayor  Springerville  No response to date 

Florencio Lozoya  Council Member  Springerville  No response to date 

Stormy Palmer Planning and Zoning Director Springerville No response to date 

Terry Shove  P&Z Commission Chairperson Springerville No response to date 

Tony Contreras P&Z Commission Springerville No response to date 

Bill Lucas  P&Z Commission Springerville No response to date 

Daniel Chavez  P&Z Commission Springerville No response to date 
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Contact Name  Title  
Jurisdiction/ 

Agency 
Response 

Steve Huggenberger  P&Z Commission Springerville No response to date 

Jessica Vaughan Town Clerk Eagar Yes, forwarded to Town 
Manager and will submit 
comments on support of 

project 

Guy Phelps Mayor Eagar Expressed strong support for 
proposed project 

Marsha Tucker Vice-Mayor Eagar  No response to date 

Brandon Slade Councilman Eagar  No response to date 

Bryce Burnham Councilman Eagar  No response to date 

Ray Hamblin Councilman Eagar  No response to date 

William Greenwood Councilman Eagar  No response to date 

Titan Merrill Councilman Eagar  No response to date 

Britney Reynolds  Community Development Director  Eagar  Yes, Support 

Chelsea Slade P&Z Commission Member  Eagar  No response to date 

Becky Crosby P&Z Commission Member  Eagar  No response to date 

JoElla Younkin P&Z Commission Member  Eagar  No response to date 

Kristi Penrod P&Z Commission Member  Eagar  No response to date 

Brenda Ciminski P&Z Commission Member  Eagar  No response to date 

Debra Seeley P&Z Commission Member  Eagar  No response to date 

Brannon Eagar Town Manager Eagar  Expressed strong support for 
proposed project 

Mae Peshlakai  Representative  AZ House of Reps  No response to date 

Myron Tsosie  Representative  AZ House of Reps  No response to date 

Teresa Hatathile  Senator  AZ Senate  No response to date 

Ginger Ritter   Project Evaluation Program Supervisor Arizona Game and 
Fish Department   

Yes, will review, send 
comments, and coordinate 

with staff on attending public 
meeting 

Aaron Hartzell Regional Supervisor – Habitat 
Evaluation, and Lands Branch Chief 

Arizona Game and 
Fish Department   

AZGFD would like to work 
closely with SRP during the 

planning and development of 
this project. SRP would also 
appreciate the opportunity to 
review plans for natural gas 

pipeline lateral. * 

*Note: the natural gas pipeline lateral will be constructed, operated, and maintained by a third-party gas supplier. 
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Land Use Conclusion 

The SGS Unit 4 Repower Project will be constructed within the existing SGS main plant site, an 

established industrial area, on private property, used for ongoing electric generation, where no plans 

for conflicting development exist. The SGS Unit 4 Repower Project is compatible with existing and 

planned land uses. There will be no land use impacts from the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project.   

Scenic and Visual Resources 

The SGS main plant site is situated within a rural landscape characterized by open rangeland, sparse 

development, and existing energy infrastructure (see Figures 6 and 7). The area is characterized by 

high-elevation grasslands and open woodlands consisting of native perennial grasses, pinyon-

juniper woodland. No scenic resources were identified within an approximate one-mile radius of the 

SGS main plant site. The main plant site’s remote location, along with the area's hills, mesas, and 

buttes, combines to block views of SGS from the surrounding highways and the towns of 

Springerville, Eagar, and St. Johns. The closest unincorporated community is Elk Valley Ranch, a 

remote, off-grid, residential, recreational hobby ranching community, located directly east of SGS. 

While there are 296 parcels in Elk Valley Ranch, most of these parcels are currently vacant. The 

closest residence to SGS is located 1.3 miles to the east. Because modifications associated with the 

proposed conversion will occur within the developed portions of the main plant, views of SGS will 

not be altered, and no significant visual impacts are anticipated. 

Cultural Resources 

Prior Cultural Resources Information 

Construction activities for the SGS commenced in 1978, resulting in substantial disturbance of all 

land within the boundaries of the main plant site. In addition to the construction of the power plant’s 

facilities, extensive site preparation and grading to establish proper drainage patterns and 

accommodate the installation of an evaporation pond, wastewater ponds, and retention ponds, 

resulted in substantial disturbance of all land within the boundaries of the main plant site. Units 1, 2, 

3, and 4 became operational in 1985, 1990, 2006, and 2009 respectively and have since remained in 

continuous service.  

A records search identified nineteen (19) previously conducted cultural resource surveys within a 1-

mile radius of the SGS main plant site, eight (8) of which intersect the main plant site (Chronicle 

Heritage 2026, Appendix B). Only one of the intersecting surveys was conducted within the past 10 

years, with the remaining seven (7) intersecting surveys predating the Arizona State Museum’s 

(ASM’s) 10-year threshold and therefore are not considered accurate documentation for use in 

informed planning decisions (ASM 2024).  

 



 

 

Springerville Generating Station Unit 4 Repower Project 
Environmental Narrative Report 

 

13 

 

Figure 5. View of Existing Facility from the Southwest 

 

The site file search and literature review identified no previously recorded archaeological sites 

within the main plant site. However, one historic-period linear feature – an unnamed access road 

visible on historic aerial imagery and early cartographic sources– provides access to SGS and 

extends into the main plant site. Historic map and aerial review indicate that this road was 

constructed between 1969 and 1983, coincident with development of the generating station, and 

remains in active use. According to ASM's (2024) Policy and Procedures Regarding Historical Sites 

and Features, in-use historical features such as roads are not subject to documentation under the 

Arizona Antiquities Act, and ASM does not assign site numbers or accept updates for in-use 

portions of such features. Furthermore, ASM guidance on linear resources notes that short, 

unimproved, or utilitarian access roads associated with industrial facilities and lacking independent 

historical significance are not considered eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic 

Places (NRHP) (ASM 2024).   

Because modifications associated with the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project will occur within the 

developed portions of the main plant site, there are no potential impacts to cultural resources. 

Biological Resources 

The SGS Unit 4 Repower Project will have no effect on biological resources given that the natural 

gas conversion will occur within existing facilities within the boundaries of the main plant site – an 

already disturbed industrial site used for power generation. Nonetheless, biological resources were 

analyzed as described below.  

Biological Resources Information 

The Study Area (Figure 3) is within the Plains Grassland biotic community and the Plains and Great 

Basin Grassland subdivision (Brown 1994). The list of special status species considered in the 

Unit 4          Unit 3             Unit 2       Unit 1 
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biological resources analysis was developed from the following sources: (1) federally listed, 

proposed, and candidate species provided by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC), (2) a list of sensitive species provided by the 

Arizona Game and Fish Department (AZGFD) Heritage Data Management System, and (3) the 

Native Plant Law (enforced by the Arizona Department of Agriculture). The potential for the 

occurrence of special status species in the Study Area was evaluated based on (1) existing publicly 

available data, (2) qualitative comparisons between known habitat requirements for each species 

and biotic and abiotic conditions found within the Study Area, and (3) experiences from similar 

evaluations conducted by Kimley-Horn biologists. 

The USFWS IPaC identified six federally listed species that have the potential to occur within the 

Study Area (Table 2). The IPaC did not list any critical habitats, National Wildlife Refuge Lands, or 

fish hatcheries in the Study Area (USFWS 2026). The National Wetlands Inventory identified 

potential wetland areas within the Study Area; however, these are manmade ponds that support the 

generating facility and do not provide suitable habitat for special-status species. See Appendix C for 

the IPaC and AZGFD Environmental Review Tool (ERT) reports. 

Table 2. Special Status Species with the Potential to Occur within the Study Area 

Species Status Habitat Requirements Habitat Suitability 

Mammals    

Pale Townsend's big-
eared bat 
Corynorhinus 
townsendii pallescens 

SGCN-1 In Arizona, summer day roosts are 
found in caves and mines from desert 
scrub up to woodlands and coniferous 
forests. Night roosts may occur in 
abandoned buildings. 

There are no suitable roosts 
within the Study Area. Pale 
Townsend’s big-eared bats 
may be observed foraging 
within the Study Area; 
however, due to availability of 
suitable habitat outside the 
generation facility, the SGS 
Unit 4 Repower Project will not 
lead to declines in foraging 
habitat or populations. 

Mexican wolf  
Canis lupus baileyi 

LEXN, 
SGCN-1 

Madrean pine-oak woodlands with 
plentiful cover, water, and prey, as well 
as grasslands, scrublands within the 
Sonoran Desert.  

No suitable habitat within the 
main plant site. The Study 
Area is within the Wolf 
Management Zone 2 within an 
area considered to be 
occupied range; however, 
construction will occur within 
the developed portions of the 
SGS; therefore, there will be 
no impact to Mexican wolves.  
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Species Status Habitat Requirements Habitat Suitability 

New Mexico meadow 
jumping mouse 

ESA-E Riparian communities along rivers and 
streams, springs and wetlands, or 
canals and ditches; or scrub-shrub 
riparian areas that are composed of 
willow or alders with an understory of 
primarily forbs and sedges.  

No suitable habitat occurs 
within the Study Area. While 
water is present at the site, the 
manmade stormwater, sewer 
treatment, and cooling ponds 
do not provide the necessary 
riparian habitat to support the 
New Mexico meadow jumping 
mouse.  

Gunnison's prairie dog 
Cynomys gunnisoni 

SGCN-1 In communal burrows in desert 
grasslands, short and midgrass prairies, 
meadows, and scrublands, at an 
altitude of 6,000 to 10,000. 

No suitable habitat occurs 
within the Study Area. The 
species is known to inhabit 
eastern Arizona; however, the 
open desert areas within the 
Study Area do not support 
prairie dogs due to the 
presence of juniper which acts 
as a deterrent for the species.  

Black-footed ferret 
Mustela nigripes 

LEXN, 
SGCN-1 

Prairies and grasslands; dependent 
prairie dog habitat as food and shelter 
source.  

The species is known to 
inhabit eastern Arizona; 
however, black-footed ferrets 
are almost exclusively 
dependent on prairie dogs for 
food and their burrow 
complexes for shelter 
therefore, no suitable habitat 
occurs within the Study Area. 

Birds    

Yellow-billed cuckoo 
Coccyzus americanus 

ESA-T This bird utilizes large contiguous 
patches of multi layered riparian habitat, 
such as cottonwood-willow gallery 
forests along rivers and streams below 
6600 feet. 

No suitable habitat occurs 
within Study Area. While water 
is present at the site, the 
manmade ponds do not 
provide the necessary riparian 
habitat to support yellow-billed 
cuckoos. 

American peregrine 
falcon 
Falco peregrinus 
anatum 

SGCN-1 Steep, sheer cliffs overlooking 
woodlands, riparian areas, or other 
habitats supporting avian prey species 
in abundance.  

No suitable habitat occurs 
within the Study Area. The 
nearest suitable habitat occurs 
within the Apache-Sitgreaves 
National Forest approximately 
20 miles southwest of the 
Study Area.  
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Species Status Habitat Requirements Habitat Suitability 

Golden eagle 
Aquila chrysaetos 

BGEPA, 
SGCN-2 

Open and barren areas, in prairies and 
wooded areas, especially in hilly in 
mountainous regions. Nesting on rock 
ledges, cliffs, or in large trees.  

No suitable nesting habitat 
occurs within the Study Area. 
There is suitable foraging 
habitat within the Study Area 
but not within the main plant 
site. Golden eagles may be 
observed foraging within the 
Study Area; however, due to 
availability of suitable habitat 
outside the SGS facility, the 
Project will not lead to declines 
in golden eagle foraging 
habitat or populations. 

Amphibians    

Northern leopard frog  
Rana pipiens  

SGCN-1 Grasslands, brushlands, woodlands, 
and forests ranging from high into 
mountains usually in permanent water 
with rooted aquatic vegetation. 
Frequents ponds, canals, marshes, 
springs, streams, stock tanks, and 
borrow pits.  

No suitable habitat occurs 
within the Study Area. While 
water is present at the site, the 
manmade ponds do not 
provide the appropriate 
riparian habitat. 

Chiricahua leopard frog 
Rana chiricahuensis 

SGCN-1 Found in permanent waters such as 
ponds, tanks, cinegas (wet meadows), 
and streams within mountains and 
valleys in southeastern Arizona at 
elevations ranging from 3,200 to 8,600 
feet.  

No suitable habitat occurs 
within the Study Area. While 
water is present at the site, the 
manmade ponds do not 
provide the appropriate 
riparian habitat. 

Fishes    

Little Colorado 
spinedace  
Lepidomeda vittata 

ESA-T Slow to moderate water currents, over 
fine gravel bottoms. Avoids deep, 
heavily shaded pools and shallow open 
areas. Prefers unshaded pools with 
rocks or undercut banks for cover. 

No suitable habitat occurs 
within Study Area. While water 
is present at the site the 
manmade ponds do not 
provide the appropriate 
riparian habitat.  

Mollusks     

California floater 
Anodonta californiensis 

SGCN-1 Found in sand and mud of lakes and 
reservoirs or in stable areas of low-
gradient stream reaches.  

There is no suitable habitat 
within the Study Area. While 
water is present at the site, the 
manmade ponds do not 
provide the necessary riparian 
habitat to support the 
California floater. 
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Species Status Habitat Requirements Habitat Suitability 

Insects    

Monarch butterfly 
Danaus plexippus 

ESA-PT Breeding and migratory monarch 
butterfly populations occur throughout 
Arizona habitats include riparian areas, 
native desert habitats, and urban 
habitats concentrated on parks. An 
abundance of milkweed is critical for 
this species. Additional plant species 
monarchs are known to utilize include 
dogbane alfalfa thistles seep willow 
sunflowers groundsel and cloves. 

Although the manmade ponds 
within the facility could provide 
necessary water during the 
summer months, suitable plant 
species most associated with 
the monarch butterfly are not 
likely to occur in abundance in 
the Study Area. Additionally, 
project activities will be limited 
to the developed main plant 
site Therefore, the monarch 
butterfly has the potential to 
forage within the Study Area, 
but due to the availability of 
suitable habitat outside of the 
facility, the Project will not lead 
to declines in the species.  

Suckley's cuckoo 
bumble bee  
Bombus suckleyi 

ESA-PE Requires suitable nesting sites for host 
colonies, nectar and pollen resources 
during the colony and rearing period. 
primarily underground cavities that have 
been created naturally or by other 
animals such as abandoned rodent 
nests. 

Although the manmade ponds 
within the facility could provide 
necessary water during the 
summer months, suitable plant 
species most associated with 
Suckley’s Cuckoo bumble bee 
are not likely to occur in 
abundance within the Study 
Area. Additionally, project 
activities will be limited to the 
developed main plant site 
Therefore, Suckley’s cuckoo 
bumble bee has the potential 
to forage within the Study 
Area, but due to the availability 
of suitable habitat outside of 
the generation facility, the 
SGS Unit 4 Repower Project 
will not lead to declines in the 
species. 

Status: ESA-E = Endangered Species Act Endangered; ESA-T = Threatened; ESA-PE = Proposed Endangered; ESA-PT = 

Proposed Threatened; LE, XN = Experimental Population, Non-Essential; BGEPA = Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act; SGCN-

1/2 = AZGFD Species of Greatest Conservation Need. 

Analysis 

Landcover in the Study Area is comprised of an existing industrial power plant surrounded by open 

desert. Vegetation in the Study Area is dominated by desert scrub and desert grassland plants, 

characterized by grasses and scattered shrubs. For the past 150 years human activities have 

influenced the St. Johns and Springerville area resulting in considerable changes in ecology. The 
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broad expanse of grass that once covered most of Apache County has deteriorated under heavy 

grazing pressure and become overrun with snakeweed and rabbitbrush. The decrease of range fires 

due to modern controls and the lack of dry grass fuel has allowed a steady invasion of juniper into 

the grasslands. 

Since the majority of the SGS main plant site is developed, it does not constitute suitable habitat for 

wildlife. While there are some undeveloped lands within the main plant site which constitute 

potential desert habitat for use by migratory birds, bats, and insects, this habitat is degraded and 

exhibits relatively low value habitat for most wildlife. Undisturbed, open desert areas surrounding 

the main plant site provide more suitable habitats for wildlife.  

Biological Conclusion 

All construction will occur in the developed portion of the main plant site. No potential habitat will 

be removed as a result of the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project. This setting provides minimal habitat for 

plants and animals including special status species. Special status species would not experience 

long-term detrimental impacts related to the loss or alteration of vegetative cover within the plant 

site based on a lack of suitable habitat within the existing facilities. The SGS Unit 4 Repower 

Project would not contribute to a loss of native vegetation that would result in declines in any native 

plant or wildlife species. Because of the industrialized use of the area and low-value habitat, the 

SGS Unit 4 Repower Project is not expected to materially impact biological resources. 

Noise 

Kimley-Horn conducted a qualitative noise analysis for SGS Unit 4 Repower Project in context of 

the existing SGS operations (Appendix D). The existing coal-fired generation units are made up of 

various pieces of operational equipment that contribute to the current noise environment at the 

facility. Below are some of the main sources of noise associated with the existing coal-fired 

generation units. 

• Intake and exhaust fans 

• Coal grinders/crushers 

• Cooling towers 

• Pumps 

• Electrical transformers 

• Heavy machinery 

The SGS Unit 4 Repower Project is anticipated to reduce overall operational noise levels at SGS. 

The following are some items that will contribute to the lower operational noise levels. 

• Removal (or cessation of operation) of heavy, moving machinery (pumps, pulverizers, 

atomizers) 

• Installation of new boiler components that have lower turbulent noise, leading to much 

quieter boiler operation 

• Reduction in coal handling equipment and operations 
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• Reduction in quantity/size of fans and pumps 

Based on the comparison of the operational equipment associated with the existing coal-fired units 

and the proposed conversion of Unit 4 to natural gas fuel, it is anticipated that overall operational 

noise levels at SGS will be reduced. The anticipated reductions in noise levels are mainly due to the 

removal of equipment and/or cessation of operations associated with coal handling, which are 

typically very loud. 

4. Summary of Environmental Conclusions 

In conclusion, the SGS Unit 4 Repower Project would have no major environmental impacts. The 

SGS Unit 4 Repower Project would not remove suitable habitat or impact special status species. 

The project modifications would occur within the developed portions of the main plant site and will 

therefore not result in altered views or visual impacts and will have no effect on cultural resources. 

The SGS Unit 4 Repower Project is environmentally compatible with existing and future land uses 

and any environmental resource impacts are negligible.  

  



 

 

Springerville Generating Station Unit 4 Repower Project 
Environmental Narrative Report 

 

20 

5. References 

Apache County. 2019. Apache County Comprehensive Plan. Available at: 

https://www.apachecountyaz.gov/accnt_591117/site_591118/Documents/Comprehensive-Plan-

Final-June-2019.pdf. Accessed April 2026. 

Apache County. 2019. Zoning Ordinance of Apache County. Available at: 

https://www.apachecountyaz.gov/accnt_591117/site_591118/Documents/Apache-County-

Zoning-Ordinance-amended.pdf. Accessed April 2026. 

Arizona State Museum. 2024. Policy and Procedures Regarding the Use of Previous Archaeological 

Survey Data. https://statemuseum.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2024-

03/Policy%20and%20Procedures%20Regarding%20the%20Use%20of%20Previous%20Surve

y%20Data.pdf. Accessed April 2026. 

Chronicle Heritage. 2026. A Class I Literature Review of 1,977.61 Acres within the Salt River 

Project Springerville Generating Station, Springerville, Apache County, Arizona.   

Online Environmental Review Tool (OERT) from Arizona Game and Fish Department's Heritage 

Data Management System (HDMS) and Project Evaluation Program (PEP) accessed online 

(Home | Arizona Environmental Review Tool). Accessed March 2026. 

Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC): Home, United States Fish and Wildlife Service, 

http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/. Accessed March 2026. 

National Wetlands Inventory - Surface Waters and Wetlands. United States Fish and Wildlife 

Service, National Wetlands Inventory, 

https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/wetlands/apps/wetlands-mapper. Accessed March 2026.

https://www.apachecountyaz.gov/accnt_591117/site_591118/Documents/Comprehensive-Plan-Final-June-2019.pdf.%20Accessed%20April%20202
https://www.apachecountyaz.gov/accnt_591117/site_591118/Documents/Comprehensive-Plan-Final-June-2019.pdf.%20Accessed%20April%20202
https://www.apachecountyaz.gov/accnt_591117/site_591118/Documents/Apache-County-Zoning-Ordinance-amended.pdf.%20Accessed%20April%20202
https://www.apachecountyaz.gov/accnt_591117/site_591118/Documents/Apache-County-Zoning-Ordinance-amended.pdf.%20Accessed%20April%20202
https://statemuseum.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2024-03/Policy%20and%20Procedures%20Regarding%20the%20Use%20of%20Previous%20Survey%20Data.pdf
https://statemuseum.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2024-03/Policy%20and%20Procedures%20Regarding%20the%20Use%20of%20Previous%20Survey%20Data.pdf
https://statemuseum.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/2024-03/Policy%20and%20Procedures%20Regarding%20the%20Use%20of%20Previous%20Survey%20Data.pdf
https://ert.azgfd.gov/
http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/wetlands/apps/wetlands-mapper


 

 

Springerville Generating Station Unit 4 Repower Project 
Environmental Narrative Report 

 

A-1 

Appendix A 

Notification Letter Sent to State and Local Government Officials & Responses 
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Figure 6. Example Notification Letter 
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Figure 7. Map Accompanying Notification Letter 
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Figure 8. Response from Springerville Town Manager 
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Figure 9 Response from Mayor of Eagar 
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Figure 10 Letter Response from Eagar Town Manager 
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Letter Response from Eagar Town Manager (continued) 
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Figure 11 Letter Response from AGFD Regional Supervisor
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Letter Response from AGFD Regional Supervisor (continued) 
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Figure 12 Email Response from Eager Town Clerk 
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Figure 13 Email Response from AGFD Project Evaluation Supervisor 

 

 

 



 

 

Springerville Repower Project 
Environmental Narrative Report 

 

B-1 

 

Appendix B 

Class I Cultural Resources Survey Report 

 



CHAR()NICLE'"9 HERITAGE

PHOENIX, ARIZONA
319 East Palm Lane
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

T: (602) 261-7253
F: (602) 254-6280

info@chronicleheritage.com I
January 30, 2026

Tucson Electric Power
3950 East Irvington Road
Tucson, Arizona 85714-21 14

RE: Class I Literature Review of 1,977.61 Acres in Support of Springewille Natural Gas
Conversion Project, Springerville, Apache County, Arizona.

Sonoran Land Resources, LLC, on behalf of Tucson Electric Power (TEP), contracted Chronicle
Heritage, LLC (Chronicle Heritage) to conduct a site file search and literature review of
approximately 1,977.61 acres of private land (Project Area) in support of the proposed
Springerville Natural Gas Conversion project in Apache County, Arizona (Project). TEP plans to
convert Units 1 and 2 at the coal-fired Springerville Generating Station (SGS) to run on natural
gas by 2030. The project will maintain access to affordable, around-the-clock energy for existing
customers while reducing carbon emissions and preserving local jobs. Units 1 and 2 of SGS
were authorized to be constructed under a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility (CEC)
issued by the Arizona Corporation Commission in 1977, with coal as the fuel source. TEP is
seeking to amend the CEC to allow these two units to run on natural gas.

Specifically, the Project area is within Section 27, the south half and northeast quarter of
Section 28, the southeast quarter of Section 29, the northeast quarter of Section 32 and the
north-half of Sections 33 and 34 of Township 11 North (N), Range 30 East (E), Gila and Salt
River Baseline Meridian, on the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Voigt Ranch, Arizona (1983) 7.5-
minute quadrangle maps (Figure 1). More specifically, the center of the Project area is at 1983
North American Datum, Universal Transverse Mercator Zone 12, 668320 mE, 3799080 mN.

The Project is subject to the Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) §41-865 et seq. regarding private
land. Local regulations may also apply, Title 17 (Zoning) of the Springerville Code of Ordinances
includes provisions related to environmental sensitivity (Section 17.90.100) and design review
that may address the treatment of historic or cultural resources.

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT
TEP is planning to convert Units 1 and 2 at the coal-fired Springerville Generating Station (SGS)
to run on natural gas by 2030 located in Springerville, Apache County, Arizona for the proposed
Springerville Natural Gas Conversion Project. The proposed project may include ground-
disturbing activities such as vegetation removal, raking, grading, and excavation.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The Project area is located in eastern Apache County, Arizona, approximately 14 miles (22.5
kilometers) northeast of the Town of Springerville and approximately 16 miles (25.7 kilometers)
northeast of the Town of Eagar. The Project area lies north of U.S. Route 60 and east of U.S.
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Route 191 and is situated within a predominantly rural landscape characterized by open
rangeland, sparse development, and existing energy infrastructure. The Project area is located
within undeveloped land and falls within the Arizona/New Mexico Mountains ecoregion, which
is typically characterized by high-elevation grasslands and open woodlands consisting of native
perennial grasses, pinyon-juniper woodland, and ponderosa pine forests at higher elevations,
with riparian vegetation generally confined to ephemeral drainage corridors (Griffith et al. 2014).
The Project area lies within the Little Colorado River watershed and includes multiple
ephemeral drainages that convey surface runoff generally northward and northeastward toward
tributaries of the Little Colorado River during seasonal precipitation events, including summer
monsoons and spring snowmelt. No perennial streams are present within the Project area.

Elevations within the Project area range from approximately 6,900 to 7,100 feet above sea level
(fast), with topography consisting of gently sloping uplands, low-relief volcanic landforms, and
shallow incised drainages. The landscape reflects extensive volcanic activity associated with
the Springerville Volcanic Field, a large monogenetic volcanic field composed of basaltic lava
flows, cinder cones, and volcanic vents formed during late Miocene to Pleistocene eruptive
episodes. Prominent topographic features in the region include Escudilla Mountain, located
approximately 15 miles (24 kilometers) southeast of the Project area, and the White Mountains
to the south. These features are characteristic of the broader transition zone between the
Colorado Plateau and adjacent Basin and Range-influenced volcanic terrains. The Project area
occupies a relatively stable upland position between larger drainage systems, with terrain
gently sloping toward the Little Colorado River basin. The underlying geomorphology consists
primarily of basaltic lava flows and reworked volcanic sediments associated with the
Springerville Volcanic Field. These volcanic materials weather into gravelly and sandy sediments
that are redistributed across uplands, hill slopes, and shallow drainages by fluvial and colluvial
processes. Bedrock is largely mantled by colluviums and alluvium and is not extensively exposed
within the Project area, but it contributes to the sediment load transported downslope during
episodic runoff events (Arizona Geological Survey 2026).

Soils within the Project area reflect this geomorphic framework and are derived primarily from
volcanic parent materials and reworked volcanic alluvium. According to the Soil Survey Staff
(2026) for Apache County, Arizona, Central Part (AZ635), the Project area is underlain by Clovis
loamy sand (31 .1 percent), Hubert gravelly loam (43.6 percent), and Hubert gravelly loam, 2 to
is percent slopes, eroded (25.3 percent) (Soil Survey Staff 2026). These soils are associated
with gently sloping uplands, low hill slopes, and eroded fan surfaces. Localized areas of
sediment accumulation within these landforms may provide limited potential for the
preservation of intact subsurface cultural deposits. The soils are characterized by fine to
moderately coarse textures, variable gravel content, and generally low to moderate slopes (0 to
15 percent). Gently sloping areas underlain by Clovis loamy sand and non-eroded Hubert
gravelly loam exhibit a moderate potential for in situ preservation of buried archaeological
materials, whereas eroded Hubert gravelly loam on steeper slopes is more likely to reflect
truncated soil profiles and deflated surfaces. Specific soil types and their general distribution
within the Project area are detailed in Table 1.
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Table 1 . Soils Within the Proect Area

Percent Parent Material Landform(s)Soil Type

)31.1 Volcanicderived alluviumClovis loamy sand (slope 0-8 percent) Plains, gently sloping
uplands

43.6 Uplands, low hill slopesHubert gravelly loam (slope 0-8 percent) Gravelly colluvium and
residuum from basalt

25.3Hubert gravelly loam (slope 2-15 percent), eroded Hills lopes, eroded fan
surfaces

Gravelly colluvium from
basalt

* Soil Survey Staff 2026

BUILT ENVIRONMENT
The built environment surrounding the Project area reflects the historically rural and sparsely
developed character of northeastern Apache County. Development in the vicinity of the Project
area has remained limited and has been largely associated with agriculture, rangeland use,
water management, and energy-related infrastructure. Review of historic aerial imagery and
available cartographic sources indicates that the broader area surrounding the Project site
remained largely undeveloped through the mid-20th century, with minimal permanent
structures, limited road infrastructure, and no concentrated residential development evident
prior to the 1970s. Lyman Lake State Park is located approximately 8.5 miles (13.7 kilometers)
northwest of the Project area, the park is centered on Lyman Lake, a man-made reservoir
formed by Lyman Dam on the Little Colorado River in the early 20th century. Subsequent
development in the region has occurred at a modest scale and is primarily associated with
isolated facilities, utility corridors, water and energy infrastructure, and small clusters of
buildings related to resource extraction or energy production, rather than suburban or
commercial expansion.

Transportation infrastructure in the area consists primarily of U.S. Route 60 and U.S. Route 191,
along with a limited network of paved and unpaved access roads that support regional travel
and site access. Improvements to these routes have occurred incrementally over time but have
not resulted in substantial secondary development in the immediate vicinity of the Project area.
Despite the presence of nearby infrastructure and regional facilities, the Project area itself
remains largely undeveloped, with no known historic-period buildings, structures, or paved
surfaces within its boundaries. Given the absence of documented historic development prior to
the 1970s, the limited extent of surrounding built infrastructure, and the continued use of the
landscape for open rangeland and utility-related purposes, the potential for historic-period built-
environment resources within the Project area is considered low.

PREVIOUS RESEARCH
Chronicle Heritage examined records in the online AZSITE database and the National Register
Information System database to determine the location of any previously conducted
archaeological surveys or previously recorded archaeological sites within a 1-mi radius of the
Project area. Chronicle Heritage also consulted General Land Office (GLO) maps, historical
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USGS topographic maps, and historical aerial photographs to evaluate the possible presence of
historic infrastructure in and near the Project area.

A total of 19 previous cultural resource survey projects have been documented within the 1
mile (1 .6 kilometer) search radius, of which eight surveys intersect the Project area (Table 2,
Figures 2-5). The intersecting surveys include the Springerville Corridor and Access Road
survey (1978-59.ASM, Wilson 1978), the 14 Miles of Pipeline survey (2000-1 15.ASM, Gilbert
2000), the Springerville Generating Station Survey (2004-1895.ASM; Harrison 2004). the Two
Well Locations and Access Roads survey (2006-969.ASM; Gilbert 2007), the Three CO2/Helium
Wells and Access Roads survey (2003-1591 .ASM, Lennon 2004), the St. Johns Archaeological
and Natural Resource Survey (aka St. Johns Flow Lines) (2014-566.ASM; Brucker 2014), the
TEP Pipeline survey (2009-141 .ASM, Burleson 2009), and the Springerville Nicoll ADEO Class Ill
survey (2017-26.ASM; Klebacha and Dorenbush 2017). Only one of the surveys intersecting the
Project area was conducted within the past 10 years, while the remaining intersecting surveys
predate the 10-year threshold. In accordance with Arizona State Museum (ASM) policy,
archaeological data older than 10 years may be outdated, and lands previously surveyed more
than a decade ago require resurvey to ensure accurate documentation and informed planning
decisions (ASM 2024). This standard aligns with the Arizona State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) Guidance Point No. 5 (Arizona State Historic Preservation Office [SHPO] 2004) for
expectations for current cultural resource compliance.

I

Reference

Table 2. Previous Projects lntersectin the Project Area

Project Number Project Name

Wilson 1978

2000115.ASM Gilbert 2000

20041895.ASM Harrison 2004

2006969.ASM Gilbert 2007

197859.ASM Springerville Corridor and Access Road

14 Miles of Pipeline

Springerville Generating Station Survey

Two Well Locations and Access Roads

Lennon 200420031591 .ASM Three C02/Helium Wells and Access Roads

2014566.ASM Brucker 2014St. Johns Archaeological and Natural Resource Survey (aka St Johns
Flow Lines)

TEPTieline Burleson 20092009141.ASM

201726.ASM Springerville Nicoll ADEO Class III Klebacha and Dorenbush
2017

Within the one-mile (1 .6 kilometer) search radius, a total of two previously recorded cultural
resources have been identified. These include historic-period Euro-American archaeological
sites recorded as AZ O:12:42 (ASM) and AZ Q:12:41 (ASM). Neither site intersects the Project
area. AZ O:12:42 (ASM) is a historic-period site interpreted as a short-term camp or activity area
associated with early 20th-century land use, while AZ O:12:41 (ASM) consists of an isolated
historic artifact scatter interpreted as refuse related to early ranching or homesteading activity.
Neither site has been formally evaluated for listing in the National Register of Historic Places

Class I Literature Review of 1,977.61 Acres in Support of Springerville
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(NRHP). No NRHP-listed historic buildings, districts, or neighborhoods are located within the
Project area.

Chronicle Heritage reviewed historic cartographic and aerial imagery to identify potential
historic-era features within and near the Project area. This review included examination of an
1883 General Land Office (GLO) survey plat (Figure 6), which depicts section lines and drainage
features but does not identify structures, roads, homesteads, or other improvements within the
Project area. Historic USGS topographic maps reviewed include St. Johns, Arizona (1 :250,000
scale) from 1886, 1892, 1901, 1909, and 1921; Saint Johns, Arizona (1 :250,000 scale) from
1954, 1957, 1958, and 1962, Voigt Ranch, Arizona (1 :24,000 scale) from 1971, and Springerville,
Arizona (1 :100,000 scale) from 1981. Chronicle Heritage also reviewed historic aerial
photographs, including imagery from 1969 and 1983, to evaluate land use and development
patterns within the Project area.

Based on the results of this map and imagery review, Chronicle Heritage identified one historic-
period linear feature within the Project area, consisting of an access road depicted on late 20th-
century aerial imagery that provides ingress to the Springerville Generating Station. Although
the road likely originated during the initial construction phase of the facility between 1969 and
1983, it remains in active use and has been subject to ongoing maintenance and improvement,
resulting in a loss of historic integrity. The road functions as part of the modern transportation
and utility access network and is not representative of an abandoned or discrete historic
transportation feature. Consistent with guidance from the Arizona State Museum, linear
features that remain in continuous use and lack association with significant historic events or
patterns are generally not considered eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP) (ASM 2023). All other historic features identified-including water tanks,
windmills, fence lines, road segments, and lateral networks-are located outside the Project
area but within a one-mile radius. Aerial imagery confirms that the Project area remained largely
undeveloped throughout the 20th century.

RECOMMENDATIONS
The site file search and literature review identified no previously recorded archaeological sites
within the Project area. However, one historic-period linear feature, consisting of an unnamed
access road visible on historic aerial imagery and early cartographic sources, extends into the
Project area and provides access to the Springerville Generating Station. Historic map and aerial
review indicate that this road was constructed between 1969 and 1983, coincident with
development of the generating station, and remains in active use. According to ASM's (2023)
Policy and Procedures Regarding Historical Sites and Features, in-use historical features such
as roads are not subject to documentation under the Arizona Antiquities Act, and ASM does not
assign site numbers or accept updates for in-use portions of such features. Furthermore, ASM
guidance on linear resources notes that short, unimproved, or utilitarian access roads
associated with industrial facilities and lacking independent historical significance are not
considered eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (Arizona
State Museum (ASM) 2023).

Although the Project area has previously been subjected to eight Class Ill cultural resource
surveys, these surveys collectively cover approximately 64.7 acres, or approximately 3.3
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percent of the total Project area, and only one survey, encompassing approximately 9.96 acres
(0.5 percent) of the Project area, was conducted within the past 10 years. As outlined in ASM's
Policy and Procedures Regarding the Use of Previous Archaeological Survey Data (Arizona State
Museum [ASM] 2024), surveys older than a decade may no longer reflect current ground
conditions due to changes in surface visibility, land use, and survey standards. This policy,
consistent with Arizona State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) Guidance Point No. 5,
requires that areas last surveyed more than 10 years ago be resurveyed using current Class Ill
standards to ensure complete and accurate cultural resource documentation.

Chronicle Heritage therefore recommends that a Class Ill pedestrian survey be conducted in
the undeveloped portions of the Project area prior to any ground-disturbing activity, in
accordance with current Arizona State Museum (ASM) and State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) guidance, as portions of the Project area consists of open rangeland and peripheral
areas that appear largely undeveloped and have not been subject to intensive or recent cultural
resource survey.

Sincerely,
CHRONICLE HERITAGE

Written and submitted by:

Christine Jerla
Christine Jerla, M.A. | Senior Archaeologist
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Arizona Ecological Services Field Office

9828 North 31st Ave
#c3

Phoenix, AZ 85051-2517
Phone: (602) 242-0210 Fax: (602) 242-2513

In Reply Refer To: 
Project Code: 2026-0064257 
Project Name: Springerville Generation Station
 
Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project 

location or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) is providing this list under section 7(c) of the 
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). The list you have 
generated identifies threatened, endangered, proposed, and candidate species, and designated and 
proposed critical habitat, that may occur within the One-Range that has been delineated for the 
species (candidate, proposed, or listed) and it’s critical habitat (designated or proposed) with 
which your project polygon intersects.  These range delineations are based on biological metrics, 
and do not necessarily represent exactly where the species is located.  Please refer to the species 
information found on ECOS to determine if suitable habitat for the species on your list occurs in 
your project area. 
 
The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and the 
habitats upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the 
Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required to 
utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of Federal trust resources and 
to determine whether projects may affect federally listed species and/or designated critical 
habitat. A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings 
having similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality 
of the human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 
4332(2)(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a 
biological evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the 
project may affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. 
Recommended contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12. 
If the Federal action agency determines that listed species or critical habitat may be affected by a 
federally funded, permitted or authorized activity, the agency must consult with us pursuant to 50 
CFR 402. Note that a "may affect" determination includes effects that may not be adverse and 
that may be beneficial, insignificant, or discountable. An effect exists even if only one individual 
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or habitat segment may be affected. The effects analysis should include the entire action area, 
which often extends well outside the project boundary or "footprint.”  For example, projects that 
involve streams and river systems should consider downstream affects.  If the Federal action 
agency determines that the action may jeopardize a proposed species or may adversely 
modify proposed critical habitat, the agency must enter into a section 7 conference. The agency 
may choose to confer with us on an action that may affect proposed species or critical habitat. 
 
Candidate species are those for which there is sufficient information to support a proposal for 
listing. Although candidate species have no legal protection under the Act, we recommend that 
they be considered in the planning process in the event they become proposed or listed prior to 
project completion. More information on the regulations (50 CFR 402) and procedures for 
section 7 consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in our 
Endangered Species Consultation Handbook at: https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/ 
documents/endangered-species-consultation-handbook.pdf. 
 
We also advise you to consider species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) 
(16 U.S.C. 703-712) and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (Eagle Act) (16 U.S.C. 668 et 
seq.). The MBTA prohibits the taking, killing, possession, transportation, and importation of 
migratory birds, their eggs, parts, and nests, except when authorized by the Service. The Eagle 
Act prohibits anyone, without a permit, from taking (including disturbing) eagles, and their parts, 
nests, or eggs. Currently 1,026 species of birds are protected by the MBTA, including the 
western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugaea). Protected western burrowing owls can be 
found in urban areas and may use their nest/burrows year-round; destruction of the burrow may 
result in the unpermitted take of the owl or their eggs.  
 
If a bald eagle or golden eagle nest occurs in or near the proposed project area, our office should 
be contacted for Technical Assistance. An evaluation must be performed to determine whether 
the project is likely to disturb or harm eagles. The National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines 
provide recommendations to minimize potential project impacts to bald eagles (see https:// 
www.fws.gov/law/bald-and-golden-eagle-protection-act and https://www.fws.gov/program/ 
eagle-management).    
 
The Division of Migratory Birds (505/248-7882) administers and issues permits under the MBTA 
and Eagle Act, while our office can provide guidance and Technical Assistance. For more 
information regarding the MBTA, BGEPA, and permitting processes, please visit the following 
web site: https://www.fws.gov/program/migratory-bird-permit.  Guidance for minimizing 
impacts to migratory birds for communication tower projects (e.g. cellular, digital television, 
radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at https://www.fws.gov/media/recommended-best- 
practices-communication-tower-design-siting-construction-operation. 
 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) may regulate activities that involve streams 
(including some intermittent streams) and/or wetlands. We recommend that you contact the 
Corps to determine their interest in proposed projects in these areas. For activities within a 
National Wildlife Refuge, we recommend that you contact refuge staff for specific information 
about refuge resources, please visit this link or visit https://www.fws.gov/program/national- 
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▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

wildlife-refuge-system to locate the refuge you would be working in or around. 
 
If your action is on tribal land or has implications for off-reservation tribal interests, we 
encourage you to contact the tribe(s) and the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) to discuss potential 
tribal concerns, and to invite any affected tribe and the BIA to participate in the section 7 
consultation. In keeping with our tribal trust responsibility, we will notify tribes that may be 
affected by proposed actions when section 7 consultation is initiated. For more information, 
please contact our Tribal Coordinator, John Nystedt, at 928/556-2160 or John_Nystedt@fws.gov. 
 
We also recommend you seek additional information and coordinate your project with the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department.  Information on known species detections, special status 
species, and Arizona species of greatest conservation need, such as the western burrowing owl 
and the Sonoran desert tortoise (Gopherus morafkai) can be found by using their Online 
Environmental Review Tool, administered through the Heritage Data Management System and 
Project Evaluation Program (https://www.azgfd.com/wildlife-conservation/planning-for-wildlife/ 
project-evaluation-program/).      
 
We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species.  Please include the 
Consultation Code in the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence 
about your project that you submit to our office.  If we may be of further assistance, please 
contact our Flagstaff office at 928/556-2118 for projects in northern Arizona, our general 
Phoenix number 602/242-0210 for central Arizona, or 520/670-6144 for projects in southern 
Arizona. 
 
Sincerely,  
/s/ 
 
Heather Whitlaw 
Field Supervisor 
Attachment

 

Attachment(s):

Official Species List
USFWS National Wildlife Refuges and Fish Hatcheries
Bald & Golden Eagles
Migratory Birds
Wetlands
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OFFICIAL SPECIES LIST
This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the 
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether 
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed 
action".

This species list is provided by:

Arizona Ecological Services Field Office
9828 North 31st Ave
#c3
Phoenix, AZ 85051-2517
(602) 242-0210
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PROJECT SUMMARY
Project Code: 2026-0064257
Project Name: Springerville Generation Station
Project Type: Power Gen - Natural Gas
Project Description: Conversion of 1 coal fired burner to natural gas
Project Location:

The approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https:// 
www.google.com/maps/@34.31758495,-109.16737594462651,14z

Counties: Apache County, Arizona
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1.

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT SPECIES
There is a total of 6 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list.

Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include 
species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species 
list because a project could affect downstream species.

IPaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA 
Fisheries , as USFWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the 
Department of Commerce.

See the "Critical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially 
within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office 
if you have questions.

NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an 
office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of 
Commerce.

1
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MAMMALS
NAME STATUS

Mexican Wolf Canis lupus baileyi
Population: U.S.A. (portions of AZ and NM)see 17.84(k)
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3916

Experimental 
Population, 
Non- 
Essential

New Mexico Meadow Jumping Mouse Zapus hudsonius luteus
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7965

Endangered

BIRDS
NAME STATUS

Yellow-billed Cuckoo Coccyzus americanus
Population: Western U.S. DPS
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3911

Threatened

FISHES
NAME STATUS

Little Colorado Spinedace Lepidomeda vittata
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6640

Threatened

INSECTS
NAME STATUS

Monarch Butterfly Danaus plexippus
There is proposed critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical 
habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9743

Proposed 
Threatened

Suckley's Cuckoo Bumble Bee Bombus suckleyi
Population:
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/10885

Proposed 
Endangered

CRITICAL HABITATS
THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S 
JURISDICTION.

YOU ARE STILL REQUIRED TO DETERMINE IF YOUR PROJECT(S) MAY HAVE EFFECTS ON ALL 
ABOVE LISTED SPECIES.
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1.
2.
3.

USFWS NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE LANDS 
AND FISH HATCHERIES
Any activity proposed on lands managed by the National Wildlife Refuge system must undergo a 
'Compatibility Determination' conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to 
discuss any questions or concerns.

THERE ARE NO REFUGE LANDS OR FISH HATCHERIES WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA.

BALD & GOLDEN EAGLES
Bald and Golden Eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act  and the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) . Any person or organization who plans or conducts 
activities that may result in impacts to Bald or Golden Eagles, or their habitats, should follow 
appropriate regulations and consider implementing appropriate avoidance and minimization 
measures, as described in the various links on this page.

The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940.
The Migratory Birds Treaty Act of 1918.
50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)

Bald and Golden Eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act and the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). Any person or organization who plans or conducts activities 
that may result in impacts to Bald or Golden Eagles, or their nests, should follow appropriate 
regulations and implement required avoidance and minimization measures, as described in the 
various links on this page.

The data in this location indicates that no eagles have been observed in this area. This does not 
mean eagles are not present in your project area, especially if the area is difficult to survey. 
Please review the 'Steps to Take When No Results Are Returned' section of the Supplemental 
Information on Migratory Birds and Eagles document to determine if your project is in a poorly 
surveyed area. If it is, you may need to rely on other resources to determine if eagles may be 
present (e.g. your local FWS field office, state surveys, your own surveys).

Any person or organization who plans or conducts activities that may result in impacts to bald or 
golden eagles, or their habitats, should follow appropriate regulations and consider implementing 
appropriate conservation measures, as described in the links below. Specifically, please review 
the ''Supplemental Information on Migratory Birds and Eagles''.

2
1
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1.
2.
3.

MIGRATORY BIRDS
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)  prohibits the take (including killing, capturing, selling, 
trading, and transport) of protected migratory bird species without prior authorization by the 
Department of Interior U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service).

The Migratory Birds Treaty Act of 1918.
The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940.
50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)

THERE ARE NO FWS MIGRATORY BIRDS OF CONCERN WITHIN THE VICINITY OF YOUR PROJECT 
AREA.

WETLANDS
Impacts to NWI wetlands and other aquatic habitats may be subject to regulation under Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal statutes.

For more information please contact the Regulatory Program of the local U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers District.

Please note that the NWI data being shown may be out of date. We are currently working to 
update our NWI data set. We recommend you verify these results with a site visit to determine 
the actual extent of wetlands on site.

THERE ARE NO WETLANDS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA.

1
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IPAC USER CONTACT INFORMATION
Agency: Kimley Horn
Name: Emily Curci
Address: 2046 Riverview Auto Drive Suite 400
City: Mesa
State: AZ
Zip: 85201
Email emily.curci@kimley-horn.com
Phone: 6026783442
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Prepared For: Salt River Project 
 
Prepared By: Kimley-Horn  
 
Subject:  Springerville Generating Station Unit 4 Repower Project – Noise Comparison 

 

Executive Summary 

Salt River Project (SRP) is proposing to convert Unit 4 at the Springerville Generating Station (SGS) in 

Apache County, Arizona, from coal-fired generation to run on natural gas. This technical memorandum 

provides a brief comparison of the existing and future sources of sound for the proposed fuel conversion 

project.  

Project Location and Description 

The SGS facility is located approximately 15 miles northeast of Springerville, approximately 17 miles 
southeast of St. John, and approximately 7 miles west of the Arizona/New Mexico border. 

SGS’s Unit 4 is one of four existing units within the SGS main plant site. SGS Units 1 and 2 are owned 
and operated by TEP, Unit 3 is owned and operated by Tri-State Generation and Transmission 
Association, and Unit 4 is owned and operated by SRP. On March 4, 2026, the Commission voted 
unanimously to approve TEPs request to modify the Certificate of CEC for SGS Units 1 and 2 to allow 
the conversion from coal to natural gas-fired steam generation. 

The fuel type conversion will change the overall sound characteristics of the SGS, as coal handling and 

multiple other mechanical systems, major sources of noise emissions, are not needed to support a 

natural gas-fired generation unit. The conversion from coal-fired to gas-fired generation is anticipated to 

reduce overall operational sound levels at the facility. 

Coal-Fired Operational Noise 

The existing coal-fired generation units are made up of various pieces of operational equipment that 

contribute to the current noise environment at the facility. Below are some of the main sources of noise 

associated with the existing coal-fired generation units. 

• Intake and exhaust fans 

• Coal grinders/crushers 

• Cooling towers 

• Pumps 

• Electrical transformers 

• Heavy machinery 

Natural Gas Operational Noise 

The proposed natural gas-fired generation unit is anticipated to reduce overall operational noise levels 

at the SGS. The following are some items that will contribute to the lower operational noise levels. 

• Boiler conversion, which is expected to be more efficient with natural gas 

• Removal or abandonment in place portions  coal handling equipment and operations serving 

Unit 4 

• Reduction in quantity/size of fans and pumps 
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Conclusions 

Based on the brief comparison of the operational equipment associated with the existing coal-fired 

units and the proposed conversion of Unit 4 to natural gas fuel, it is anticipated that overall operational 

noise levels at the SGS will be reduced. The anticipated reductions in noise levels are mainly due to 

the removal or abandonment in place of equipment and operations associated with coal handling, 

which are typically very loud. 
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MAR 1 8  1927 
BEFORE THE POKER PLANT A W  TRANS?IISSIOS LIKE 

S IT1 NG COMMITTEE, OF A R I  ZONA 
I 

I N  RE: TUCSON ELECTRIC POWER C O W A N Y ' S  
RGQUEST TO APPROVE THIS APPLICATION FOR 
UNIT 4 OF THE SPRINGERVILLE GENERATI NG 
STATION LOCATED WITHIN A PARCEL OF PROPERTY 
COXSISTING 00 SECTIOFJ 27; THE SOUTH HALF 
(S1/2) AND THE SOUTHEAST HALF OF THE NORTH 
HALF (SE1/2  N 1 / 2 ) ,  SECTION 28; THE EAST HALF 
( E 1 / 2 ) ,  SECTION 29 ; THE NORTHEAST QUARTER 
( N E l / 4 ) ,  SECTION 3 2 ;  THE NORTH HALF ( N 1 / 2 ) ,  
SECTION 33; THE NORTH HALF ( N 1 / 2 ) ,  SECTION 
34 ,  ALL I N  TOWNSHIP 11 NORTH RANGE 30 EAST 
G I L . 4  AND SALT RIVER RASE AND MERIDIAN, 
APACHE COUNTY, A R I Z O N A ,  AND ALL RELATED % 
rACI LITIES LOCATED WITHIN THE EXIST1 NG 
SPKINGERVILLE GENERATION STATION PLASIT SITE. 

1 
) Case No. 74 
1 
) ACC D E C I S I O N  
) NO. 
1 
1 
) 
1 
1 
) 
1 
1 - 
) 
1 - 
1 

CERTIFICATE OF ENVIRONMENTAL COMPATIBILITY 

P u r s u a n t  t o  public n o t  ice p u b l i s h e d  as  p r o v i d e d  by  law, t h e  

Power P l a n t  a n d  T r a n s m i s s  i o n  L i n e  S i t  i n g  C o r n n i t t e e  ( t h e  

" C o m m i t t e e " )  c o n v e n e d  a p u b l i c  h e a r i n g  i n  t h e  Apache Room of  t h e  

P h o e n i x  H i l t o n  a t  C e n t r a l  a n d  Adams i n  Phoenix, A r i z o n a ,  

conmenc ing  a t  10:OO a.m. o n  August 2 8 ,  1 9 8 6  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  
@ 

Application f i l e d  on  June 17 ,  1986  ( t h e  " A p p l i c a t i o n " )  o f  Tucson 

E l e c t r i c  Power Company ( t h e  " A p p l i c a n t " )  , f o r  a C e r t i f i c a t e  of 

E n v i r o n m e n t a l  C o m p a t i b i l i t y  i n  c o n f o r m a n c e  w i t h  t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t s  

of A r i z o n a  R e v i s e d  Statutes 540-360 ,  e t  seq. 

The A p p l i c a t i o n  r e q u e s t e d  a p p r o v a l  of  a l o c a t i o n  w i t h i n  t h e  

e x i s t i n g  a p p r o v e d  b o u n d a r i e s  of t h e  S p r i n g e r v i l l e  G e n e r a t i n g  

S t a t i o n  as t h e  s i t e  for c o n s t r u c t i o n  a n d  o p e r a t i o n  of a 350 

m e g a w a t t  g e n e r a t i n g  u n i t  i d e n t i f i e d  a s  U n i t  4. The s i t e  proposed 

3 for U n i t  4 is l o c a t e d  e x c l u s i v e l y  within Apache C o u n t y ,  A r i z o n a .  



J 

The followin3 menbers and Aesiqnees of members of t h e  

Coxnittee wcre present for t h e  Auqust 28, 1986  h e a r j n ~ :  

Thomas P .  P r o s e ,  C h a i r m a n  (designee f o r  R n k r t  C o r h i n )  
Michael  Mays ( d e s i q n e e  f o r  C h a r l e s  Tedef ord ) 
James Pierce 
A r t h u r  3 .  Lee 
R i c h a r d  Oxford ( d e s i g n e e  for R o b e r t  Lane) 
Tim H e n l e y  (des ignee  f o r  Kathy Ferris)  
Kayelen Bishop 
Renz J e n n i n g s  
Arlo B. Lee 
F l o y d  Robbs  
Karen H e i d e l  
C a r r o l l  D e k l e  ( d e s i g n e e  for L l o y d  N o v i c k )  
Kenneth Kvamne ( d e s i g n e e  f o r  Raymond T h o m p s m )  
Tanna Baldwin ( d e s i g n e e  f o r  t h e  Direct-or of the 
A r i z o n a  S t a t e  P a r k s  Board) 

The A p p l i c a n t  was r e p r e s e n t e d  by i t s  a t t o r n e y s ,  Dennis R.  

N e l s o n  a n d  Geof f rey  L. Denempont  . There were n o  intervent ions. 

The A r i z o n a  C e n t e r  f o r  Law i n  t h e  P u b l i c  I n t e r e s t  and the S t .  

J o h n s  I r r i g a t i o n  a n d  Ditch Company e n t e r e d  l i m i t e d  appea rances  i n  

c o n n e c t  ion w i t h  t h e  p r o c e e d i n q .  

Testimony was presented o n  b e h a l f  of t h e  A p p l i c a n t  b y  E i n a r  

G r e v e ,  A l e x a n d e r  Mard ,  H. Duane B o c k ,  D r .  J o h n  W. H a r s h h a r g e r ,  

D r .  E r ro l1  L.  Montgomery ,  D r .  Arnirarn R o f f m a n ,  D r .  Frederick 

R u e t e r ,  and  D r .  J o h n  P o  W i l s o n .  T w e n t y - t w a  e x b i S i t s  were offered 

by t h e  A p p l i c a n t  a n d  r e c e i v e d  i n t o  e v i d e n c e  a t  t h e  hearing. 

Comrni t t e e  members and  des ignees  were g i v e n  a n  o p p o r t u n i t y  to  

e x a m i n e ,  and  d i d  e x a m i n e ,  the A p p l i c a n t ' s  w i t n e s s e s .  

A t  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  o f  t h e  A u g u s t  2 8 ,  1 9 8 6  h e a r i n g ,  t h e  

C o m m i t t e e  v o t e d  to  c o n t i n u e  t h e  h e a r i n g  for t h e  p u r p o s e  of 

p e r m i t t i n g  A p p l i c a n t  t o  prepare responses t o  q u e s t i o n s  s u b m i t t e d  

by the Committee r e l a t i n g  t o  the A p p l i c a n t ' s  f o r e c a s t i n g  m e t h o d s  

and to the projected combined i m p a c t  of w a t e r  w i t h d r a w a l s  from 
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the Kaibab-Coconino  Acqui fer  due t o  the  operations of the 

S p r i n a e r v i l  le G e n e r a t i n g  S t a t  im a n d  t h e  Corona40  G 2 r l e r a t i n q  
,- 

..  S t a t i o n .  The  p r o c e d u r e  q o v e r n i n q  the  s u b m i s s i o n  by A p p l i c a n t  of 

t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  d a t a  was e s t a b l i s h e d  p u r s u a n t  to  a n  " O r d e r  for t h e  

C o n t i n u a n c e  of H e a r i n g  Pending A p p l i c a n t ' s  P r e s e n t a t i o n  of D a t a  

R e s p o n s e s "  d a t e d  O c t o b e r  1, 1986 ( t h e  " O r d e r * ) .  P e n d i n q  t h e  

c o n t i n u a t i o n  of  t h e  h e a r i n g ,  t h e  C h a i r m a n  c a u s e d  c o p i e s  of the 

t r a n s c r i p t  of t h e  A u q u s t  28 h e a r i n g  t o  be p r e p a r e d  and 

d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  e a c h  C o m m i t t e e  member,  

P u r s u a n t  t o  t h e  O r d e r ,  t h e  A p p l i c a n t  f i l e d  its r e s p o r l s e s  t o  

t h e  d a t a  r e q u e s t s  w i t h  t h e  C o m m i t t e e  o n  November 2 6 ,  1986.  T h e  

Cha i rman  t h e r e a f t e r  d u l y  n o t i f i e d  each member df t h e  C o m o i t t e e  i n  

t h e  manner  p r o v i d e d  by l a w  t h a t  t h e  h e a r i n g  o n  t h i s  m a t t e r  w o u l d  

be c o n t i n u e d  a n  December 2 2 ,  1 9 8 6  commencing a t  10:OO a..n. a t  t h e  

N a v a j o  ROOT of  the P h o e n i x  ! l i l t o n  a t  C e o t r a l  and  Adams i n  

P h o e n i x ,  A r i z o n a .  

A s  s c h e d u l e d ,  t h e  c o n t i n u a  t i o n  of  t h e  h e a r i  nq commenced a t  

10:OO a.m. o n  Decenber 2 2 .  1986 a t  t h e  N a v a j o  ROOT of  t h e  P h o e n i x  

H i l t o n  i n  P h o e n i x ,  A r i z o n a ,  a t  w h i c ! ~  t h e  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  melnberrs 

a n d  d e s i g n e e s  of t h e  C o m m i t t e e ,  c o w t i t u t i n q  a n a j o r i t y  of t h e  

Commi t tee ,  w e r e  p r e s e n t  f o r  h e a r i n q :  

Thomas P. Prose, C h a i r m a n  ( d e s i g n e e  f o r  R o b e r t  C o r b i n )  
M i c h a e l  Mays ( d e s i g n e e  for C h a r l e s  T e d e f o r d  ) 
Gaye P a g e  ( d e s i g n e e  f o r  K a y e l e n  B i s h o p )  
Karen  H e  i d e l  
J a c q u i e  McNulty 
A r l o  Lee 
A r t h u r  L e e  
Renz J e n n i n g s  
C a r r o l l  D e k l e  ( d e s i g n e e  f o r  Boyd D o v e r )  
J o h n  C a r r  ( d e s i g n e e  f o r  Duane S c h r o u f e )  
D e n n i s  S u n d i e  ( d e s i g n e e  f o r  Kathy F e r r i s )  

it-'?+ Gaye P a q e ,  J a c q u i e  M c N u l t y ,  J o h n  C a r r  a n d  D e n n i s  S u n d i e  were 
$ ::3 
\&.f 

n o t  p r e s e n t  a t  t h e  A u g u s t  28th h e a r i n g ;  h o w e v e r ,  each i n d i c a t e d  
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. t h n t  t hey  had reviewed t h e  record of t h e  August. 2 8 t h  h e a r i n q  1 

p r i w  to  t h e  t i m e  a t  w h i c h  t h e  c o n t i n u a t i o n  of  t h e  h e a r i n q  I 

I - -.. 
commence3. A l l  o t h e r  C o m m i t t e e  members l i s t ed  were  p r e s e n t  a t  

t h e  August 2 8 t h . h e a r i n q .  

The a p p l i c a n t  was p r e s e n t  and r e p r e s e n t e d  by i t s  a t t o r n e y s  

D e n n i s  R. N e l s o n  and  G e o f f r e y  L a  D e n e m p m t .  

~ e s t i m o n y  was p r e s e n t e d  o n  b e h a l f  of t h e  A p p l i c a n t  by E i n a r  

G r e v e ,  D r .  Er ro l1  M o n t g o m e r y ,  D r .  Amirar7 R o f f m a n ,  a n d  Jo? K i m .  

T e n  a d d i t i o n a l  e x h i b i t s  w e r e  offered b y  t h e  A p p l i c a n t  and 

r e c e i v e d  i n t o  e v i d e n c e  a t  t h e  h e a r i n q .  C u n m i t t e e  me-nbers were 

g i v e n  a n  o m o r t u n i t y  t o  e x a m i n e ,  ar13 d i d  e x a m i n e ,  t h e  A p ~ l i c a n t ' s  0 
w i t n e s s e s .  

A c o m p l e t e  l i s t  of t h e  exhibits r e c e i v e d  i n t o  e v i d e n c e  i n  

t h i s  p r o c e e d i n q  is a t t a c h e d  a s  E x h i b i t  A. 

The C o m m i  t t e e ,  h a v i n g  cons i d e r e d  t h e  A p p l i c a  t i o ~  and t h e  

t 2 s t i m o n y  a n d  e x h i S i t s  p r e s e n t e d  by t h e  A p n l i c a n t ,  a n d  h a v i n g  

Seen fully i n f o r m e d  i r l  t h e  p r e m i s e s ,  upon mot i o n  duly made and 

s e c o n d e d ,  b y  a m a j o r i t y  v o t e  o f  t h e  C a m i t t e e ,  hereby approves 

the A p p l i c a t i o n  and  g r a n t s  t h e  A p p l i c a n t  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  

.:::y. @ C e r t i f i c a t e :  

T u c s o n  E l e c t r i c  Power Company, t h e  A p p l i c a o t  , i s  
h e r e b y  g r a n t e d  i n  a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  i t s  A p p l i c a t i o n  a  
C e r t i f i c a t e  o f  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  C o m p a t i b i l i t y  f o r  t h e  
c o n s t r u c t  i o n  o f  a c o a l - f  i r e d  s t e a m - q e n e r a t  i n g  uni t 
r a t e d  a t  350 m e g a w a t t s  t o  be l o c a t e d  a t  t h e  
S ~ r i n g e r v i l l e  G e n e r a t i n g  S t a t i o n  i n  Apache  C o u n t y ,  
A r i z o n a ,  t o  be known a s  S ~ r i n g e r v i l l e  U n i t  No. 4 ( " U n i t  
No. 4 " ) .  

T h i s  C e r t i f i c a t e  s h a l l  a n d  h e r e b y  does permit t h e  
A p p l i c a n t  t o  c o n s t r u c t  U n i t  N o .  4 a n d  r e l a t e d  
f a c i l i t i e s  i n  t h e  m a n n e r  d e s c r i b e d  by t h e  A p p l i c a t i o n  
i n  t h i s  p r o c e e d i n g ,  and  a s  more s p e c i f i c a l l y  descr ibed  
by A p p l i c a n t ' s  t e s t i m o n y  and ev idence  i n t r o d u c e d  i n  
t h i s  p r o c e e d i n g .  

-4 -  
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T h i s  Certificate of E n v i r o n m e n t a l  C o ~ p a t i h i l i t y  is  
g r a n t e d  o n  t h e  follow in^ c o n d i t i o n s :  

( i )  t h a t ,  p u r s u a n t  to t h e  p r o v i s i o n s  o f  A R S  
540-360.06, t h e  A p ~ l i c a n t  comply w i t h  a 1  1 a ? p l i c a b \ r ?  
a i r  a n d  water p o l l u t i o n  c o n t r o l  s t a n d a r d s  a n d  
r e g u l a t i o n s ,  and w i t h  a 1  l a p p l i c a b l e  o r d i n a n c e s ,  master  
p l a n s  and r e q u l a t i o n s  o f  t h e  State of A r i z o n a ,  a n d  of 
a n y  county o r  i n c o r p o r a t e d  c i t y  or town w i t h  
j u r i s d i c t i o n  i n  t h e  p r e m i s e s ;  a n d  

( i  i )  t h a t  t h e  A p p l i c a n t  c m n l y  w i t h  c o n d i t i o n s  
s e t  forth in Exhibit R h e r e t o  r e l a t i n g  t o  q r o u n d  w a t e r  
pu-npinq a c t i v i t i e s  a s s ~ c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  S p r i n q e r v i l l e  
G e n e r a t i n g  S t a t i o n  a s  prescribed by t h e  A r i z o n a  
Depa r tmc tn t  of W a t e r  R e s o u r c e s ;  a n d  

( i i i )  t h a t  t h e  A p a l i c a n t  o b t a i n  from t h e  A r i z o n a  
C o r p o r a t i o n  C o m m i s s i o n  ( t h e  " K C "  ) , w i t h i n  one y e a r  
p r i o r  t o  A p p l i c a n t  u n d e r t a k i n g  any p r e p a r a t o r y  
e n g i n e e r i n g ,  l e s i q n  or c o n s t r u c t  i o n  ef f x t s  p e r t a i n i n q  
t o  U n i t  No. 4 ,  a n  o r d e r ,  p u r s u a n t  t o  h e a r i n q ,  
cnnf i r - n i n g  that t h e  e l e c t r i c  e n e r q y  t o  be ~ r o d u c e r l  b y  
U n i t  No. 4 is n e c e s s a r y  i n  o r d e r  for  t h e  A p p l i c a n t  t o  
p r o v i d e  .an "adequa te  , e c o n o m i c a l  and  re1 i a b l e  sunply of 
e l e c t r i c  power" to  i t s  c u s t o m e r s ,  a l l  in accordance 
d i t h  t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t s  o f  A R S  §40-360.07(B). 

N o t h i n q  i n  t h i s  Certificate s h o u l d  be c o n s t r u e d  t o  i m p a i r  
the A p p l i c a n t ' s  r i g h t s  t o  r e t u r n  to  t h i s  C o ~ m i t t s e  i n  o r d e r  to 
seek a Certificate o f  Environmental C o m p a t i b i l i t y  f o r  a 
g e n e r a t i n g  u n i t  capab le  o f  p r o v i d i n g  a n  a d e q u a t e ,  eco~omica l  a n d  
r e l i a b l e  s u p ~ l y  o f  e l e c t r i c  power t o  t h e  A p p l i c a n t ' s  c u s t o m e r s ,  
in l i e u  o f  U n i t  No. 4 ,  w h i c h  n a y  be less b u r d e n s o m e  u p o n  t h e  
s u r r o u n d i n g  e n v i r m m e n t  . 

GRANTED t h i s  22nd d a y  of December, 1986 .  

THE POWER PL NT AND TRANSMISSION 
L I N E  S m m f i I T T E E  



The f o r e g o i n g  C e r t i f i c a t e  of Environmental  C o n p z t i b i l  ity 

i s  he reby  approved s u b j e c t  t o  t h e  c o n d i t i o n  that Tucson Electric 

Power Company comply in a l l  r e s p e c t s  w i t h  the Water Use Policy i t  

has d e v e l o p e d  a n d  i n c l u d e d  a s  p a r t  of i t s  S p r i n g e r v i l l e  

G e n e r a t i n g  S t a t i o n  Water  Management P lan ,  P r e l i m i n a r y  Repor t ,  

d a t e d  August  25 ,  1986 and  i d e n t i f i e d  a s  E x h i b i t  1 5  i n  t h e  r e c o r d .  

BY ORDER O F  THE IZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION. n 

CHAIRMAN C O N M I S T  COMMISSIO 

I N  WITNESS WHEREOF, I JAMES 
MATTHWS, E x e c u t i v e  S e c r e t a r y  of 
t h e  Ar izona  C o r p o r b t i o n  Commission, 
h a v e  h e r e u n t o  s e t  my h a n d  a n d  
c a u s e d  t h e  o f f i c i a l  s ea l  of t h i s  
Commiss ion  t o  be  a f f i x e d  a t  t h e  
C a p i t o l  i n  t h e  Ci&J P h o e n i x ,  
t h i s  1% day of I 

1987.  

~ W u t i v e  S e c r e t a r y  

DISSENT 
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Agplicant's L i s t  of Exhibits - continued 
Description ---- 

P r o j e c t e d  w a t e r  level c o n t o u r  map - 2020 
(hMP f i g u r e  7 [ i l l u s t r a t i o n s ]  ) 

TEP pumping regimen: F o u r  g e n e r a t i n g  units 
(kNP f i g u r e  5 [ i l l u s t r a t i o n s ] )  

R e v i s d  S p r i n g e r v i l l e  g e n e r a t i n g  s t a t i o n  water 
management plan (draft) 

P h o t o g r a p h  o f  e n t r a n c e  t o  Lyman Lake State Park 
on left, t a k e n  8-25-86 

P h o t o g r a p h  a t  h i g h e s t  p o i n t  of Lyman Lake S t a t e  
Park a t  p i c n i c  g r o u n d ,  8-25-86 

P h o t o g r a p h  o f  f u r t h e s t  p o i n t  on  r o a d  from Lyman 
Lake S t a t e  P a r k ,  t a k e n  8-25-86 

Addendum r e p o r t  d a t e d  11-26-86 e n t i t l e d ,  "Pro-  
j e c t i o n s  f o r  Compos i t e  Drawdown Impact Kaibab-  
Cocon ino  A q u i f e r  Based on Proposed Groundwater  
Withdrawals a t  t h e  Coronado  and S p r i n g e r v i l l e  
E l e c t r i c a l  G e n e r a t i n g  S t a t i o n s "  

Responses  of Tucson  E l e c t r i c  Power Company t o  
requests f o r  i n f o r m a t i o n  

Letter f rom A l a m i t o  Company t o  t h e  Committee 
d a t e d  12-19-86 

L e t t e r  from D r .  Roffman t o  Tucson  Electric Power 
Company d a t e d  15-19-86 

L e t t e r  from D r .  Roffman t o  Tucson E l e c t r i c  Power 
Company d a t e d  12-19-86 



-- , 

1. TEP w i l l  e s t a b l i s l ~  a  h y d r o l o g i c  m a n i t o r i n q  D r o g r a q  t o  a s s e s s  
. .  . 

im3acts on  t h e  s u r f a c e  and g r o u n d w a t e r  systems i n  t h e  a r e a  

of S p r i n g e r v i l l c  G e n e r a t i n g  S t a t i o n .  The program shall: 

A. Y o n i t o r  w a t e r  level clrawdown i m p a c t s  w i t h i n  a 20 mile 

r a d i u s  of t h e  w e l l f i e l d s .  

8. C o l l e c t  d a t a ,  i n  a d d i t i o n  to  t h a t  c o l l e c t e d  by t h e  U S  

G e o l o g i c a l  S d r v e y ,  o n  t h e  f l o w  r e g i m e  of t h e  Little 

C o l o r a d o  R i v e r  and  o n  t h e  r a t e  of g r o u n d w a t e r  d i s c h a r q 2  

t o  t h e  R i v e r  a n d  s p r i n g s  a l o n g  t h e  r i v e r .  

C. M m i t o r  t o  d e t e r m i n e  a n y  e f f e c t s  of t h e  TEP pumDaqe of 

s h a l l o w  g r o u n d w a t e r  s y s  terns d u e  t o  i n d u c e d  downward 

l e a k a g e  i n  t h e  m o n i t o r e d  a r e a .  

2 .  The  m o n i t o r i n g  r e p o r t  d e s c r i b e d  a b o v e  i n  P a r a g r a > h  1 s h a l l  be 

@ \ 

s u h i  t t e d  t o  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  of W a t e r  R e s o u r c e s  a n n u a l  ly. 

3 .  The g r o u n d w a t e r  model  shall be u p d a t e d  and r e - c a l i b r a t e d  

e v e r y  f i v e  y e a r s  u s i n g  d a t a  c o l l e c t e d  i n  t h e  m o n i t o r i n g  

program. A f t e r  e a c h  u p d a t e  TEP s h a l l  d e v e 1 o p . a  c o n c i s e  

summary r e p o r t  which  c o n s o l i d a t e s  i n f o r m a t i o n  i n  t h e  

m o d e l i n g ,  m o n i t o r i n g  and  h y d r o g e o l o g i c  d a t a  d o c u o m e n t s .  Such 



1 

- 
, .) 

a r epor t  s h a l l  d e s c r i k  t h e  r n ~ d e l ,  t h e  e x t e n t  a n d  a d e q u a c y  of 

t h e  d a t a  u s e d  i n  t h e  m o d e l ,  a n d  t h e  s t r e y t h s  and  weaknesses 

of t h e  m o d e l .  The summary report shall a l s ~  l i s t  t h e  type - ,  

of h y d r o l o g i c  m o n i t o r i n g  d a t a  needed t o  i m p r o v e  t h e  

r e l i a b i l i t y  of  t h e  m o d e l  a n d  d e c r e a s e  t h e  u n c e r t a i n t y  i n  t h e  

p r o j e c t  i o n  o f  punpage e f  E e c t s  o n  g r o u n d w a t e r  systr:ns a n d  t h e  

L i t t l e  C o l o r a d o  R i v e r .  T h e  summary  r e p o r t  shall be s u b n i t t e . 3  

t o  t h e  D e p a r t ~ e n t  o f  W a t e r  Resources. 

4 .  The m o n i t o r i n g  p r o g r a m  s h a l l  be s u b j e c t  t o  a p - p r o v a l  by t l~? 

D e p a r t m e n t  of E a t e r  R e s o u r c e s .  
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dARC SPITZER 
CO4[&IISSIOXE3. 

Y THE MATTEX OF TUCSON ELECTXC 
'OLVER COz\.LP.lYf'S .APPLICATIO?i FOR A 

)ATE OF H E . W - G :  

'LACE OF HErL9ITG: 

DOC'KET NO. L-OC000C-77-0020 
C:GE VO. 10 

Yovember 9 .  ZOO! (?re-hexing); November 13, 14, 28,  
29 and 30,2001 

:as=, I Arizona or. Yoven5er !3 &id 14,2001; 
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BY THE COM~IISSIOY: 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

On July 19, 2001, the Grand Canyon Trust (“Trust”) though the Arizona Center for Law i t  

:he Public Interest filed with the .Arizona Corporation Commission (“Commission”) a Motion t( 

Rescind, Alter or h e n d  Decision Nos. 48313 (September 26, 1977) and 55477 (March 18, 1987) 

which granted Certificates of Environmental Compatibility (“CECs”) to Tucson Electric Powe: 

Company (TEP”). The Trust’s motion asked the Commission to order TEP to tile an update( 

application for CECs for Spnngerville Units 3 and 4 prior to commencing any construction on thost 

units and directing the Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee to conduci 

nearings to determine whether the CECs need to be amended or revoked. 

On July 20, 2001, TEP filed a Motion to Dismiss the Trust’s Motion to Rescind, in.which 

TEP asserted that the Trust’s Motion to Rescind was improper. 

Also on July 20,2001, TEP filed an Application for Hezring. 

On August 3, 2001, the Trust filed its Response to TEP’s Motion to Dismiss, asserting that 

the Trust’s Motion to Rescind was in the public interest because environmental factors had changed 

iince the CECs for Springenille Units 3 and 4 were issued. 

Also on August 3, 2001, the Trust filed an Application to Intervene. 

On A u g s t  7, 2001, TEP filed a Reply in Support of Motion to Dismiss. 

On Au,wt 16, 2001, the Trust filed a Motion to Strike a portion of TEP’s August 7, 2001 

Reply. 

On August 20, 2001, the Commission issued a Procedural Order granting intervention to the 

Trust and setting a Procedural Confercrice for Xugust.22, 2001 for the purpose of hearing oral 

q u m e n t s  on the motions and to discuss the procedural schedule for these matters. The Procedural 

Conference was held as scheduled and TEP and the Trust argued their respective positions omthe 
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Motions. The Trust was given additions! time to brief further issues for the Commission. 

On September 19, 2001, TEP 2nd the Trust filed a Joint Stipulation and Motion (“Joint 

Stipulation”) requesting ihat a single hearing be held before the Commission regarding the need foi. 

Spnngewille Unit 4 and updated data on cerrain enumerated environmental factors relating to 

Spnngewille Units 3 and 3. The Joint Stipulation provides that upon its approval dy the 

Commission, ihat the Motion to Rescind will be deemed withdrawn. The Joint Stipulation states that 

upon Commission approval of the Stipulation, the Commission could hear the case 2nd either affirm 

c 

one or both of the CECs, or determine thrt TEP has not made the requisite showing of need for Unit 4 

pursuant to Decision No. 55477, andor  order that additional proceedings be held pursuant to A.R.S. 

$ 30-252 regarding the CECs. 

’ By Procedural Order of October 5, 2001, a hearing was set to address the issues set forth in 

the Joint Stipulation. The Procedural ‘Order established a procedural schedule for the hearing, for the 

filing of direct and rebutral testimony, and for publication of notice of the hearing. 

On October 24, 2001, 2001, the Land and Water Fund of the Rockies (“LAW Fund”) filed a 

petition for leave to intervene, which was granted by Procedural Order on October 31,2001. 

On November 1, 2001, TEP tiled its Notice of Filing Affidavits ofPublication. 

On November S, 2001, the Trust filed a Motion to Join Salt k v e r  Project as an Indispensable 

Party (“Motion”). On November 16: 2001, TEP tiled its Brief in Opposition to the Motion, and on 

November 21, 2001, the Trust filed its Brief and Reply regarding the Motion to Join. By Procedural 

Order of November 25,  2001 the blocon was denied, finding that the Salt k v e r  Project w3s not an 

indispensable party to this proceeding. On December 3, 2001, the Trust filed notice of its intent not 

to apply for any subpoenas related to Salt River Project in connection with this proceeding. 

The parties prefiled testimony in accordance with the October 5, 2001 Procedural Order. 

Hearings were held as scheduled in Eagar, .Arizona, on November 13 and 14, 2001, and in Phoenix, 
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Puizona on November 28.  29 and 30: 2001. TEP, the T z s t :  ihe L.4W Ftnd and the Commission’ 

Utilities Division Staff (“Stafr“) appeared at the hearhg and presented testinony. Public commer! 

was taken on each day of the hearing. Xumerous members of the public and local political leader: 

appeared at the hearing and provided comment expressins a great deal of community support of tht 

xpansion of the Springerville Generating Station to inc!ude Units 3 and 4. .4t the hearini: TEI 

indicated that it would file, as a late-filed exhibit, a redacted copy of the Joint Developmen 

Ageement between Unisource Energy Development Company and Salt River Project Agncultura 

hprovement and Power District (“JDA”). At the conclusion of the hearing, the matter was taker 

under advisement pending the submission of briefs that were to ir.clude any conditions thar the partie: 

believed should be imposed if the Commission issued an order authorizing constmction of Unit 1 

pursuant to the requirements of Decision No. S5477. TEP filed the JD.4 on December 13, 2001 

TEP, the Trust, and Staff filed their pos:-hearing briefs on December 19, 200~1, and the LAW Fund 

filed its post-hearing brief on December 20, 2001. A11 parties filed reply briefs on January 7, 2002. 

Written public comments were also filed after the hearing, both in support of and against the 

expansion of the Springerville Generating Station. 

On February 19, 2002, the Trust filed a Notice of Filing Exhibit. A Procedural Order was 

issued on February 22, 2002 requiring the parties to file responses.thereto. TEP, Staff and the LAW 

Fund filed responses to the Trust’s Notice of Filing Exhibit on March S and March 7,2002. 

On May 2, 2002, TEP filed a Notice of Resolution of Environmental Protection Agency 

Issues (‘Wotice of Resolution”). The Air Quality Permit issued by the .Arizona Department of 

Environmental Quality was included as an exhibit to the filing. Pursuant to a Procedural Order issued 

on May 3, 2002, the TIUS, the L.4W Fund and Staff filed responses to the Xotice of Resolution on 

May 20 and May 22,2002. 
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BACKGROGND 

The Springervi!le Gener2tir.g Sta:ion ("SGS") is located in northeastern .%<zona, 15 miles 

rom the town of Springemi!ls, approxir.ately 50 miles From the Petrified Forest Xarional Park, and 

3 miles irom the Mt. Baldy Wilderness area. SGS facilities currently include r.vo coal-burninz 

team titrbine units, each with a nominzl rating of 380 megawatts ('.W"') for continuous operation. 

;pringewille Units 1 and 2 were constructed pursuant to a CEC granted by Commission Decision 

do. 45313 (September 26, 1977). That CEC authorized TEP to construct three coal-burning steam 

x 

, 

lectric generating units, each rated at 350 MW, for a total plant capacity of I050 MLV. Unit I began 

ommercial operation in 1985, and Unit 2 began commercial operation in 1990. TEP was 

onditionally ganted a CEC to construct Springerville Unit 4, a coal-fired steam-generating unit 

ated at 350.MW, in Commission Decision No. 55477 (March 18, 1987). That CEC granted TEP 

uthonty to construct Unit 4 in accordance with its application, on the following conditions: 

(i) that, pursuant to the provisions of A.R.S. S 40-360.06, the Applicant comply with 
all applicable air and water pollution control standards and regulations, and with all 
applicable ordinances, master pla-s and regulations of the State of .Arizona, and of any 
county or incorporated city or to\vn with jurisdiction in the premises; and 

(ii) that the Applicant comply with conditions set forth in Exhibit B jtlhereto relating 
to ground water pumping activities associated with the Springerville Generating 
Station as prescribed by the .Arizona Department of Water Resources; and 

(iii) that the Applicant obtain from the .kizona Corporation Commission (the "ACC"), 
within one year prior to Applicant undertaking any preparatory engineering, design or 
construction effons pertaining to Unit No. 4, an order, pursuant to hearing, confirming 
that the electric energy to be produced by No. Unit 4 is necessary in order for the 
Applicant to provide an "adequate, economical and reliable supply of electric power" 
to its customers, all in accordance with the requirements of A.R.S. $ 40-360.07(B).' 

Unisource Energy Development Company, an affiliate of TEP, and the Salt River Project 

igncultural Improvement District ("Developers") have entered into a Joint Development Agreement 

. .  . -  
A.R.S. S 10-360.07(8) provides: 

12 arriving at its decision, h e  corr;nission shail comply wirh the provisions o i  10-360.G6. and shall 
balancc. in the broad public inrcresr. rhe need ior m adequate, economical and rcliable supply ofcleczic 
power with !he desire to .minime rhe effect :hereof on the cnvirormenr and ecology ofthis state. -~ 
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o develop Springerville Units 3 and 4. The Joint Development Xgreemenc calls for a special purpo: 

imited liability company or other legal entity to be formed for the purpose of developing, financin 

:onstructing, owning, operating, and maintaining an integrated coal-fired electricity generatir 

'acility to be located adjacent to the Springerville Power Plant comprised of two new units, Units 

md 4, which are to be developed under the terms of the Joint Development Agreement. 

... 

The Developers are preparing to construct two additional coal-burning steam turbir 

;enerating units, Units 3 and 4, each with a nominal rating of up to 400 MW, near the existing SG 

hits.  1 and 2. The Developers wish to construct.Unit 3 pursuant to the CEC held by TEP for Units 

hrough 3 granted in Decision No. 45313, and to proceed with construction of Unit 4 under the CEI 

ield by TEP upon receipt of a Commission Order as required by Decision No. 55447. 

Pursuant to the Joint Stipulation entered into by the Trust and TEP, TEP and Trust agreed th; 

he hearing in this matter would address the need for Unit 4, and environmental data pertaining t 

h i t s  3 and 4, limited to the following factors: 

I. 

n. 

III. 

N. 

V. 

VI. 

... 
-. . 

The cumulative impact of the COz fields and related facilities that are being proposed 
by Canadian Ridgeway Petroleum and the SGS; 

The impact of Units 3 and 4 on the air (including COz emissions) in the vicinity of the 
SGS; 

The impact of Units 3 and 4 on water, including groundwater (using updated 
hydrological modeling) in the vicinity of the'SGS; 

The impact of the water withdrawal required by Units 3 and 4 on endangered species, 
including any riparian areas affected by the SGS; 

The impact of Units 3 and 4 on the Mt. Baldy Wilderness Area and the Petrified Fores 
National Park: and 

With regard to need for Unit 4, alternatives that TEP studied but did not pursue 
:, .. 

. I  . .  

6 DECISION 30. &3L/ 7 
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DISCUSS103 

I. The  Cumulative Impact of t h e  CO: Fields and Related Facilities that are  Being 
Proposed by Canadian Ridgeway  petroleum and the Springerville Generating Station 

Mr. James S. Pigaatelli, Chairman of the Board, President and Chief Executive Officer of 

TEP and TEP’s parent company, UniSource Energy Corporation, testified that while Ridgeway 

.Arizona Oil Corporation (“hdgeway”) has been exploring a deep CO? m d  helium reserve reportedly 

located in Apache County, .Arizona, that the project involving CO? near the SGS is independent of 

TEP’s power operations. Mr. Pignatelli stated that the exploration field is located near the SGS, but 

that none of the wells used by Ridgeway to extract CO? or helium are located on property owned or 

leased by TEP, and that TEP is not involved in the exploration or extraction process. Mr. Pignatelli 

further stated that a company called Flo-CO2 is constructing a liquification plant on the grounds at 

Springerville, and that Flo-CO? will receive COZ from Ridgeway for processing at the liquification 

plant. Mr. Piyatelli also stated his understanding that Ridgeway is considering the construction of a 

CO2 compressor station and a 600-mile pipeline to transport COz for use in the oil and gas industry 

for enhanced oil recovery. Mr. Pignatelli was unaware of any studies that would relate to the 

environmental impact of  Ridgeway’s project. 

11. The  Impact of Units 3 and 1 on tbe Air (Including CO: Emissions) in the Vicinie of the 
Springerville Generating Station 

A. Testimonv on lmoacts of Emissions (other than’ CO,) in the Vicinity of the S o r i n w d l e  
Generating Station 

Mr. Pignatelli testified on behalf of TEP that TEP’s Tit!e V Air Quality Permit application on 

file with the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (“ADEQ”) requested an initial cap on 

emissions of sulfur dioxide (“SO?”) for the entire SGS, including the proposed Units 3 and 4, based 

on actual emissions of existing .l/:nits’l .and. ?-for  the years- 1999-2000, so that there would be no 

increase in SO? emissions, even though the SGS geherating capacity would double. He funher 

7 DECISION NO. G34 7 
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testified rhat after 20112. TEP wiil vo!l;ntanly redtie SO: emijjions from all four SGS uniis,- therebq 

achieving a net reduction approaching 50 percent from the cuxent emissions at the site. blr. 

. ,  

PiFate!li stated that TEP’s Title V permit application also proposed a cap on emissions of nitrogen 

oxides (“NO,”) for the entire SGS, including the proposed Units 3 and 4, based on actual emissions 

of existing Units 1 and 2 for the ;ears 1999-2000, SO rhat there would be no increase in XO, 

emissions, even though the SGS generating capacity would double. Accordin2 to Mr. Pignatelli, TEP 

would achieve the proposed caps on SO2 and KOt by performing pollution control upgades, at a cost 

-. 

of.approximate\y 5100 million, to Unirs 1 a id  2. 

Mr. Robert J. Paine testified on behalf of  TEP regarding the air quality impact of the SGS, 

including projections for proposed Units 3 and 4. Mr. Paine supervised the ENSR Corporation 

FENSR’) team that conducted an Air Quality Impact .Analysis for the SGS at the request of TEP.’ 

The .Air Quality Impact .i\nalysis &is included in Mr. Paine’s prefiled direct testimony. 

As part of its analysis, EXSR conducted computerized air dispenion modeling‘ to determine 

the impacts of the proposed SGS expansion in the vicinity of the SGS, which is a Class II area for 

Prevention of Significant Deterioration CPSD’) Increments, and in three nearby protected PSD Class 

I areas, the Mt. Baldy Wilderness Area, the Petrified Forest Xational Park, and the Gila Wilderness 

.Area, which.are 1ocated.wholly or partially within.-100~kilometers of the SGS: The modeLcomputes 

emission concentration averages for comparison of the predictions to the National Ambient Air 

’ TEP’s testimony indicated that h i s  reduction would be achieved pri.mnly by switching to a lower sulfuiconrent coal 
source. ’ CH2M Hill, anoher consultant hired by TEP, performed the groundwork for the initial Spnngervil!e Air Quality Impact 
Analysis. 
‘ Inpurs into the computerized dispersian model conducted by ENSR included a historical record of hourly meteorological 
data representative of the emission site; data regarding model “receptors,” which are the locations where the polluraot 
conccnrarions are predicted; and the emission source’s physical stack dimensions and exhaust gar characrerisfcs. such as 
temperature and flow rare. The time period covered by EXSR’s computer model is one year. to account for seasonal 
variations in westker conditions. The nodel predics concentration at each ;eccptor using the rnarhemxical relationship 
between the location of the emission plume’s cenrnl axis, its distance from the individual receptor. and its amount of‘ 
sp red .  

< ‘ % ; . , y , > , . ’ - 7 A  ;,.;n-:.,,.-f. i: : :Po:“, . , .  9 nFrrsmNvn 65.34 7 



I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

s 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

15 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

2s 

D O C E T  \TO. L-O!>00rJc.;-.~L;:i> ET r\L. 

Qua!it:j Standards C.S.LAQS”) or to t i e  -lio:r.able PSD i:cremer.!4 increases i; Zi: poliurion 

:onc:ntrations. 

EKSR performed its dispersion modeling analysis for carjon monoxide (“CO”), paniculate 

maner with sizes under 10 microns ('Phi-10"). and lead! because the projected amount of those 

missions will trigger requirements for dispersion modeling under PSD rules established under the 

Federal New Source Review program. Li addition, ENSR conducted some modeling for nitrogen 

iioxide r‘YO2’’) and SO;. hlr. Paice stated :hat although the total SO2 emissions will ?.ot increase on 

weraze as a result of the addition of Units 3 and 4: fttur: short-term SO; emissions could sometimes 

x higher thm current levels, depending on the quality of individual batches of coal, so ENSR’s 

iispersion model looked at the 3-hour and 24-hour predicted concentrations for SGS. ENSR also 

malized impacts from 23 additional hazardous air pollutants, or H.Vs, on the -4rizona Ambient Air 

Quality Guidelines (‘‘ALAQG’) that .are emitted in quantities above 500 pounds per year, including 

mercury, hydrogen fluoride, and hydrogen chloride. At the hearing, Mr: Paine testified that the 

?reposed doubling of megawans produced at SGS, due to the doubling of coal consumption, would 

result in an approximate doubling of the emissions of Pbl-10, lead, CO, CO; and hazardous air 

?OllUtan&. 

Mr. Paine testified that according to the results of the EXSR model, the addition of Units 3 

md 1 would have insignificant air q ta l iy  impacts for CO and lead. He stated that under EPX rules, 

the larger impacts the model showed far PM-LO required that a cumulative im?act analysis be 

performed for PM-10, but not for CO or lead. ENSR subsequently conducted a cumulative air 

quality modeling analysis for PSD increment consumption and N..WQS compliance for Pbl-10: and 

also for short-term SO; emissions. That cumulative impact modelicg analysis included Units 1 and 2, 

?reposed Units 3 and 4, backgound sources, and regional backgound sources. The cumulative 
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impact modeling analysis, which conservatively assumed that peak air emissions occur every hour of 

the year, showed compliance with PSD increments and VUXAQS levels for air quality. 

W. Rick Moore, Program Officer for the Trust, testified on behalf of the Trust regarding th, 

impacts,of SGS Units 3 and 4 on the air (including COz emissions) in the vicinity of the SGS. H, 

stated that the Trust is concerned about global warming, visibility degradation, and the deposiiion o 

SO?, NO, and hazardous air pollutants on the ecosystems surrounding SGS. 

.. 

bk. Moore testified that, based on TEP’s Title V Permit application at the time of the hearing 

that Units 1, 2, 3 and 4 would emit, per year, 37,434,000 pounds of SO2 (to be reduced to 26,200,00( 

pounds in 2011), 23,315,000 pounds of NO,, 10,440 pounds of cyanide, 50 pounds of arsenic, anc 

505 pounds of  mercury. blr. Moore noted that cyanide and arsenic emissions are not regulated. Mr 

Moore also testified that the Trust is concerned about the potential human health effects of humar 

Exposure to Sol, NO, and hazardous air pollutants, and cited an EP.4 report declaring that risks are 

associated not only with the breathing of toxics, but with the deposition‘of toxic pollutants onto soils 

3r surface waters. 

The Trust objected to the level of pollution control for Units 3 and 4 proposed by TEP in its 

Title V Permit application with ADEQ. The Trust contended that it is only because Units 1 and 2 are 

not meeting- the legally applicable SO? and NO, emission limits that.-TEP is able to propose-no 

increase in emissions with the addition of Units 3 and 4. Mr. iLioore stated at the hearing that the 

Trust was participating in TEP’s PSD permit process at .4DEQ, and had submitted comments there 

which it had copied to the United States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPX’). 

The Trust asserted that the top level of Best .4vailable Control Technology (“BACT”) for SO2 

is a removal efficiency of 95 percent, while TEP proposes 70 percent for Units 3 and 4; and that 

TEP’s proposal would result in an approximately 65 percent reduction in NO, emissions, whereas 

state-of-the-art BACT would result in an S5 to 95 percent reduction. 
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The Trust also contended thzt T E P ' j  proposal to cap tot21 amual emissions otSO2 2nd SO: to 

the current level of Unit ! and 2 emissions does not ensure that there will be no increase in hourly. 

daily, or monthly emissions. The Trust stated that the TEP proposal included r70 short-term cap on 

NO, emissions, and that the short ierm cap proposed for SO? emissions would allow a 53 percent 

increase in hourly SO: emissions over current Units 1 and 2 emissions. The Trust took issue with the 

ENSR modeling analysis, particularly with the results concerning the impacts of the proposed 

expansion on visibility and PSD increments in the nezrby Class I areas. The Trust's disageements 

with those ENSR model conclusions are summarized in Section V below, in the discussion of the 

issue of visibility impacts on the bit. Baldy Wilderness Area 2nd the Petrified Forest National Park. 

The Trust pointed out that BACT requirements would include emissions limits on a shorrer-term 

basis to ensure protection of Class I areas. 

LM~. Moore testified that additional environmental benests could be obtained by switching the 

SGS fuel source &om Lee Ranch Mine coal to Powder River Basin coah He stated that if TEP 

burned only Powder River Basin coal, and installed BACT on all four units at SGS, that SO2 

emissions would be in the range of 2,500 tons per year, a reduction of more than 16,000 tons from 

TEP's proposal. He asserted that use of state-of-the-art combustion technologies for coal, such as 

efficient Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle ("IGCC") technology, particularly with cO2 

capture and disposal, cou!d reduce the ecological impacts of Units 3 and 4. 

Mr. Paine ackxowledged that IGCC technology holds the promise of reducing emissions 

while increasing the efficiency of utikizing coal for power generation, but maintained that i t  is not yet 

a mature, reliable or economic technology alternative for the SGS. 

Mr. Paine testified on rebuttal that TEP proposed to reduce the NOx emissions from Units I 

and 2 by approximately 50 peicent from ;heir current levels by installing ne% LOW NO, burner 

technology; that TEP's proposed reductions in SO? emissions would be achieved by upgading the 
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existing SO. scrubber system for bzicj I and Z to achieve removal rates of at l e s t  70 percent an( 

possibly as much as 80-85 percent; and that the lower emission limits proposed for 2011 an( 

thereafter would be achieved by using lower sulfur coal. Mr. Paine responded to the Trust's co&em 

regarding the SGS fuel source by pointing out that 201 1 is the earliest date available contractually fol 

changing the coal supply to the plant, and that TEP intends to utilize coal with a lower sulfur conten, 

as a pan of its SO? reduction strategy when i t  is contractually able to do so. Mr. PiFatelli testifiec 

that TEP is currently under contract into the 201 I timeframe for coal from the Lee Ranch Mine, 

which was opened for Units 1 and 2:  and that the coal is tending to increase in sulfur content, which 

requires the addition of limestone to stay within current permit limitations. He stated that TEP is 

currently looking at coal supplies to either blend with Lee Ranch Mine coal or replace it, and is 

h-rently funding a study on coal pretreatment processes, including coal blending and limestone 

injection, to reduce the sulfur content of the coal burned at SGS. He explained that TEP's base 

contract is for approximately 2.4 million tons of coal annually, and that SGS currently bums about 

3.2 million tons. Mr. Pignatelli said that TEP can begin reducing sulfur as soon as it develops a good 

process of mixing and preprocessing the coal. Mr. Paine testified that changes to TEP's coal source 

will require the addition of separate coal handling facilities and changes to the boilers associated with 

Units 1 and 2, at an estimated cost.of.approximately S60 million.. 

n 

Mr. Paine also stated that TEP proposed to design Units.3 and 4 to minimize the emissions of 

NO,, SO2 and PM with state-of-the-art technology such as baghouse technology for PM control; Low 

NO, Burners in combination with Selective Catalytic -Reduction ("SCR!') for control of NO,; and dry 

scrubbers capable of 90 percent SO2 reduction:- Mr. P a h e  stated. that the dry scrubbers, in 

combination with the baghouses, and especially when considered together with further SO;, 

reductions from Units I and 2, would provide equivalent or greater SO2 control than would be 

required as BACT for the SGS expansion. He testified that TEP is proposing to utilize technology 

. I  

. .  
. .~ . . -  

- 
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'or Units ? and 4 that has been approved as BACT on similai units according to the EPA's  

3ACTILAER Clearinghouse. Mr. Paine asserted that the BACT and Lowest Achievable Emission 

Xate (''LAER") technology to control emissions of ash and its trace metals is use of a baghouse! and 

,hat the use of spray dryer absorbers is also considered B.4CT for the removal of hydrogen fluoride 

md sulfuric acid, and will provide control of mercury and hydrogen chloride. Mr. Paine stated that 

he bottom line for the proposed project is that in effect, TEP proposes building a new SO0 b[W 

:lecrric power plant with zero net emissions of SO1 and NO,. Mr. Paine stared that TEP proposed 

otal NO, reductions that are more significant than simply applying BACT for NO, io Unit 3 and Unit 

1 alone. 

B. Impacts of CO, Emissions 

1. Testimony 

Mr. Moore testified that SGS Units 1 and 2 currently produce approximately 7.6 million tons 

I f  CO2, and that if Units 3 and 4 come on line, SGS will produce an additional 7.6 million tons of 

3 0 2 ,  which he stated is equivalent to the CO2 emissions of about 1.2 million average czrs. Mr .  Joel 

jmith testified for the Trust on the issae of climate change. Mr. Smith testified that increases in 

missions of C 0 2  and other greenhouse gases lead to global warming, and that CO? is the most 

.mponant geenhouse gas directly affected by human activities. He stated that the electric power 

.ndustry currently emits about 40 percent of total U.S. CO2 emissions and about 35 percent of all U.S. 

peenhouse gues, that electric power industry emissions iccreased in the 1990s, and that projections 

u e  for continued increases. Mr. 6mith believes Arizona's climate may change as a result of 

increased emissions of greenhouse gases, and stated that average global temperatures will increase at 

2 faster rate over the 21" century than they did in the 20* century, and that global average 

precipitation will increase. He estimated thaf Arizona's average temperature over this century ..vili 

13 

rise by benveen approximately 2°F to approximately l P F ,  based on his survey of 15 global climate 
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models. but acknowledged thai exac:!y bow climate wil! chanze in individcai states cancot b 

forecasted. 

Mr. Smith believes that climare chacge in Arizona resulring from gxcrhouse ,.as exissions i 

likely to affect .4rizona's ecosystems by reducing the current diversity of species in Arizona, b: 

either decreasing or increasing ZLnzona's water supplies, and by either decreasing 0: increasin! 

livestock production in .&zona, depending on whether conditions become wetter or drier. Whil, 

acknowled5ng that the effect of two coal-fired units on climate change is v e y  small, Mr. Smitl 

asserted that the cumulative effects of individual .decisions affecting climate change, such as thi 

siting of Units 3 and 4, should be considered. 

-7 

When asked what his recommendation would be based on his testimony, bir. Smith stated tha 

his recommendation would be to first reduce the need for building new plants. When asked what hi: 

recommendation would be, assuming that there was a need for the plant, Mr. Smith said that hc 

would recommend carefully looking at alternative ways of producing the e n e r g  that would product 

less C02 in a cost-effective manner, such as IGCC, and to takc climate change into account. iVr 

Smith stated that i t  probably is possible to quantify thz effects of Units 3 and 1 on global, or regional, 

climate based on the modeling that has been done in this case, but that he had not prepared such ar 

analysis. Mr. Smith was unable to comment as. to the adequacy of TEP's proposed pollution 

mitigation measures for Units 3 and 4 to address his concerns, because he had not studied them. 

The LAW Fund believes that there is a significant likelihood that resnktions on carbon 

emissions-will be imposed on SGS Units 3 and 4-during the.lifetime of those~facilities; and that the 

potential cost impacts kom possible future regulations could be substantial. Dr. Berry testified on 

behalf of the LAW Fund that based on his review of a number of studies on the costs of complying 

with possible future C 0 2  emi'ssions stadaids, the costs of meeting future regulatory standards might 
. .  

be on the order of $50 to SIOO per ton of COZ emissions. The LAW Fund asserted that the addition 
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of SGS Lfiits 3 and 1 to the state’s fue! resocrce mix wouit  increase .+,zona’j de3endence or, 

conventional coal-fired generation. .xb.ich m i g h  limit the state’s ability to ;espcr.d effectively to 

f u k x  ciimate chacge regLiations. i 
I ’ 2. The Scow of the Commi-ssion’s Deliberation on the Issue oCC0- Emissions 

Duing the hearing, Commissioner Spitzer requested :hat the paties brief :ix issue of 

whether, in fulfillment of the Commissioc’s statutory duty under .A.R.S. 5 40-369.06(.A)(6), the 

Commission’s scope of deliberation extends to consideration of environmental effects outside the 

State of Arizona, in particular to consideration of the issue of global warming effects. 

TEP responded that for legal and policy reasons: the Commission need not address izsues thar 

focus on effects beyond the boundaries of . k z o n q  such as the effect of global warming, when i t  

balahces the need for electric power with its impact on the ecology of the State. TEP argued that 

because CO:! is not yet a regulated -emission, the Commission need not attempt to factor in CO? 

emissions into the statutory balancing tesr. TEP further argues that regulation of s w h  emissions is 

the subject of both national and international debate and analysis, and there is no evidence in che 

record of this case to support the imposition of COi emission h i r a t ions  on Units 3 or 4. 

Staff responded that it believes that the Commission should examine the impac: of the new 

units on the environment without any specific limitations. 

The Trust responded that it is reasonable for the Commission to consider impacts on the 

atmosphere as pan of its decision-making process, but asserted that ii is unnecessary to look beyond 

Arizona in determining whecher the Commission should consider the contribution of SGS Units 3 and 

4 to global warming 

The LAW Fund responded that possible future limitations of greenhouse emissions would 

create a risk of increased costs. 
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J. DiscussiodResolutlon 

The scope of this hearing was defined by the parties to include the impact of  CO? emission: 

in the air in the vicinity ofthe SGS, and all the evidence presen!ed by the parties was considered: 

The Trust believes that the record in this case includes sufficient evidence regarding the 

mpacts that global warming may have for this state. The Trust asserts that there is little doubt k o n g  

: h a t e  change scientists that the impacts of global warming will profoundly affect natural 

:cosysrems, particularly in an arid state with high biodiversiry and elevational gradients such as those 

hat are Found in Arizona. On behalf of the Trust Mr. Smith testified to his review of the available 

,cientific literature, and to his estimation of the possible effects of global warming on Arizona’s 

:cosystems. blr. Smith stated that average global temperatures will increase at a faster rate over this 

.entury than they did over the last century, and that global precipitation will also increase. However, 

v k .  Smith acknowledged that it is not possible to predict exactly how the predicted climate change 

vould affect Arizona’s precipitation, water supplies, agncultural output; or livestock production. Mr. 

h i t h  could not quantify the effect of Units 3 and 4 on regional or global climate change, but 

icknowledged that the effect would be very small. W h l e  the record of this proceeding contains 

:vidence about the impacts that global warming may have for this state, we do not find the evidence 

:onclusive, and find that the record does not provide a sufficient basis for quantifylng local, regional, 

) r  global effects of carbon emissions. 

. .  

C. 
Impact ofuni t s  3 and 4 on the Air (Including CO2 Emissions) in the Vicinin; of the 
SprinKerville Generating Station 

The Trust urges that TEP be required to offset some of the CO:! emissions From the SGS 

h o u $  DSM programs such as energy efficiency, and to submit a DSM study to the Commission, 

)nor to conshuction, showing that the power f?om Unit 4 cannot be met in whole or in pan by  DSM 

roprams. The Trust states that the Commission should also require TEP to implement all cost- 

DiscussiodResolution of Conditions Recommended bv the Parties Regarding the 
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:ffective energy efficiency and othe: DSbi in its service territory, using the Total Resource Cost and 

Societal tests to determine cost-effectiveness, to reduce load in the service ierritoy, mitigate the 

mvironmental impacts of electricity generation and transmission, and reduce the intensity o f  import 

:onstmint in the Tucson area load pocket, and that TEP should identify the funding level, funding 

nechanism, and cost recovery mechanism as part of the study. 

We encourage TEP and all Arizona utilities to practice energy efficiency and to implement 

:nergy efficiency measures when feasible and cost effective, not only as a means of pollution control, 

iut  also as a means of cost containment, both of which we support. However, based on the record in 

:his case, we find that there is insufficient quantification of the global warming effects generally 

iescribed by &Ir. Smith to justify an imposition of specific DSM offset requirements. In addition, 

iecause the record does not suppon an assumption that the power produced by Unit 4 will be 

:onsumed by TEP’s retail customers, there is no suppon for the imposition of such requirements on 

TEP, and we will not adopt this recommendation. Neither will we adopt the Trust’s recommendation 

hat TEP be required to conduct a srudy on energy efficiency and DSM programs showing that the 

lower from Unit 4 cannot be met in whole or in part by such programs. hny power TEP purchases in 

:he f u m e  for its retail customers, including any purchased &om Units 3 and 4, will be.subject to 

irudence review, which should ensure that TEP practices the mosr cost-effective means possible of 

irocuring energy for its retail customers. 

The Trust asserts that by its production of an October 2001 white paper regarding alternatives 

Tor COz emissions, TEP acknowledgewhe likelihood that greenhouse gases will be regulated, and has 

iegun to explore the potential for reductions in connection with the SGS expansion. The Trust urges 

:hat TEP be required to submit a report io the Commission on the feasibility of the options identified 

.n its October repon prior to cdnsthction. We believe that TEP’s forward-thinking action in 

dentifyins alternatives to deal with possible new emissions regulations is laudable. However, COz is 

. .  
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not yet il resulated emissicn. and ifregu!a:ions are enacted, :he comp!iance actions ::quired !%,ill b 

dependent upon ihe scope of those regulations. Vie will [hexfore not require TEP to submit th 

report the Trust recommends. 

The Trust also recommends that Sven the divergent opinions on the practicality of iGCC, th 

Commission should require TEP to complete a study fully exploring the feasibiliry of ?hat rechhlog, 

before the Commission acts on TEP's application. The LAbv Fund also urged that the Commissioi 

condition approval of the application upon TEP performing and filing with the Commission 

feasibility study on installing more advanced clean coal technologies at SGS, and should reserve th( 

right to reject TEP's proposal after review and an oppomnity for public comment and a hearing. WI 

believe that this proceedino, did provide the oppornuUty for public comment, and that there i, 

sufficient evidence on the record in this proceeding, regarding :he costs and benefits of clean coa 

technology, including IGCC, to act upon without requiring TE? to file such a feasibility study. 

T h e  LAW Fund argued that there is a significant likelihood lhar restricrions on carbor 

emissions will be imposed on SGS Units 3 and 4 during the lifetime of those facilities, and that the 

potential cost impacts korn possible future regulations could be substantial. While we will no1 

speculate on rhe likelihood of such future federal regulation, we will impose the condition char. just a: 

the overall economic risk of Units 5 and 4 shall be borne by the Det,e!opers, the Developers should 

be required to bear the risk of any costs of possible regulation of COZ emissions in the future. 

The Trust proposed that if the Commission determines that i c  should grznt TEP's  application 

regarding Unit 4, it should condition such approval .upon-TEP: 

0 

Obtaining a PSD permit for the existing~spnngervllle facility (Units 1 & 2); 

Installing BACT for SO?, NOx, and PM for Units I & 2 and operating them 
in compliance with .an..emission limit that expresses BACT for those 
pol 1 utants; 

Performing all work Recesszq to bnng Springerville into prompt, strict and 
continuous compliance with the provisions of the current PSD proqarn set 
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fonh at 216 C.F.R. 9 52.21, in .Ariiona's S P  2t 4 C.F.R. 2 52.129 and in a 
valid PSD permit; 

Operating Springerville in strict conpliance with the current ?rovis:ons of  the 
PSD program jet forth zt 40 C.F.R. S 52.21, ir: the Arizona SIP 2t 40 C.F.R. $ 
52.120, and in a valid PSD permit; and 

Maintaining the equipment and trained Lvorkforce sufficient to ensure prompt 
and continuous compliance with the Commissior.'s decision. 

The Trust proposed the above conditions prior to ADEQ's i ssuaxe  of the Title V Permit. 

The Trust also recommended that TE? should Se required to develop and file a plan that 

ivestigates the feasibility of either withdrawing from the Lee Ranch contract or implementing 

xhniques to reduce the sulfur content of coal burned at SGS. TEP's testimony in this case indicates 

iat it intends to explore these options. As a condition of construction of Unit 4, coal handling 

acillties that allow lower-sdfur coal to be mixed with coal from the Lee Ranch Mice should be 

'perational before the first new unit becomes operational. the amount of coal taken under the Lee 

Lanch Mine contract should not exceed the base contract amount from the date the first new unit 

ecomes operational, and the coal supply to the plant should be changed to a lower sulfur content 

oal when contractually feasible 

D. Post-hearin4 filinss 

1. 

On February 19, 2002, after the parties filed their post-hearing briefs and reply briefs, the 

'rust filed 1:s Notice of Filing Exhibit. The Trust's filing inc!uded a letter to the XDEQ Air Quality 

)ivision Director from the EPX Region IX Air Division Director. The letter and its attachment 

onstituted a formal EPA objection to ADEQ's proposed Title V permit for TEP, and was based on 

ne EPA's position that TEP should not be allowed to utilize the proposed emissions reductions from 

>GS Units 1 and 2 to net Units 3'and 4 out of hll PSD review. The letter expressed the EPA's wish 

J work with ADEQ to address the issues idemified in the EPA's objection, and stated that the EPA 

19 
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w a  optimisiic o f a  successful resolution wi:hin ihe 90 days al!owed for ADEQ to address the EpA’ 

Dbjection. 

TEP, Staff and the LAiV Fucd :led responses to the Trust’s Yorice of Filing Exhibit.: TEI 

Dbjected to the letter as being both untimely and irrelevant to the issues in this case, in that TEP ha( 

ilready acknowledged that it would have to receive both Commission approval and an air qualit! 

?emi t  from ADEQ in order to construct Units 3 and 4. The L.4W Fund asserted that based on thc 

letter, the Commission should dismiss TEP’s application and instruct TEP to file a revised applicatior 

mly after resolution of all the SGS 2ir permitting issues. Staff did not believe that the EPA lene~ 

jhould have any impact on the proceeding, and took no position on the substance of the EPX’: 

Dbjection. Staff believed that the Commission’s action in this matter should simply recognize that the 

:onstruction of additional generating units at the SGS i s  conditioned upon compliance with the 

requirements of the hDEQ and EPA. Staff stated that TEP should notify the Commission when the 

EPA‘s issues are resolved, and of tne nature of the resolution. 

. .  

On May 2, 2002, TEP filed its Notice of Resolution. The Title V Air Quality Permit issued to 

TEP by XDEQ (‘“Title V Permit”) was attached to the filing. Under the terms of that permit, SO2 and 

VO, emissions are capped according to how many units will be operating. .4fter the first of Units 3 

i r  4 becomes operational, a ‘Three-Unit Cap” of 9,205 tons per year on SO? emissions and 7,947 

:ons per year of  NO, on emissions goes into effect; after both Units 3 and 4 become operational, a 

‘Four-Unit Cap” of 10,800 tons per year on SO2 emissions and 9,600 tons per year on NOx emissions 

;oes into effect, and if neither Unit3 nor Unit 4 has commenced operation by December 31, 2007, 

he permittee must notify the EPA that it has elected to subject Units 1 and 2 to the “Two-Unit Cap” 

i f  7,550 tons per year on SO2 edssions.and 6,300 tons per year on NO, emissions. In addition, the 

>emi t  provides that if neither Unit 3 nor 4 have begun operation by December 3, 2009, the Title V 

... .. _:. , ,... ~ . -..: ..._, >.,,.:. --..>: ..... 
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Permit will lapse and the existins SGS permit shall remain m a f f a e d .  

emission From Enits 1 and 2 was 19,047 tons of SO: and 1 !,700 tons ofNO,, 

Tne year ZOO0 actual 

The Trust, the L.YvV Fund and SLaff Cled responses 10 t5e Yotics of Resollition on %lay 20 

and May 22, 2002. The Trust responded ihat i t  had submitted a petition to the Ei'X requesting that 
/ 

the EP.4 object to the Title V Permit. The Trust stated that the EP.4 had 60 days in which to respond 

to the Trust's petition, and asserted that the validity of the Title V Permit was in doubt. As 0: this 

date, the Trust has not filed any notice in these dockets of any EPX responx to its petition. 

-7 

The L.4W Fund respondcd that the emissions limits under the Title V Permit will not allow 

TEP to proceed with the netting proposal presented in its testimony in this case, and reiterated its 

recommendation that the Commission shou!d dismiss TEP's application or direct TEP to submit a 

revised application to include a detailed analysis of the economic competitiveness of the proposed 

Expansion and the need for Unit 4.' The LAW Fund asserted tnat that the Commission cannot render 

3 decision in this matter because we do not have before acccrate projections of the costs of 

:omplying with the Title V Permit issued after the hearing. 

2. Discussioflesolution 

While we agree with the L.XW Fund that the emissions limits under the Title V Pemit  will 

not allow TEP to proceed with the netting proposal presented in its testimony in this case, we do not 

find that the lower emissions limits imposed by the Title V Permit vis a vis the emissions limits TEP 

xiginally proposed to ADEQ, as presented in pre-filed testimony and made subject to cross- 

Examination in these dockets, constimte a basis for dismissal of TEP's application. ?lor do we find 

[hat any increased costs resulting from stricter emissions limitations prevent the Commission from 

' The LAW Fund stated that such analysis-stou!d include ar. evaluation of the costs o f  :he expansior. (inchding 
:ornpliance wi:h the Titie V Permit> the regiond demand ior enc:sy seTvices, the s ~ p p l y  of e!ectnc seneration. 
uncertainty abour the supply and demar.d sirdadon. the risk o i  increzcd COST born future climate :Dange aac orher 
mviromcntal repht ions ,  alternarive resour:cs for meeting the d6mar.d for elecmc eoergy serjices (inclcding wholesale 
powcr purchases and demand-side managernenr ("DSM")). and the costs 3nd relative risks o f  those rsource alternatives; 
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,endering a decision. This COrnrniSSiGr: >as, in the recent past, required stricter emissions limitation: 

han those proposed by CEC applicants. The balance of the recommendations concern issues tha 

were raised and addressed.dunng tix bearing on this maser. In addition, 2s TEP points OUI,  it wz 

cnown at the time of the hearing that a Title V Permit would be required for the proposed SGS 

xpansion. 

-.. 

Staff stated in its response that with the issuance of the Title V Permit, the issues originally 

aised in the Trust's February 19, 2002, Notice of Filing Exhibit have been addressed and resolved, 

'iaving received no notification by the Trust that the EP.4 has acted upon its petition, we agree. 

[II. 

. .  

T h e  Impact  of Units 3 and 4 on Water, Including Groundwater (Using Updated 
Hydrological Modeling) in the Vicinity of the Springenille Generating Station 

A. ' Updated Hvdrolocical Modeling 

TEP's witness Mr .  Ronald DeWirr, a principal of Montgomery and Associates (%&A''), 

.estified that in 1984, TEP requested that >l&A conduct an investig+-n to evaluate the hydrologic 

mpact of withdrawing 20,000 acre-feet per year of groundwater from the existing SGS production 

xells. TEP also requested at that time that >l&X assist in developing a water pumping plan for those 

uells and develop recommendations for Location and design of future groundwater monitoring wells. 

Ximess DeWitt testified that M&A conducted the evaluation using a computer goundwater flow 

node? that simulated the Kaibab-Coconino aquifer system. In 1986, M&A updated the groundwater 

nodel to include groundwater purnpage for the Coronado Generating Station. In 1993, >l&A 

ipdated the model again to include accrual reported pumpase amounts and to incorporate minor 

:hanges in anticipated future pumping regimens. At that time M&A also reverified the model using 

Nater level data obtained during 0~ the hydrologc monitoring program implemented pUKUant to the 

1986 water management plat 

md whether more advanced combustion technologies, such as IGCC, can be employed at SGS to reduce the 
:nvuonmental nsks and impacts of increased coal-rued generation. 
*.flow model was a finite-difference groundwater flow modcl developed by the US. Geolog1c3.l Surrey. 5 
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Mr. DeWitt sta;ea chat b1k.A. condxts  wxe: monitoring activities th-ee times per year i:: the 

vicinity of Springerville as part of an ongoing hydrologic monitoring program. The hydrologic 

monitoring program invo!ves the mezsureaent of water levels in SGS exploration, production, and 

moniror wells, and in selected 1ives:ock and exploration wells in the area. Once per year, Ll&A 

prepares an annual monitor report that is submitted to TEP and to the .Arizona Department of’lVater 

Resources (“ADWR’’). Mr. DeWitt asserted that the groundwater monitoring program is consistent 

with the Groundwater hlamgement P!an submitted in Case No. 74. 

In 2001, TEP requesied that >I&X assess the present availability and dependability of 7-0,000 

acre-feet per year of  groundwater in the vicinity of the SGS, and that hf&A reassess the impact on the 

regional Kaibab-Coconino aquifer of withdrawing groundwater at that rate. TEP also requested that 

M&A evaluate the status and suitabiliiy of TEP’s existing wells to Frovide the required .water supply. 

Witness DeWirt tesrified that bi&A conducted a 2001 mode! investigation to determine if 

sufficient groundwater is available to meet the future needs of SGS Units.3 and 4. For their 2001 

model investigation, M&.A revised the 1986 model to reflect actual pumpase measured through the 

year 2000. blr. DeLVitt testified that the 2001 model incorporarcs water level data obtzined dur:ng 

the hydrological monitoring program, as well as the results of pumping tests conducted at three 

previously untested monitoring wells. He also stated. that the 2001 model reflects the fact that actual 

observed goundwater level declines in the Springerville wellfield have been less than originally 

projected by the previous models. The 2001 model includes purnpage from the Kaibab-Coconino 

aquifer by the Coronado Generating-Station, the City of St. Johns, Lyman Water Company, Concho 

Farms, and a farming operation located about five miles west of Lyman Lake. Mr. DeWitt stated that 

hl&A used conservative assumptions in developing its groundwater model to avoid overestimating 

the groundwater supply. Baied -on those- conser;ative assumptions, M&.4 believes that the 
.. ~ 

23 

drawdown in goundwater levels projected by the updated model is larger than will actually occur. 
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1.  Growdwater Lnmacts 

According to Mr. DeWitt, thz cpaated 2001 model is mort reliable than the 1986 model due 

J a longer and more complete record ofdrta and dL;e to irn?ro';emcnts in calibration. He stated that 

ased on the updated 2001 model, goundwater is available horn the Kaibab-Coconino aquifer to 

ieet the anticipated 20,000 acre-feet per year water requirements of SGS for 25 io 40 years afier the 

ddition of Units 3 and 4. He stated that the simulated drawdolwn under the 2001 model for the SGS 

vellfield area $0 years after the addition of Units 3 and 4 is approximately equal to the drawdown 

hat was simulated by the 1986 model to occur only 28 years after the addition of Units 3 and 4. 

kcording to TEP, model projections indicate that maximum drawdown resulting from Springerville 

iumpage 'for all four Units for 40 years would be on the order of 10 feet or less for SGS wellfields, 

Zity of St. Johns, and Concho Farms, and in the magnitude of 75 to 80 feet for Lyman Water 

Iompany and the farming operation located about five miles northwest from-~lyman Lake. 1Model 

irojected drawdown from Springeville pumpage at the 4 wells that lie southwest of the Antelope 

(alley anticline ranges from 150 to 200 feet during the project life. The projected draw-donns are 

.II believed to be conservatively estimated and thus larger than will actually occur. 

2. Surface Water huac t s  

blr. DeWitt stated that SGS pumpase will not affect the flow of surface~water in the .Little 

:olorado River or its tributaries upstream from and including Lyman Lake. He stated that 

Lownstrearn from Lyman Lake where the Kaibab-Coconino aquifer is closer to land surface, 

:omposite drawdown resulting-from punpage of groundwater by SGS; the Coronado' Generating 

itation, and agicultural users from the Kaibab-Coconino aquifer may. have some impact on 

lischarge at the springs that occur along the Little Colorado f iver  downstream from Lyman Lake. 

vlr. DeWirt stated that the pbtential redicfion in spring discharge cannot be detemined because the 

DECISION SO. 6 5 3 47 



1 

2 

2 

7 

5 

6 

7 

S 

9 

10 

I I  

12 

13 

13 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

2 2  

23  

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

DOCKET SO. L - ~ ~ ) C I O ! I C - ~ ~ - ~ X ~ O  ET .a.L. 

prssect cndzrstmding of :he rel~:iocstip ber.exi  the spri?,os acd t?e rocr.dwarer cortitions in the 

Kaicab-Coconino aqliifer is 7.ot well-de%sd. 

Mr. DeWitt believes that groundwater and surface water monitoring should continue in the 

area of the springs so tha: impacts to these springs by SGS and other groundware: users can be 

documented and so that necessary and appropriate actions can be taken to alleviate such impact;. Mr. 

DeWitt listed possible courses of action, including: purchasing surface water rights in sufficient 

amount to offjet the impact; reducing of !he amount of goundwater pumped at the SGS wellfield 

either through water conservation or by importing ~ 2 t e r  from o t k r  sources; or directly providing 

water to the afcected water users. 

.* 

The Trust's witness Mr. Moore expressed concern that additional withdrawal of water by TEP 

for Units 3 and 4 could affect spring discharges, thereby adversely impacting riparian habitats and the 

species associated with them. iMr. -Reid F. Bandeen, president and principal hydrogeologist of 

Truchas Hydrologic Associates, provided rebuttal testimony on behalf of .the Trust. Mr. Bandeen 

disagreed with Mr. DeWitt's statenent that the present understanding of the relztionship between the 

springs dotvnsrream kom Lyman Lake and groundwater conditions in the Kaibab Coconino aquifer is 

not well defined, and that the potential reduction in spring discharge cannot be determined. Mr .  

Bandeen stated that the Enited States Geological Survey ("USGS"), using geochemical analysis and 

streamflow measurements, has estimated that the Coconino aquifer supplies approximately 36 to 41 

percent of the base flow to the Lirrle Colorado h v e r  benveen Lyman Lake and USGS Gage No. 

393S5700, located downstream from Salado Springs.' Mr. Bandeen stated that 3ven  that the 

Zoconino aquifer supplies a significant amount of the flow in the Little Colorado f iver  between 

Lyman Lake and the gauging station below Salado Springs, and is also the source of flows to springs 

This informsrion came from a USGS repor, entir!cd "Estimates o i  Graund-Water Fiorv Componenc; for L y m m  Lake, 
Xpachc County, Arizona, dated March. 1990. 

~~~irwoliu'.lc~;i@;linlcn0:der~Li:Or)3Cm 25 DECISIOX NO. 6534 7 
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in that reach of the Little Colorado'. impacts to the Coconino aquifer will have direct arid sigificzni 

impacts to spring flow and the flow ir, the Little Colorado along the reach between L:man Lake and 

the gaugins station below Salado Springs. &. Bzndeen further stated that the projected drawdoin in 

the vicinity of  Salado Springs under either the 1986 or the 2001 M&A models is sufficient to draw 

down the Coconino aquifer below the level of Salado Springs, eliminating the source of water t o  the 

springs. He testified that based on his review of the M&A analysis, water level drawdown specific to 

the SGS pumpase by itself is sufficient to impact or dry up Salado Springs, potentially by the year 

2028,25 years after the addition of Units 3 and 4. 

/ 

Mr. Bandeen agreed with iMr. DeWitt's statements that the drawdown in the aquifer decreases 

with horizontal distance from the pumping well(s), and that several decades after SGS pumping is 

lerminated, that groundwater levels will begin to rise, and ultimately, after several decades, would be 

expected to approach their pre-development levels. Mr. Bandeen points out, however, that just as 

drawdown in the vicinity of the spring area will develop over a period of years, that the recovery of 

water levels in the spring area will require a similar period of years following the cessation or 

moderation of SGS pumping, and That it is important to allow for this lag period when considering 

any mitigation measures to be undertaken by SGS in response to measured impacts to spring flows 

that are detected by monitoring activities. 

Mr. Bandeen asserted that the mitigation measures described by iMr. DeWitt would not 

necessarily be appropriate to offset the impacts of the springs. In particular, he stated that purchasinz 

surface water rights to offset the impact to the springs does not eliminate the impact, thzt the lag 

effect of reductions in pumping must be considered; and that it is'unclear whether riparian habitat is 

included within Mr. DeWitt's definition of a water user, or how water would be provided to restore 

Mr. Bandeen explained that in addition 10 Salado Springs. si unnamed spring located between Lyman Lake and Salado 
Springs is marked by navcrtine deposits, as is Salado Springs. These deposits are formed as 2 result of b e  precipitation 
of calcium and carbonate from the Coconino aquifer goundwater, which demonstrates that the spring water comes from 
the aquifer. 

B 

-. ,. 
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such habitat. Mr.  BmSee?, stxed at the hearing that much 6::ail on i+.e 3rogosed monitoring plan 

-mains 10 be worked out, including esrzbiishizg baseline conditions, perforning feasibiiity studies, 

md developing contingency plans and how they would be implemented. He s:a!ed that the objecti\!e 

i f  thc monitoring plan shocid be the ability to detect measurable, real-time im?acts to :he surface 

Kate: features acd :o mitigate those impacts as they occur. 

ir 

At rhe hearing, Mr. DeWitt ackhowledged that he believes the water that issues from the 

iprings comes from the Kaibab Coconino aquifer, but that the actual connection behveen the spring: 

md the aquifer is not well understood. Mr.  DeWitt also pointed out that reductions in stream flow: 

is  measured at gauging stations have some correlation to the .XlLVR’s repair of the Lyman Lakc 

3x11 in 1990: and also to the start-up of wells around 1995 or 1996 at a nearby potato farm located 

ipproximately four miles west of Salado Springs. He stated that concurrent with the stamup of those 

wells, the flow at the gauging station below Salado Springs dropped from an average of behveen four 

md seven cubic feet per second (“CFS”) to an average of behveen iwo and b u r  CFS 

B. Recommendations of the Parties Reearding the Impact of Units 3 and 1 on Water 
Includinc Groundwater (Csinz Updated Hvdrological Modeline) in the Vicinitv of the 
Sprineenille Generating Station 

1. Conditions Proposed bv TEP 

In its closing brief, TEP stated that it does not believe that additional conditions to the CEC 

ire necessary at this time, but that i t  recogizes that issues raised at the hearing regarding its watei 

nanagement plan and a test well at Sa!ado Springs could be resolved by conditions to the CEC. TEP 

herefore proposed the following conditions to address those issues: 

TEP will submit its current water management plan for Springerville 
Generating Station ixluding the hydrologx monitoring program and updated 
groundwater model, to the Arizona Department of Water Resources 
(“.ADWR“) for review: and comment within 90 days of the date of this 
Decision in this.’doiket, .anh TEP will file .ADWR’s comments with the 
Commission’s docket control. 

37 
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TEP will install a -oni::Sng well in an appropriate location to allow TEP to 
monitor any potential irn?act on Salado Springs from groundwater pumping 
for the Springerville Generating Station. 

2.  Conditions Prooosed bv the Trust 

The Trust requested that the Commission condition the final approval of a CEC for Unit 4 on 

:EP taking the following actions, subject to the support of the appropriate landowners, to be 

ompleted before the first unit be$ns producing power: 

Establish a baseline monitoring plan based on.historic flow levels of the Little 
Colorado River and Salado Springs; 

Prepare a detailed monitoring p!an for the Little Colorado IZlver below Lyman 
dam, particularly for Salado Springs and submit annual reports to the Apache 
County Commissioners and Arizona Department of Water Resources; 

Undertake a feasibility study for different options to ensure Salado Springs 
and the associated wetland is not impacted by groundwater drawdown: 

Prepare an action plan - including criteria that triggers the plan - for 
providing waier, either surface or through a recharge w&, to protect riparian 
areas along the Little Colorado River that are inpacted by drawdown. 

3. Conditions Prouosed bv Staff 

Staff stated in its brief that it does not dispute the testimony presented by  TEP at the hearing 

iat TEP has been submitting annual reports based on ik water management plan~and has also been 

ubrnitting its hydrologic monitoring results as part of its filings. Staff believes. however, that TEP 

hould be required to submit some documentation &om ADWR demonstrating .kDWR's ultimate 

pproval of the hydrological nionitoring program. Staff recommends that TEP be held to the 

onditions stated in Decision No. 48313 and 55477, and -that~TEP be required to demonstrate that 

IDWX has approved both the water manzgement plan and the hydrologic monitoring program within 

SO days of a Decision in this matter or 30 days prior to breaking ground on construction of Units 3 

nd 4, whichever comes first. 
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C. DiscxssionResolutior, 

TEP's own hydroloeiczl - studies show that there is a high likelihood of impacting Salado 

Springs and possibly other qxings ic ihe immediate vicicity of the Li:tle Colorado River. TEP's 

:nvironmental consultant aFeed that ~ipaean habitat is rare in Arizona and should be protected, and 

zcommended that it may be appropeate for TEP to monitor surface and goundwater.in the area of 

he  springs below Lyman Lake. TEP'j hydrological consultant agreed that a monitoring and 

nitigation plan should be established. 

The Trust believes that, given TEP's acknorvledgement of the potential of groundwater 

iumpage impacting the Little Colorado h v e r  and its associated springs, coupled with the 

incertainties of  hydrological monitoring, and its witness Dr. Stevens' assertion that the wetland 

issociared with ~Salado Springs is one of the largest cienega comp!eses remaining in northern 

kiizona, that the withdrawal of additional water for Units 3 and 4 is, from an ecological perspective, 

lot prudent. Dr. Stevens, however, acicnowledzed that his concerns would be ameliorated by the 

mplementation of a monitoring program that would provide adequate warning to avoid a dewatering 

:vent at Salado Springs, and if an administrative process were in place to assure that the problem was 

:orrected before a dewatering event took place. 

We too are concerned with the prospect of groundwater pumpage associaied with the SGS 

xpansion having an adverse impact or. the Little Colorado River and its associated springs, and the 

:ondition TEP proposed resarding hydro!ogical monitoring does not go far enough to ameliorate o x  

:oncerns. We believe that in order to minimize the effect of the expansion of SGS, the conditions 

xoposed by the Trust should be imposed as a condition of construction of Unit 4. Because these 

:onditions require the development of a r.ew hydrolo9cal monitoring program, we will require that 

he Developers submit documentition from .diVX demonstrating .ADWR's ultimate approval of the 

29 
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;ew hydrologic monitoricg program i.<:i:k.ix 180 days o f a  Decision in this -at:er or 30 days prior to 

breakin2 ground on construcrion of Units 3 and 4, whichever comes first. 

[V. The Impact of the Water 1Vithdrawal Required by Units 3 and 4 on Endan$red 
Species, Including any Riparian Areas Affected by the Springerville Generating Stafion 

A. 

In the summer of 2001, TEP requested that Dr. Lisa K. Harris, owner and president of the 

Harris Environmental Group (“HEG‘), review previous environmental studies HEG conducted on 

SGS Units 3 and 4, and investigate whe:her the construction and operation of Units 3 and 4 would 

impact any special status species. HEG prepared a biological review report dated October 23, 2001 

regard& the SGS site for TEP (i‘Biological Review Report”). The Biological Review Report was 

included as ‘an exhibit to and incorporated in Dr. Harris’ testimony. HEG began its review and 

investigation by contacting the hnzona Game and Fish Department (‘cXGFD”)9 to obtain infohation 

Identification of Endangered Species in the Spnnzerville Generating Station Area 

. 

on which special status species might be found in the study area, and by contacting the US Fish and 

Wildlife Service to determine federally h i e d  species within Apache County. 

Dr. Harris stated that HEG reviewed maps to identify areas in the vicinity of SGS that might 

provide habitat for special status species, visited the SGS site to observe the areas where Units 3 and 

4 constiction is planned and visited the Little Colorado River in the vicinity of the SGS, both 

upsueam and downstream. 

Through its contacts with the XGFD and the US Fish and LVildlife Service, HEG determined 

that there are six special status species that may be present in the vicinity ofihe SGS. These include 

three fish: the Little Colorado Sucker, the Little Colorado Spinedace, and the Speckled Dace; and 

three birds: the Bald Eagle, the Mounrain Plover and the Gray Catbird. Dr. Hams testified that the 

Bald Eagle is an occasional <<sitor tp. the SGS, and that .4GFD biologists have identified the 

The XGFD mintaim a database called Lie Hetirage Data Managcrnent System which is a database amnged by 
tounship section and range of all ‘knoun Fccial starus species occurrences :cported 10 h e  .Arizona Game and Fish- 
D e p < q e c t .  

9 
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Mourtain Plover 2s occilC,,g in u z e i x x k d  areas rear  t k  SGS, iil: :ha? t k r e  is r.0 5zii:a: far :h? 

Gra:; Catbird ioczted at the SGS or nearby. She stated that all t r e e  identified speciai itatus fish 

species can be found in the. Littie ColoraCo 'River. 

According to the Biological Revie1.v Report, of the rrlve special status species with habitat in 

the SGS vicinity, only the Little Colorado Spinedace and the Bald Eagle are listed s a threatened 

species and are federally protected by the Endangered Species Act of i 9 Z .  According to the 

Biological Review Report, no critical habitat is currently designaced for the Little Colorado 

Spinedace in the mainstream Little Colorado River. The Biological Review Report states chat the 

Little Colorado Sucker and the Speckled Dace are candidate species under the Endangered Species 

Act, and the Mountain Plover is proposed for listing as threatened under the Endangered Species Act. 

* B. . Impact of Sorincerville Generatinz Station Expansion Construction and Water 
Withdrawal on Identified Special Starus Soecies 

Dr. Hams testified that Units 3 and 4 and supporting facilities will be constructed in areas that 

have already been disturbed through the construction and operation of Units 1 m d  2, and :hat all of 

the vegetation was removed from the entire generating site almost 20 years ago. The Biological 

Review Report concludes that the proposed SGS expansion is not likely to affect the continued 

existence of the Bald Eagle or the Mountain Plover or their habitat because of prior disturbance 

levels, the non-unique habitat characteristics of the area. It also concludes that because r,o Gray 

Catbird habitat exists within the proposed project area the proposed SGS expansion xi11  not a f fx t  

the Gray Catbird or its habitat. 

Dr. Harris testified that HEG considered the potential impacts on ihe identified s?ecial status 

fish species from two sources: the loss or reduction of surface flow caused by groundwater pumping, 

and the increased transport and suhseouent deuosition of sediments caused by activities related to the 

plam.ed SGS expansion. The Biological Review R e p m  concludes that that sediment transpon into 

nearby stream systems &om expansion-related activities should be nonexistxt or i n s i l - -  3 ILlCant, 
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because runoff from the majoriy of  :he p i m  is contained onsit?. However! i t  states that expansior 

activities near the SGS wellfields could have a small potential for indirect impacts upon siream 

habitats from increased erosion and skbsequent transport of sediments into the adjacent Coyote 

Creek, which drains into the Little Colorado River. The Biological Review Report states that witt 

proper planning, any significant increases in deposition of sediments into drainages can be avoided 

24 

25 

,26 

6 

7 
thereby avoiding any effects on the Little Colorado Spinedace, the Little Colorado Sucker, the 

the breadth of the Commission's statutory requirements, several issues are unresolved. Dr. Stevens 

listed the following as potential impacts and unresolved issues: 1) The presenr ecological compliance 

r efforts appear to be too narrow in scope; 2) Additional sensitive species and ecosystems may warrant 

Speckled Dace, or their habitat. 
. .  

Dr. Harris testified that HEG discussed \\+th >I&.%, TEP's hydrology consultant, Errol 

Montgomery and Associates, the potential hydrological impacts of SGS' groundwater pumping on 

riparian areas in the vicinity of SGS. The Biolo3cal Review Reporr concludes that the extent to 

tvhich goundwater withdrawal for the TEP SGS will affect surface flow in the Little Colorado River 

below Lyman Reservoir is unkndwn at this time, and that further study will be required to determine 

what effect existing and future water needs of the TEP SGS may have upon fishes of the Little 

Colorado h v e r  downstream of Lyman Reservoir. Dr. Harris stated that based on TEP's assurance 

that it will monitor goundwater withdrawal, including the potential effect on spring discharges into 

the Little Colorado f iver ,  she believes !hat any potential adverse impact on riparian areas would be 

Dr. Lawrence E. Stevens, a private consulting eco!ogist with Stevens Ecological Consulting, 

He stated that the environmental impact provided rebuttal testimony on behalf of the Trust. 

28 

provided by TEP Md HEG is generally well considered, but that based on~his  belief of 
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, .  ~iolo,oical wealth, paniculari:; ~ 3 6 ~ ~ 3 s  and n'pacan areas; 4) T::? area of impacr is no: de5ntd; 5 )  

Few ecological baseline data are presented on potentizl 3.G' r^al:out impacts; 6) The im?act or' 

gotmdwater pumping on fish and aquatic habitats are u n k n o n ~ ,  and no baseiine popuiztior, or habitat 

- x e  data are presented, particularly for endansered fish; 1 )  On-site environmental mitisation 

2pportunities may exist; and 8) Non-native plant species issues (the possib!e introduction of non- 

iative weed species resulting from construction disturbances) may warrant consideration. 

A s  an example of the nmow scope of HEG's analysis, Dr. Stevens cited the focus of HEG's 

malysis primarily on endangered species in the immediate vicinity of the SGS construction sit?. Dr. 

Stevens acknowledged that the area that will be impacted by Unirs 3 and 4 would be the same area 

:hat is already being impacted by Units 1 and 2. He remains concerned, however, tha: insufficient 

xoldgical monitoring data exists to measure the actual effects of present HXP fallout from SGS on 

sensitive species. His concern extends to areas within a radius of 20 to 40 kilometers from the SGS 

site. Dr. Stevens testified that e c o l o ~ c a l  data on the present condition of thearrounding ecosystems 

s required in order to provide a baseline against whch to measure f u m e  change. 

Dr. Stevens stated that based on his ongoing inventory of more that 200 springs in northern 

4rizona over the past five years, that Salado Springs is one of the largest carbonate \vet meadow 

:cienega) complexes remaining in what was, in the geologic past, a large area of carbonate, 

nvertine-depositing springs in the upper Little Colorado River drainage. He states that animal and 

ilant life there indicate that it is a perennial spring system, and that an inventory of this site may be 

xarranted during the &o&ng season; as it may be a habitat for numerous plants and animals. He 

stated that even a single, short-duration dewatering event at a spring such as Salado Springs is 

iufficient to eliminate fish or other'aquatic organisms, and that monitoring will not prevent such an 

iccurrence upless i t  is designed td  provide^ a conservative early waning approach, which approach he 

ielieves has not been considered. He testified that if a monitoring program were in place that would 

DECISIOK NO. 65347 - 7  :> 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1 1  

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21  

22 

23 

21 

25 

26 

27 

2s 

DOCKET KO. L-OQQOOC-77-1003l ET AL. 

provide adequate warning :o avoid a desvaterinz cveilt at Saiado Springs! and if  an administrative 

process were in place to assure that the Frobiem ~ v a s  cor;ec:ed hefore a dewatering event took place, 

his concerns for the springs would be aneliorated. 

Dr. Stevens suggested that HEG's recommendation to establish a monitoring program fo 

breeding birds could be expanded to include breeding and migrant waterbird use of the SG! 

evaporating ponds, that opportunities may exist to use the evaporating ponds to increase wetlanc 

vegetation cover, and that documentation of waterbird use of the evaporating ponds may be usehi  2 

evidence of environmental mitigation by TEP. 

In response to Dr. Stevens' criticism that HEG's anzlysis of the potential impact of the SGZ 

Expansion was too narrow in scope, Dr. Harris stated that because most of the potential impact: 

would be to the immediate surrounding area, to the surface flow of the Little Colorado River, and tc 

my special status species based on groundwater impacts, she limited the scope of her repon anc 

malysis to those areas. Dr. .Harris also responded that HEG looked at all special status species, 

whether listed by the State, the Bureau of Land Management, or the Forest Service, and that the 

reason the HEG report addressed primarily federally-listed endangered species was thzt the other 

listed species are not h o w  to occur in the Springerville area. Regarding migrant waterbird use of 

the SGS evaporating ponds, Dr. Harris doubted the feasibility of Dr. Stevens' suggestion, due to the 

jalinity of the ponds, and stated that if plants could be grown there, that it was unknown how the 

Jlanrs' root systems would affect the intzgrity of the ponds. Dr. Harris also testified that because 

SGS is a brownfield site that was graded 20 years ago, any damage from the possible introduction of 

ion-native weed species resulting from constmction disturbances has already occurred. 
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C. 
Rsquired bv Units 3 and 4 on Er.cu::erei Szecies. Inciudinp 2nv Rioaran A r e a  Affected bv 
the Sorineenille Generatins Station 

Dr. Hams, in her testimony, reconnzsdzd that it may be azpropkate for TEP to moniior 

‘urface water and groundwater in the area ofthe springs below Lyman Lake. The Biological Reviesv 

(eport prepared by HEG contains the following recommendations: 

Recommend2tior.s of  the Partizs Rzgardicz t14e h p a c :  of  k z  W2ter i+:ithd:awai 1 

We recommend that TEP quantify the extent to which current, continuing, and 
escalating groundwater pumping for the SGS will affect surfaceflow and water quality 
in the Little Colorado River and associated mbutaries. .Any potential subsequent 
effects upon aquatic and terrestrial biota should be included in the study. Panicula. 
attention should be given to define how surface flow, water quality, and biota will be 
impacted during drought cyc!es. Because of the close proximity of certain wellfields 
to Coyote Creek, expansion plam for t h ~ s  area should seek to minimize ground 
disturbance. Expansion plans should also seek to prevent pollutants associated with 
expansion activities f?om entering areas connected to outside drainages. 

We also recommend the implementation of breeding bird suneys for the TEP 
SGS.. Surveys should be coordinated with AGFD and conducted prior to construction 
activities. 

’ 

The Trust’s witness Dr. Stevens recommended, in addition to HEG’s recommendations, the 

levelopment of a clear understanding of the distribution and cocdition of biologically rich nearby 

:cosystems (e.g., Salado Springs, other springs: Coyote Creek, and the Little Colorado River), as well 

LS the dismbution and abundance of endemic species and cacti; and the extension to those sites of 

ivian baseline analysis and monitoring, Io include both breeding and wither waterbirds as well as 

mserine birds. Dr. Stevens also recorrrmended that a mitigation plan be put in place that provides 

:ertainty that water levels in the Salado Springs cienega do not decline, because Salado Spfmzs is 

me of the last, relict cienegas of its ty7e in northern Arizona, and that even a short-term loss of water 

:an eliminate many of the wetland species found in the cienega. He further recommended habitat 

nitigation of the SGS evaporating ponds to help offset other regional habitat and biodiversity losses. 

. .  D. Discussio~,~esolution : 

L%-e find that the HEG review addresses the effect of the SGS expansion on endaxgered 

ipecies and that its scope meets the rcquircments stipulated to by rhe parties. The recomnendaiions 

. -  
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1ppe2ring in the Biolo$cal Review are reasonabit x d  2s a condition of construction of Gr 

$, the Developers Should be requirtd to abide by [hem, in conjunction with the development ai 

.mplementation of the surface water and groundwater moniioring program as discussed in Section 1 

ibove. 

V. 

.~ 

The Impact of Units 3 and 4 on the Mt. Baldy Wilderness Area and the Petrified Fore 
National Park  

E M R  conducted computerized air dispersion modeling to determine the impacts of tk 

xoposed SGS expansion in three nearby protected PSD Class I areas, the Mt. Baldy Wilderne: 

Area, the Petrified Forest National Park, and the Gila Wi!derness .Area, which are located wholly ( 

Jartially .within 100 kilometers of the SGS. ENSR'j PSD increment modeling analysis include 

xceptors within the Petrified Forest National Park and the Gila Wilderness Area, on an arc out to 3 

iegrees on either side of a line connecting the SGS site with those hvo areas, and within the ivi 

3aldy Wilderness area, which is closest to the SGS. The PSD analysis showed no predicte 

.ncrement %<elations for PM-I0 and short-term SO2 concentrations in those areas. 

ENSR also conducted a screening plume blight analysis using VISCREEN, and a C A L P W  

:e$onal haze analysis to assess the visibility impact of the proposed project on visibility at the M 

3aldy Wilderness Area, and a CALPUFF regional haze analysis to assess the visibility impact of th 

xoposed project on visibility at the Petrified Forest National Park, and the Gila Wilderness Are2 

3ased on those analyses, ENSR determined that the impacts on visibility would be small enough t i  

m u r e  that the proposed project would not have an adverse impact on the PSD Class I areas. MI 

?aine testified that the result of the reduction in total SO2 pollutant loading and no increase i i  

:missions of XOx with the proposed addition of Units 3 and 4, will be a net improvement of ambien 

iir quality and visibility in and'arbund . -  thepetrified Forest Xational Park, the Mt. Baldy Wildemes 

Xrea and the Gila Wilderness .Area. 
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4Ir. XIoore testizec 02 beta l f s i the  Txs: that SO: anc YO, szissions pk:; a significant role 

in visibility degradation. He stated that while impacts at the Petrified For:st Natior,al Park and !he 

Mt. Baldy Wilderness Area may be snall, the haze blanketing t tose  areas is cause by cumulative 

impacts so the Trust is concerned about all sources that contribute to visibility degradation. The 

Trust disagreed with the ENSR conclusions that there would be no predicted increment violaticns for 

short-term SO: concentrations and that there wou!d be no perceptible change in visibility at Mt. 

Baldy Wilderness k e a .  The Trus: believes that increment-consuming 50; emissions of other 

jources, such as the Cholla, San Juan, Escalante, and Four Corners power plants, are significant 

jources of SO2 emissions and are liksly having an impact that should be considered along with SGS' 

irojected emissions. The Trust believes that if they were included in the ENSR model, TEP's two 

iew'units could be shown to cause a Class I increment violatior.. 

2 

Regarding visibility at the M:. Baldy Wilderness .&-:a, ihe Txs t  disagrees wiih ESSR's 

nodeling analysis because it did r.ot include SO2 emissions, because it did not analyze rnaximm 

short-tern emission rates for NO, and PM-10, but analyzed ocly annual :mission rates, a d  finally, 

i ecaue  it only examined impacts kom Units 3 and 4: and not from all four units. 

klr. Moore also disagreed with TEP wimess Mr. Paine's statement that there will be a net 

.mprovement in ambient air quality, pointing out that Units 3 and 4 as proposed will add 2,700 tons 

ier year of Pb1-10 emissions, 5,500 ions per year of CO emissions, 125 tons per year of VOC 

:missions: 1,760 pounds per year of lead emissions, and over 100,200 pounds per year of other toxic 

:missions to the ambient air. He pointed out that because NO, annual emissions are staying the same, 

10 improvement will occur for NO,, and that short-term emission rates of SO2 and NO, will greatly 

ncrease under TEP's proposal. Mr. Moore asserted that the overall SGS hourly emissions of SO: 
. .' - 

:an virtually double what Units i and 2 are currently emitting, but that TEP did no analysis to ensure 

10 adverse impacts on visibility and PSD increments in the nearby Class I areas from those increases. 

-. 
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The Tmsi believes that due to this lack of analysis, i t  is unho~.v;l  whether any air quality standards o 

increments will be violated, or whether visibility will be noticeably impaired as a result of thc 

addition of Units 3 and 4. . The Trust is also concerned that ENSR's modeling for visibility impact: 

and the PSD increments was based on a single year of meteorological data, instead of the minimum 

five years of data that the Trust understands to be required by the EPA. 

j. 

Mr. Paine responded that under TEP's proposal, prior to 201 I ,  SO? and N0,emissions will bc 

reduced by 50 percent, and after 2011, SO2 emissions will be reduced another 30 percent pel 

megawatt. Mr. Paine added that the proposed reductions exceed the Western Regional Ail 

Partnership plan for the voluntary SO? emission reductions needed to meet 2018 targets for reducing 

regional haze impacts. With regard to the effects of short-term emissions, Mr.  Paine emphasized that 

'rEP cannot and does not intend to operate the units for an extended period at the shon-term 

emissions rate." Regarding NO,'emissions, he stated that Units 1 and 2 will be retrofitted with new 

Low NO, Burners and are expected to achieve emissions below 0.25 pbunds per m d t u  as opposed 

to the current limit of 0.697 pounds per d t u  and the current actual emissions of 0.38 pounds per 

mmBru, and that Units 3 and 4 will be equipped with both Low NO, Burners and SCR to meet the 

new requirement proposed in the application of 0.16 pounds per mmBtu. 

Mr. Paine stated that the regional haze analysis addresses daily averaging times rather than 

periods as shon as one or three hours, and did not address SO? and NO, emissions for this averaging 

time because they are not expected to be normally above current permitted levels. The regional haze 
, .: . 

lo I&. Paine explained that the units could only operate for approximately 4,431 hours per year before they 
would reach the emissions cap of 13,717 tons (prior to 2011) or 3,148 hours per year before reaching the emissions cap of 
13.300 tons (post 201 I). He sratcd.that this equates to a capacity factor of 50 percent and 36 percent, respectively, which 
is below TEP's plans. The wimess stated that in actuality, the SO2 emission rate will need to be 4.273 pounds per hour 
averaged over a year, which is about 30 perccn;ldwer than the current peak emission rate of 5,520 pounds per hour. He 
stated that having the flexibilitybf a shon-term-limit of 3,448 pounds per hour, which is iugher than the long-term 
(yearly) average of 4,273 pounds per hour, will allow TEP I? manage the units in the event of a short-term sulfur contenr 
increase in the coal and to operate the facility in the most efficient way by controlling emissions while minimizing the use 
of limestone. For an averaging period of a full day, the 21-hour average SO1 emission rate is expected to rarely, if ever, 
exceed the current peak short-term emission rate of 5.520 pounds per hour over the course of  a year. in order to preserve 
the awual emissions cap. 
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malysis focused on PM-I0 emissions because they were ex?ected io increase as a result of the 

iroposed expansion. 

Mr. Pignatelli testified that because the proposed expansion will result in no increase in SO2 

i r  NO, emissions, i t  will result in no degradation of ambient air quality or visibility in the Petrified 

Forest Yational Park or Mt. Baldy Wilderness .Area. He further testified that because TEP will 

ioluntarily reduce SO? emissions from all four SGS units after 2010, thereby achieving 2 net 

.eduction approaching 30 percent from the current SO2 emissions at the site, the expansion will result 

n a net improvement of SGS' effect on ambient air quality and visibility in the Petrified .Forest 

Vational Park and Mt. Baldy Wilderness Area 

Dr. Stevens testified on behalf of the Trust that there may be W fallout impacts in the Mt. 

3aldy Wilderness Area or in the Petrified Forest National Park. Dr. Hams testified on behalf of TEP 

hat she does not believe that there will be any detrimental impact on special status species in the Mt. 

3aldy Wilderness Area or in the Petrified Forest National Park as a-result of the construction and 

)peration of SGS proposed Units 3 and 4. 

VI. The Yeed for Springenille Unit 4, and Alternatives that TEP Studied but Did Not 
Pursue 

A. Positions of the Parties 

I .  TEP's Position 

TEP states that the evidence in the record is that the power from Unit 4 will serve TEP's 

:ustomers as soon as it is placed in commercial operation. hlr. Pigatelli testified on behalf of TEP 

hat Unit 4 would not be built without firm contracts. TEP presented detailed studies and testimony 

.egarding the potential impact of the expansion of the SGS on air quality, groundwater, surface water 

md special status species. TEP submits that the construction of Units 3 and 4 will not result in any 

;ignificant adverse effect on the environment and ecology of .Arizona that override the need for Unit 

1. 

- 

. -  

-. . 
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2. The Trust’s Position 

The Trust believes that a determination of t k  need for Unit 4 should rest on three ke) 

luestions: 1) Whether the.electnc energy to be produced by Unit 4 is necessary in order For TEP tc 

irovide an adequate, economical, and reliable supply of elecmc power to its retail customers; 2 ;  

Mhether the generation capacity to be supplied by Unit 1 is necessary to serve end-use customers ic 

kizona; and 3) If resources are needed to serve TEP retail andor  Arizona end-use customers. 

whether there are alternative resources, including energy efficiency, that achieve a more appropriate 

lalancing of the broad public interest; in that they would provide an adequate, economical, and 

zliable supply of resources without the adverse environmental impacts of building new generation 

~- 

. .  

ind related transmission. The Trust contends that TEP has not met its burden of demonstrating the 

ieed for additional power from the SGS, and that even if there is some need, that TEP has failed to 

iursue alternative means of addiessing that need that would be less harmful to the environment than 

he proposed expansion. The Trust believes that when Decision NO. 55177 was issued, that the 

:omission could not possibly have intended that TEP’s “CustomePj” meant anything other than 

TEP’s retail custornm in its own service territory. The Trust claims that TEP is focused only on the 

:onstruction of new generating units that will produce profits for its parent company, Unisource. The 

rrust also assens.that if a competitive market is ever to be developed, that incumbent utilities should 

it least be required to explore purchases from non-affiliated companies before they are allowed to 

nstall additional generating capacity, and that it is senseless to require competition on the one hand 

)ut allow incumbent utilities to perpetuate vertical integration on the other. 

The Trust believes that if TEP needs power, even if if is only to sel l  on the competitive 

narket, then it should be required to explore and implement energy efficiency options that can 

irovide an adequate, economical and kliable supply of power without adverse environmsntal 

mpacts. The Trust’s witness bk. Jeffrey Schlegel testified that energy efficiency as compared with 

. .  
*. - . .  

- -  
-- . 
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iuilding new seneration is less costly, more cost effective, cleaner, is a distribuied resource xwith no 

ieed for transmission or distribution, is more diverse and less risky and does not consume scarce 

esources. The Trust believes that the environmental impacts associated with Units 3 and 4, which i t  

lescribes as degraded air quality, increased contribution to geerhouse  gas emissions, and 

Toundwater pumping that jeopardizes significant riparian areas, substantially outweigh the need for 

he power Units 3 and 4 would produce. The Trust therefore believes that the Commission should 

nitiate proceedings to rescind the CECs for Units 3 and 4. 

? >. The LAW Fund's Position 

The LAW Fund does not believe that TEP has adequately justified the need for Unit 4. Nor 

.oes the LAW fund believe that TEP has demonstrated that its proposal properly balances, in the 

road public. interest, the need for power with the environmental impacts. The L.AW Fund also 

elieves that TEP has not adequately evaluated the potential for DSM to reduce the rate of projected 

erail load growth at a lower cost than meeting that growth throu& supply-side resource acquisition. 

'he LAW Fund believes that TEP has not established that Unit 4 is needed in the regional wholesale 

iarket, stating that TEP did not present any evaluation of  the regional demand for electric energy 

ervices, the supply of electric generation, uncertainty about the supply and demand situation, 

ltemative resources for meeting the demand for electric energy services, o r  the cost of those 

sources .  The LAW Fund requests that the Commission find that TEP's application is incomplete 

nd invite TEP to return with a more complete analysis of the need for Unit 4. 

4. Staffs  Position 

Staff does not oppose the building of Units 3 and 3.  Staff states that TEP's proposal promotes 

uel diversification, which ensures reliable and safe power to .Arizona customers, and Staff supports 

uch fuel diversification. Staff believes that a determination of "need" regarding Unit 4 cannot be 
. .~ - 

lade until the Commission decides on its definition of"customer." S t a f f s  witness Mr. Olea testified 

-. . 
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that under the scenario of looking at TEP as a part of the integrated electric system in the southwesi 

looking at TEP's load, including currezt a d  future retail and wholesale load, and taking into accoun 

the Commission's policy ofcompetitior. ir, generation, the outFut Erom C'nit 4 is needed. 

y- B. DiscussiomResolution 

The Trust correctly states that TEP has not artempted in this proceeding to demonstraie tha 

the output of Unit 4 is necessary to meet the needs of its retail customers, that TEP conceded that thi 

output of Units 3 and 4 is not aimed at serving the energy needs of TEP's retail service territory, anc 

that TEP has not pursued or considered executing wholesale contracts with any merchant plants. Thc 

Trust acknowledges, however, that wholesale contracts for the majority of the output of Units 3 and 6 

will be executed, and that TEP testified to plans to use the remainder to serve its retail customers 

Based on I& own interpretation of the word "customers," the Trust urges the Commission to den) 

TEP's requesr that the Cornmidion issue an Order confirmin: that TEP has demonstrared that the 

3utput kom Unit 4 is necessary to provide an adequate, economical and reliable supply of electric 

power to its customers and authorizing TEP to begin construction of Unit 4. 

. .  

We believe that the scenario described by Staffs  wihess Mr. Olea accurately reflects the 

scenario under which the Commission should determine whether Unit 4 is needed. A wholesale 

customer needs power just as a retail customer needs power. The evidence in the record that Unit 4 

will not be built without firm contracts in place demonstrates that unneeded generation will not be 

built. The Trust is concerned with the adverse environmental impacts of building new generation and 

related transmission. We note that new transmission will not need to be sited for the proposed 

 expansion,^ that the new .output will be achieved without the adverse environmental impacts of a 

"greenfield" plant siting, and that the increases in emissions are minimal in comparison to such a 

greenfield siting without the proposed emission control technology upgrades to Units 1 and 2. We 

therefore believe that the proposed expansion minimizes the environmental effects of siting a new 
- -  
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io\.ver plant of this size, 2nd thzt the e:vironmenial impacrs of t k  ?ropossd ex3ar.sion do not 

Jutweigh the need for an 2decuare; ecoconical and reliable su~?!:+. of electiicity in .-Lizoca. 

The Trust assers that if a comperitive market is to be developed, thar ixurnjent utiliries 

jhould be required to expiore purchases from non-afiiliated companies befor? being allowed to install 

idditional generating capaciry. We believe that this concern is a6dressed by oui reqLirement, as 

lescribed in Section VI below, that, as a condition of comtruction of Unit 4, TEP must transfer 

wnership of Units 3 and 4 to an affiliate or other entity as referenced in the Joint Development 

Agreement, and by our clarification that the relevant provisions of Commission Decision No. 65154 

:September 10, 2002), issued in the generic proceedings concerning electric restructuring issues, will 

ipply to TEP regarding Units 3 and 4 

C. DiscussionlResolution of Conditions Recommended bv the Parties Rezardiny the 
Need for Sprineerville Unit 4 

The Trust requests that the Commission: I )  Deternine that the elecricity 5om Cnit 4 is not 

I ieeded and not issue a CEC for Unit 4; 2) Determine that the environmental impacts ofC:nir 4 on the 

:cology of  Arizona ourneigh any zeed 2nd cot issue a CEC for Lnit 4; 3) Require TEP to meet the 

xquirements contained in the current PSD regulations if the Commission issues a CEC for Unit 4;  

md 4 )  Initiate a proceeding to rescind, alter or amend the CEC for C’nits 3 and 4 based on the 

:nornous changes during the past 24 years in the scientific community’: understanding of the 

npacts of fossil-fuel power plants on the environment (particularly global wamingj and because of 

:he wide range of new technologies that can offset or reduce the environmental impacts of Unit: 3 

2nd 4. 

Because we find herein that the electric energy to be produced by So. Unit 4 is necessary in 

xder for the Applicant to provide an adequate,.economical x d  reliable supply of electric power to its 

xstomers, all in accordance with the r:qtirements of A.R.S. $ 40-360.07(B); and because the new 

missions controls to be installed on Uniis 1 and 2 as a condition of the construction of Lrits 3 and 4 
-. 
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already offset or reduce the environmental impacts of Units 3 and 4; the conditions recommended b: 

:he Trust as set forth above are not necessary. 

The L.4W Fund -recommends that if the Commission determines additional coahfirec 

~eneration is needed at Springerville Units 3 and 4: it should condition its approval upon TEE 

Jerforming and filing with the Commission a feasibility study on insralling more advanced Clem coa 

:ethnologies at Springerville, including a comparative analysis of the costs and environmenta 

Jerformance of  the various alternatives, which study should balance a variety of factors, including 

:eliability, capital costs, emissions characteristics 'and opportunities for emissions offsets at Units 1 

md 2. The LAW Fund recommends that along with the filing of the study, TEP should notify the 

Zommission of its intention with respect to the technology to be employed at Units 3 and 4, and that 

:he Commission should reserve the ri$t to reject TEP's proposal if, upon review of the study and 

after an opportunity for public comment aqd a hearing, i t  decides that TEP's-study is insufficient or 

:hat a more advanced clean coal technology would be preferable under A.R.S. 5 40-360.07(B). 

The record in this proceeding includes sufficient evidence regarding the costs and benefits of 

:lean coal technology, including IGCC, to demonstrate that although the use of state-of-the-art 

:ombustion technologies for coal, such as IGCC technology, particularly with CO? capture and 

iisposal; could reduce the ecological impacts of Units 3-and 3, IGCC is not yet a mature, reliable or 

xonomic technology alternative for the SGS. Therefore the condition recommended by the LAW 

Fund as set forth above is not necessary. It is important to point out that even thou$ TEP may not 

i e  installing IGCC technology, TEP's proposed installation of improved emissions control 

:ethnologies on Units 1 and 2 in conjunction with the installation of new conventional coal Units 3 

ind 4, as described in Section I1 above, and in conjunction with the use of lower sulfur coal will 

result in a significant increase in electric supply with little increase in emissions 

. :  
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The LAW Fund also listed the following conditions that i t  recommends be imposed on TEP i f  

he Commission approves TEP's proposal for Units 3 and 4: 1)  That TEP comply with the [TEP 

Stranded Cost] Settlement .Agreement; that information on the transfer of competitive assets 

ssociated with Springerville Units 3 and 4 be explicitly presented in the Setrlement Agreement 

:ompliance filings; that hearings be held on both the transfer of assets and the potential modification 

o the competition transition charge ("CTC") to consider, among other things, the impact of 

:onstruction and operating Springerville Units 3 and 4; and 2) the Commission should state that 

iefore TEP may recover any power purchase costs horn Springemille Units 3 and 4 through retail 

'ares, i t  must first demonstrate that Sprin,oerville Units 3 and 4 provide the least cost alternative for 

neeting its retail power needs, including consideration of alternatives such as DSM and long-term 

wholesale power purchase ageements. 

n 

We believe that our requirement that TEP transfer ownership of Units 3 and 4 to an affiliate or 

Ither entity as referenced in the Joint Development Agreement, in conjuncfion with the requirements 

If Decision 65154, address the above issues raised by the L.AW Fund, and the conditions are 

herefore not necessary 

UI. Ownership of Springerville Units 3 and 4 

Although for the purpose of demonstrating need for Unit 4, it is appropriate to consider the 

widence presented that TEP anticipates that its wholesale customers will take power from Units 3 

md 4, neither the Joint Development Agreement nor the contract arrangements with AEPCO, the 

VTUA or Tri-State require that TEP be the entity that will own and operate the proposed new units. 

n fact, the Joint Development Ageernent that TEP filed in this case at the Commission's request, 

md Mr. PiFatell i 's  testimony, demonstrate that it is not TEP, but a new entity that will develop, 

'Inance, constmct and own Units 3.and 4.. TEP's witnesses Mr. Pignatelli and Mr. DeConcini 

.estified to the benefits of having Salt River Project join in ownership of the proposed expansion, 

xhich include creditworthiness, experience in the industry, and the ownership of transmission lines 

hai-require no Further siting approval. Mr. Pignatelli testified that TEP would not be asking For rate 

. s  . -  
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eatment of  Units 3 and 2. The record dso  reflects that i t  is more cosi effective to build Units 3 and 

tosether. 

In order to assure that TEP's ratepayers are protected from the risk of development and 

Deration of  Units 3 and 4, we will require, as a condition of construction of Unit 4, that TEP transfer 

s ri$t to construct Units 3 and 4 to an affiliate or other entity as referenced in the Joint 

levelopment Agreement". In addition, we will clarify in this Decision that the germane provisions 

f Commission Decision No. 65154 (September 10, 2002) issued in the generic proceedings 

snceming electric restructuring issues shall apply to TEP regarding Units 3 and 4. We will also 

:quire TEP to identify and track all costs and benefits associated with this application, and the costs 

nd benefits of the transfer of its right. to construct Units .3 and 4, and will require that TEP provide 

iis information for Commission review and determination of appropriate treatment in TEP's next 

3te case filing. 

c c u c * a * 8 a * 

Having considered the entire record herein and being h l l y  advised in the premises, and 

aving balanced, in the broad public interest, the need for an adequate, economical and reliable 

upply of elecmc power with the desire to minimize the effect thereof on the environment and 

cology of this state, the Commission finds, concludes, and orders that: 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. 

2. 

TEE! is a public service corporation subject to h e  jurisdiction of the Commission. 

The S p r i n g e d i e  Generating Station is located in northeastern .Gzona, 15 miles from 

ne town of Springerville, approximately 50 miles from the Petrified Forest Xational Park? and 33 

niles from the Mt. Baldy Wilderness area. The Springerville Generating Station facilities currently 

d u d e  two coal-buming steam turbine units, each with a nominal rating of 380 MW for continuous 

Iperation. Springerville Units 1 and 2 were constructed pursuant to a CEC ganted by Commission 

lecision No..48313 (September.26, 1977). That CEC authorized TEP to construct three coal-buming 

team electric generating units, each raied at 350 MW, for a total plant capacity of 1050 ILIW. Unit 1 

-. . This docket does not address financinz issucs. I 
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legan commercial operation in 19S5, and Gnit 2 began comme:cial operation in 1990. 
* 
2. TEP was conditionall1J granted a CEC to construct Springeriille Unit  L. a coal-fired 

team-generating unit rated at 350 MW,  in^ Commission Decision No. 55477 (March lS,  1 9 8 i ) .  That 

:EC granted TEP authority to constluct Unit 4 in accordance with iis application? on the following 

onditions: 

a. that, pursuant to the provisions of A.R.S. 9 40-360.06, the Applicant comply 
with all applicable air and water pollution control standards and reylations, and with 
all applicable ordinances, master plans and regulations of the State of Arizona, and of 
any county or incorporated city or town with jurisdiction in.the premises; and 

b. that the Applicant comply with conditions set forth in Exhibit 8 [tlhereto 
relating to ground water pumping activities associated with the Springenrille 
Generating Station as prescribed by the Arizona Deparrment of Water Resources; and 

c. that the Applicant obtain from the Arizona Corporation Commission (the 
“ACC”), within one year prior to Applicant undertaking any preparatory engineering, 
design or construction effons perraining to Unit Xo. 4, an order, pursuant to hearinz, 
confirming that the electric energy to be produced by No. Unit 1 is necessary in order 
for the Applicant to provide an “adequate, economical and reliable supply of electric 
power” to its customers, all in accordance with the requirements of A.R.S. 9 40- 
360.07(B). 

4. 

* 

Unisource Energy Development Company, an affiliate of ‘TEP, and the Salt River 

‘roject Agricultural Improvement District (“Developers“) have entered into a Joint Development 

q e e m e n t  to develop Springewille Units 3 and 4. 

5. The Joint Development Agreement calls for a special purpose limited liability 

ompany or other legal entity to be fomed for the purpose of developing, financing, constructing, 

swning, operating, and maintaining an integrated coal-fired electricity generating facility to be 

xated adjacent to the Springetville Power Plant comprised of two new units, Units 3 and 4, which 

re to be developed under the terms of the Joint Development Agreement. 

,-  

6. The Developers are preparing to construct two additional coal-burning steam turbine 

:enerating units, Units 3 and 4, each with a nominal rating of up to 400 MW; near the existing 

ipringerville Generating Station Units 1 and 2. The Developers are preparing to construct Unit 3. 
-. 

47 DECISION NO. 65347 



4 . ;  < d ,  

0' ' 
2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

.,.*. 
(&g!?j 
- 7  

0 j 1 4  

15 

16 

17 

1s 

19 

20 

. 21 

22 

23 

21 

25 

:.. . ,.... . 
-<y 

i 1 2 6  
27 

25 

DOCKET NO. L-O'JCNIOC-77-OO30 ET .AL 
I 

iursuant to the CEC ganied io TEP For Units 1 throush 3 in Decision So. 48313, and to proceec 

vith Unit 4 pursuant to the CEC granted to TEP upon receipt of a Commission Order as recuired 5: 

Iecision Yo. 55447. 

On July 19,2001, the Trust, through the Arizona Center for Law in the Public Interest - 
I .  

iled with the Commission a.Motion to Rescind, Alter or Amend Decision Yos. 483 1: and 55477. 

8. 

9. 

Id. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

On July 20, 2001, TEP filed a Motion to Dismiss the Trust's Motion to Rescind. 

On July 20, 2001, TEP filed an Application for Hearing. 

On August 3,2001, the Trust filed its Response to TEP's Motion to Dismiss. 

On .4u,wt 3, 2001, the Trust filed an Application to Intervene. 

On August 7, 2001, TEP filed a Reply in Suppon of &lotion to Dismiss. 

On August 16: 2001, the Trust filed a Motion to Strike a portion of TEP's August 7, 

. 

:001 Reply. 

14. On August 20, 2001, the Commission issued a Procedural Order granting intervention 

o the Trust and setting a Procedural Conference for August 22, 2001 for the purpose of hearing oral 

rguments on the motions and to discuss the procedural schedule for these marten. 

15. On September 19, 2001, TEP and the Trust filed a Joint Stipulation and Motion 

equesting that a single hearing be held before the Commission regarding the need for Springerville 

!nit 4 and updated data on certain enwnerated environmental factors relating to Springenille Units 3 

n d  4. The Joint Stipulation provided that upon Commission approval of the Joint Stipulation, the 

:rust's Motion to Rescind waul; be deemed withdrawn. 

16. On October 5, 2001, a Procedural Order-was issued setting-a hearing to address the 

ssues set fonh in the Joint Stipulation q d  establishing a procedural schedule for the filing of direct 

md reburtal testimony, and for publication of notice of the hearing. 
.' . . -  

17. On October 24, 2001, the LAW Fund filed a petition for leav: to intervene, which was 
- 

-~ ~ 
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panced by ProcsduTal Order OP. October 1, 200 1.  

18. On Xovember I ,  200;: TEi' fi!ed its Notice of  Filing .A;^ildavits of Publication, 

ieri&ing :hat notice o i the  hezricg was pubiished in the Arizona Repbi ic  ox October 13: 2901, and 

in the U k t e  Mountain Independent on October 19,2001. 

n 

19. On Kovenber S ,  ?GO!. t i e  Trust filed a Motion to JoiR Sa!t River Project'as an 

hdispensable Part);. On Yovember 16: 2001, TEP filed its Brief in Opposition to the Motion, and on 

\iovember 21, 2001, the Trust filed its Brief and Reply regarding the Motion. 

20. On November 28, 2001, by Procedural Order, the Commission denied the Trust's 

Motion to Join Salt fiver Project as an Indispensable Party, finding that the Salt River Project was 

not an indispensable party to this proceeding. 

' 21. . On December 3, 2001, the Trust filed notice of its intent not to apply for any 

subpoenas related to Salt River Project in connection with [his proceeding. 

2 2 .  On October 24, ZOO!, TE? filed the direct testimocy and Txhibits of its witnesses 

James S. Pignatelli, Lisa K. Hanis, Ronald H. De\Vi:t, and Roberr J. Paine. . 

23. On October 24, 2001, the Trust filed the direct testimony and exhibits of its witnesses 

Rick Moore, Jeffrey A. Schlegel, and Joel B. Smith. 

21. On Xovember 8, 2001, the Trust filed the rebuttal testimony and exhibits of its 

witnesses Rick Moore, J e E e y  A. Schlegel, Reid Bandeen, and Lawrence E. Stevens. 

25. On November 8, 200!, the L A W  Fund filed the rebuttal testimony of its witness David 

Berry. 

26. On November 8, 2001, TEP filed the rebuttal testimony and exhibits of its witnesses 

James S. Pipatelli,  Lisa K. Harrk, Ronald H. De'vVitt, Rober; 1. Paine and Michael J. DeConcini. 
. 

27. 

28. 

On Yovember 3: ZOOi, Staff filed its comments. 

Hearings were held as scheduled in Eagar, .Arizoca on Xovember 13 and 14,2001. and 

.. 
-. 
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in Phoenix. iuizona on Yovember 28, 29 and 30, 2001. TEP, the Trust, the LAW Fund and Staf 

ippeared at the hearings and presented testimony. 

29. Members and leadez of the community in the vicinity of the Springerville Gen&ating + 
Station expressed a great deal of public support for the construction of Units 3 and 4. 

30. TEP presented testimony on the issue of the cumulative impact of the C 0 2  fieLds anc 

:elated facilities that are being proposed by Canadian hdgeway Petroleum and the Springerville 

Senerating Station. 

31. TEP, the Trust, and the LAW Fund presented evidence on the impact of Units 3 and 4 

in the air (including CO? emissions) in the vicinity of the Spnngerville Generating Station. 

32. The record in this proceeding includes evidence regarding the costs and benefits 01 

:lean coal technology, including IGCC. 

33. The use of state-of-the-art combustion technologies for -coal, such as IGCC 

:ethnology, particularly with CO? capture and disposal, could reduce the ecological impacts of Units 

3 and1. 

31. IGCC is not yet a mature, reliable or economic technology alternative for the 

Springerville Generating Station. 

35. TEP’s current base contract with Lee Ranch Mine is for approxinately 2.1 million 

tons of coal annually and runs through approximately 2010. 

56. The Springerville Generating Station currently bums approximately 3.2 million tons of 

:oal annually. L 

37. Changes to TEP’s coal source, including mixing lower-sulfur coal with Lee Ranch 

Mine coal, and preprocessing coal, can reduce the s u l h  content of coal burned at the Spnngerville 

Generating Station. These changes would require the addition of separate coal handlins facilities and 
s . .  
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changes to the boilers associated with Units I and 2, at an estimated cost of approximately 560 

mi 1 I i o n . 

3% A s  a condition of construction of Unit 4, coal Aandling facilities that allow lower- 

sulfur coal to be mixed with coal from the Lee Ranch mine should be operational before the first new 

unit becomes operational. 

39. As a condition of construction of Unit 4, the amount of coal taken under the Lee 

Ranch Mine contract should not exceeC the base contract amount from the date the first new unit 

becomes operational. 

40. TEP stated that i t  intends to utilize coal with a lower sulfur content than that currently 

utilized when it is contracrually able to do so. 

’ 41. . As a condition of construction of Unit 4, the coal supply to the plant should be 

changed to a lower sulfur content coalwhen contractually feasible. 

42. The record of this proceeding contains some evidence about the impacts that global 

warming might have for this state, but the evidence is inconclusive and does not provide a sufficient 

basis for quantifyino, local, regional, or global effects of carbon emissions. 

43. CO2 is not a regulated emission. If COz regulations are enacted, the compliance 

actions required will be dependent upon the scope of those regulations. 

44. TEP and Unisource are aware of the possibility that funre regulations limiting Coz 

emissions may apply to the Spr inged le  Generating Station and the proposed expansion. 

45. As a condition of construction of  Unit 4, the Developers of Units 3 and 4, and not 

TEP’s ratepayers, should bear any risk of the costs of possible regulation of CO2 emissions in the 

future. 

46. TEP has obtained a Thle V..Ai; Quality Permit from ADEQ. 



1 

1 

1 

I 

1 

I 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 '2  2 

2 

DOCKET SO L-r)O90OC-77-r)030 ET AL 

The year 2000 actual emission from Units 1 and 2 was 19,047 tons of SO? and I1,70( 47 

ms oiNO,  

45. Under the terms of the Title V Air Quality Permit issued to TEP,by ADEQ, SOi anc 

lo, emissions are capped according to how many units will be operating. After the first of Units 3 01 

becomes operational, a "Three-Unit Cap" of 9,205 tons per year on SO? emissions and 7,947 ton: 

mer year of NO, on emissions goes into effect; after both Units 3 and 4 become operational, a "Four- 

Jnit Cap" of 10,800 tons per year on SO2 emissions and 9,600 tons per year on NO, emissions goe5 

.- 

nto effect; and if neither Unit 3 nor Unit 4 has commenced operation by December 31, 2007, the 

sermittee must notify the EPA that it has elected to subject Units 1 and 2 to the "Two-Unit Cap" of 

',550 tons per year on SO? emissions and 6,300 tons per year on NO, emissions. In addition, the 

sermit provides that if neither Unit 3 nor 4 have begun operation by December 3, 2009, the Title V 

' emi t  will lapse and the existing'Sprin,oen,ille Generating Station permit will remain unaffected. 

19 .  The new emissions controls to be installed on Units 1 ana 2 as a condition of the Title 

Air Quality Permit for Units 3 and 4 will reduce the air quality impacts of the Springerville 

ienerating Station. 

50. TEP and the Trust presented evidence on the impact of Units 3 and 4 on water, 

ncluding groundwater (using updated hydrological modeling). in the vicinity of the Springerville 

jenerating Station 

51. Based on the evidence presented, construction of Unit 4 should be conditioned upon 

?e Developers taking the followfng actions, subject to the support of the appropriate landowners: 

a. 
Colorado River and Salado Springs; 

b. Prepare a detqiled monitoring plan for the Little Colorado River below Lyman 
dam, particularly for Salado Springs, and submit annual monitoring repons to the 
Apache County Commissioners and .Arizona Department of Water Resources. The 
objective of the monitoring plan should be the ability to detect measurable, real-time 
impacts to the surface water features and to mitigate those impacts as tney occur; 

Establish a baseline monitoring plan based on historic flow levels of the Little 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

C.  

and the associated wetland is cot impacted by groundwater drawdown; 
Undertake a feasibility stud'; for different options to ensure Salado Spnngs 

d. 

along the Little Colorado River that are impacted by drawdown; and 

e. Submit to the Commission documentation from ..tDLC'R demonstrating 
.4DMiR's ultimate approval of the hydrological monitoring program required by this 
Finding of Fact within 180 days of a Decision in this matter or 30 days prior to 
breaking ground on construction of Units 3 and 4, whichever comes first. 

52. 

Prepare and maintain an action plan - including criteria that triggers the plan - 
for providing water, either surface or t h r o u 9  a recharge well, to protect riparian areas B 

TEP and the Trust presented evidence on the impact of the water withdrawal required 

) y  h i t s  3 and 4 on endangered species, including any riparian areas affected by ihe Springerville 

;enerating Station. 

53. Based on the evidence presented, construction of Unit 4 should be conditioned upon 

he Developers quantif>ing the extent to which current, continuing, and escalating goundwaier 

)urnping for the Springerville Generating Station will affect aquatic and terrestrial biota in and 

iurrounding the Little Colorado River and associated tributaries, particdarly during drau*t cycles. 

h i s  quantification should be carried out in association with preparation of and maintenance of the 

iction plan required to protect riparian areas along the Little Colorado River. 

54. Based on the evidence presented, construction of Unit 4 should be conditioned upon 

he Developers developing and implementing construction plans that will minimize ground 

iisturbance that could result in transpon of sediments into Coyote Creek. 

5 5 .  Based on the evidence presented, construction of Unit 4 should be conditioned upon 

:he Developers developing and implementing construction plans that will prevent pollutants 

issociated with expansion activities fiom entering areas connected to outside drainages. 

56. Based on the evidence'presqnted, construction of Unit 4 should be conditioned upon 

h e  Developers conducting breeding bird surveys f w  the Springerdle  Generating Station, which 

xrveys should be coordinated with AGFD, and conducted prior to construction activities. 
-. . 
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57. TEP and the Trust presenied evidence on the impact of Units 3 and 4 on the Mt. Bald) 

Wilderness Area and the Petrified Forest Xational Park. 

58. TEP, the Trust, the LAW Fund, and.Staff presented evidence on the need for Unit 4 
?7 

The Trust and the LAW Fund presented evidence on alternatives to construction of Units 3 and 4. 

59. 

60. 

TEP's customers include wholesale customers. 

TEP presented evidence that without firm wholesale contracts for substantially all o 

the power output, Units 3 and 4 will not and could not be built. 

61. As a condition of construction of Unit 4, firm wholesale contracts for the power outpu 

from Units 3 and 4 should be in place prior to commencement ofconstruction. 

62. In order to assure that TEP's ratepayers are protected from the risk of developmeni 

and operation of Units 3 and 4! TEP should be required, as a condition of construction of Unit 4, to 

transfer its right to construct Units j and 4 to an affiliate or other entity as referenced in the Joint 

Development Agreement prior to construction of Units 3 and 4. 

63. Commission Decision No. 65154 (September 10, 2002) ordered that upon 

implementation of the outcome of the ongoing Track B proceeding in Docket No. E-00000A-02-005 1 

et al., TEP shall acquire, at a minimum, any required power that cannot be produced from its own 

existing assets, through the competitive procurement process as developed in the Track B proceeding, 

and that the minimum amount of powm, the timing, and the form of procurement shall be determined 

in the Track B proceeding. 

64. As a condition of construction of Unit I ,  the Springerville Generating Station Units 3 

and 4 should not be counted as TEP assets in determining the amount, timing, and manner of the 

competitive solicitation process as determined in the Track B proceeding. 
.. .. 

65. As a condition of construction of Unit 4, TEP should be required to identify and track 

all costs and benefits associked with tl&.application, and the costs and benefits of the transfer of its 

ri$t to construct Units 3 and 4, and to provide this infornation for Commission review and 

determination of appropriate treatment in TEP's next rate case filing. 

. .  

. .  

. -  
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66. As a condition of constrmion and operxion of Unit J, beginning upon commercial 

operation of ihe new uniis, Applicant or assignee shall conduct a review of the Springerville 

Generating Station Units 1 and 2 operations and equipment every five years and shall, within 120 

days of completing such review, file with the Commission and all parties in this docket, a report 

listing all improvements which would reduce plant emissions m d  the costs associated with each 

potential improvement. Commission Staff shall review the report arid issue its findings on the report, 

which will include an economic feasibility study, to the Commission with 60 days of receipt. The 

Commission may, within 24 months of the filing, conduct a hearing to determine whether any or all 

of the improvements listed in the economic feasibility study should be implemented for Units 1 and 

ir 

II _. 

COXCLUSIONS OF LAW 

. 1. TEP is an Arizona public service corporation within the meaning of .hticle 15 of the 

Arizona Constitution and Title 40 of the .Arizona Revised Statutes. 

2. The Commission has jurisdiction over this matter and has authority to issue this Order 

pursuant to A.R.S. 3 40-360.01 et seq. 

3. 

4. 

TEP's customers include both retail and wholesale customers. 

TEP has made the requisite showing of nezd for Unit 4 pursuant to Decision No. 

55477. 

5 .  In arriving at its Decision herein, the Commission has balanced, in the broad public 

interest, the need for an adequate, economical and reliable supply of electric power with the desire to 

minimize the effect thereof on the environment and ecology of the state. 

6. The CEC that the Commission granted to TEP in Decision No. 45313 authorizing the 

construction of Springerville Generating Station Unit 3 should be affirmed, subject to [he conditions 

herein 
- 
I .  The conditions contained in Commission Decision No. 55477 concerning the 

authority to construct Springen;ille-Generaiing Station Unit 4 have been met, subject to compliance 

with the conditions referenced in Findings of Fact KO;. 38, 39, 41, 45, 5 1 ,  5 3 ,  54, 5 5 ,  56, 61, 62, 64, 

65, and 66 above. 
-. . 
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ORDER 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the Certificate of Environmental Compatibility granted 

I Tucson Electric Power Company in Commission Decision NO. 48313 (September 26, 1977) 

ithorizing the construction of Springerville Generating Station Unit 3 is hereby affirmed, subject to 

ie conditions referenced in Findings of Fact Nos. 38, 39, 41, 45, 51, 53, 54, 5 5 ,  56, 61, 62, 64, 65. 

id 66 above. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Springerdle Generating Station Unit 4 may be 

mstructed, subject to compliance with the conditions referenced in Findings of Fact Nos. X, 39, 41, 

5, 51, 53, 54: 55, 56, 61,62, 64, 65, and 66 above. 

p* 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that this affirmation and authorization to site and constmct the 

icilities shall expire on December 31, 2009. However, before such expiration the Certificate holder 

lay request that the Commission extend this time limitation. 

. .  

. .  

. .  

. .  

. .  

. .  

. .  

. .  

. .  
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tT tS FURTHER ORDERED that the Certificate holder shall file an annual report, each June 

O", detailing how i t  has complied and/or is complying with each condition of this Decision. This 

nnual repon shall be filed with the Directors of the Commission's Utilities Division, the . h z o n a  

)epartment of  Water Resources, the .Arizona Department of Environmental Quality and the Arizona 

Iepartment of Commerce. 

, .  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that this Decision shall become effective immediately. 

BY ORDER OF THE ARIZONA CORPOR4TION CObiMISSION. 

IX WITXESS WHEREOF, I, B R L W  C. MchTIL, Executive 
Secretary of the .2rizona Corporation Commission, have 
hereunto set my hand and caused the official seal of the 
Commission to be ffixed at the Capitol, in the City of Phoenix? 
this r;h day o f L  ,2002. 

EXEC N E S  RET.ARY 

>ISSEX 
:w 

:- 




