
 
 

BLM Action Center, 1660 Wynkoop Street, Suite 850, Denver, CO 80202 

July 6, 2007 
 

Delivered via electronic comments at http://nietc.anl.gov 
 
and mailed to: 

Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability, OE-20,  
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue SW. 
Washington, DC 20585 
 
 Attn:  Docket No. 2007-OE-01 and Docket No. 2007-OE-02  

Re:   Proposed Designation of National Interest Electric Transmission Corridors 
  

To Whom It May Concern: 
 
Please accept and fully consider these comments on behalf of The Wilderness Society and the 
other organizations identified below regarding the proposed designations of the Southwest Area 
National Interest Electric Transmission Corridor (NIETC) and the Mid-Atlantic Area NIETC by 
the Department of Energy (DOE), pursuant to Section 1221 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 
(EPAct).  The Wilderness Society, founded in 1935, strives to deliver to future generations an 
unspoiled legacy of wild places.  
 
The millions of members represented by the groups who have endorsed these comments care 
deeply about the management of our public lands, including the wildlife and national heritage 
they support. We appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments on the proposed 
Southwest and Mid-Atlantic NIETCs. 
 
As a general matter, we are concerned with the breadth of the two proposed NIETC designations 
and the failure to include specific limitations or guidance on the siting of projects within these 
corridors.  Designation of NIETCs should be undertaken with extreme caution and careful 
deliberation.  Once designated, proposed projects in the NIETCs are subject to an abridged 
permitting process orchestrated by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, with 
opportunities to: essentially “override” a state agency decision not to permit a project, use of 
eminent domain to obtain rights-of-way across private lands, an appeal of federal agency denials 
of permits, and streamlined environmental reviews led by the DOE. 
 
In identifying the proposed Southwest and Mid-Atlantic NIETCs, the DOE is engaging in an 
overbroad solution to a perceived problem of coordinating transmission project approval.  The 
process described in Section 1221 of EPAct bypasses important legal and procedural safeguards, 
and the DOE’s proposed designations have compounded the risks from this approach.  We would 
note that the American Electric Power System (AEP) project highlighted as an example of why 
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federal control of transmission siting (See, e.g., Comments of AEP, DOE compilation of 
comments received as of March 9, 2006 (“DOE compilation of comments”), 
http://nietc.anl.gov/documents/docs/NIETC_NOI_compilation_March_9_5pm_final_rev.pdf, p. 
24; Comments of Organization of MISO States, DOE compilation of comments, p. 409) actually 
shows that coordinating among state and federal agencies is working to ensure proper siting.  In 
the case of AEP’s Wyoming-Jacksons Ferry project, the delays actually arose out of AEP’s 
failure to seek appropriate siting.  AEP’s original proposal was a 132-mile line, which was 
eventually shortened to 90 miles.  The first proposed location would have damaged the New 
River, which was subsequently designated as a Wild and Scenic River because of its special 
qualities, while the next proposed location would have paralleled the Appalachian Trail for so 
many miles that it would have been visible for many days of hiking.  The ultimate location was 
the best choice.  See, e.g., “AEP dismisses alternate route - Utility wants power line to cut 
through 11 miles of national forest,” Roanoke Daily Times, January 21, 2000  
(http://www.aldha.org/electric.htm).  The ultimate location and configuration was much-
improved, incorporating a number of measures to reduce impacts on the use and experience of 
the lands in and around the transmission line, including:   

using a darkened steel for towers to reduce reflectivity and help the project blend into the 
environment better; configuring wires in a manner that helps reduce noise; selectively 
clearing rights of way, leaving low-growing species of trees, like dogwoods and redbuds; 
and not clearing right of way where a 100-foot clearance above the ground exists, such as 
spanning valleys.  

See, “AEP receives final approval for Wyoming-Jacksons Ferry 765-kV project,”  Transmission 
and Distribution World, December 31, 2002 
(http://tdworld.com/news/power_aep_receives_final/).  Further, as acknowledged by AEP, in the 
absence of approval for this project, “AEP developed an automatic load-shedding plan to drop up 
to 1,000 MW of load to avoid an uncontrolled blackout in anticipation of heavy power flows and 
outages on the system” and this system “was not used and an outage did not occur,” showing that 
there were alternatives to rushing through approval of this project.  DOE compilation of 
comments, p. 24. 
 
Overall Recommendation:  DOE is essentially federalizing the transmission siting process; 
doing so over the objections of the affected states and their citizens.  The NIETC process should 
honor, not seek to override or ignore, the important considerations identified above - protecting 
special places, and respecting state and local input. 
 
1. Designation of NIETCs requires a NEPA analysis. 
 
a. Policy:  The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. § 4321, et seq., 
requires all federal agencies “to the fullest extent possible” to interpret and administer all laws in 
ways that implement the policy of serving as trustee of the environment for present and future 
generations. The provisions of NEPA were intended to help public officials make decisions with 
an “understanding of environmental consequences, and take actions that protect, restore, and 
enhance the environment.”  40 C.F.R. § 1500.1(a).  NEPA requires agencies to take a pre-
decisional “hard look” at the risk, uncertainty, and potential environmental consequences of 
proposed federal actions.  See Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 333 
(1989).  NEPA requires federal agencies to assess the direct, indirect and cumulative 
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environmental impacts of proposed actions, notably defining cumulative impacts as including 
“the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when 
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what 
agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions.”  40 C.F.R. § 
1508.7. (emphasis added). 
 
DOE appropriately acknowledges that NEPA requires all agencies to prepare an environmental 
impact statement (EIS) for major federal actions significantly affecting the human environment.  
42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(C).   DOE claims that no NEPA analysis is required for the proposed 
designation, however, on the grounds that there is no federal action significantly affecting the 
human environment.  DOE relies, in part, on its claim that: 

DOE is not designating a narrow corridor around any particular line proposed by any 
applicant such that the designation would appear to give any advantage to a particular 
transmission line. National Corridor designation does not either endorse transmission 
options or foreclose future options for addressing congestion, including non-transmission 
options.  

Frequently Asked Questions, available at: http://nietc.anl.gov/faq/index.cfm.  However, because 
the NIETC designations are a formal change in federal policy, the implementation of which will 
change the manner in which interstate transmission projects are approved by federal and state 
agencies, the effects of this action must be considered through a comprehensive Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS), such as a programmatic.  See, Kleppe v. Sierra Club, 427 U.S. 390, 410 
(1976).  By completing a programmatic EIS or EIS of comparable scope, the DOE will be able to 
examine “an entire policy initiative rather than performing a piecemeal analysis.”  Northcoast 
Environmental Center v. Glickman, 136 F.3d 660, 688 (9th Cir. 1998).  Further, as discussed 
below and contrary to DOE’s assertions, the NIETC designations implicitly endorse transmission 
options and foreclose others, leading to real foreseeable consequences. 
  
Section 1221(j) of EPAct contemplates that NEPA will apply to the designation of NIETCs, 
stating:  ‘‘Except as specifically provided, nothing in this section affects any requirement of an 
environmental law of the United States, including the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).”  There is no specific exemption from NEPA provided for the 
designation of NIETCs, which is appropriate in light of the obvious need for agency 
consideration of environmental consequences likely to result from designation of NIETCs, such 
as the proposed Southwest and Mid-Atlantic NIETCs. 
 
Recommendation:  Both the policy and specific requirements of the National Environmental 
Policy Act are clear in their application to this process - DOE must engage in a NEPA analysis as 
part of proposing the Southwest and Mid-Atlantic NIETCs for designation. 
 
b. Undeniable consequences from designation of NIETCs:  As DOE is well aware, the 
proposed NIETCs relate to specific projects proposed by various members of the utility industry.  
For instance, the comments of San Diego Gas & Electric specifically identified the company’s 
desire to use much of the proposed Southwest NIETC for current projects such as the Devers-
Palo Verde 2 line and the Sunrise Powerlink.  DOE compilation of comments, pp. 522, 532, 
http://nietc.anl.gov/documents/docs/NIETC_NOI_compilation_March_9_5pm_final_rev.pdf.  
Further, San Diego Gas & Electric has indicated its intent or at least consideration of using the 
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NIETC process to override denials of these projects by state authorities in California or Arizona.  
See, “Power-line corridors are federal decisions,” San Diego Tribune, June 21, 2007 (Attachment 
1); “ACC rejects California power line,” East Valley Tribune, May 31, 2007 (Attachment 2).  
Similarly, the comments of the American Wind Energy Association identify a host of projects 
throughout the West.  Compilation of comments, p. 69.  These comments show the likelihood of 
projects sited in the proposed Southwest NIETC and the intent of utilities to make use of the 
NIETC designation to obtain permits for construction in the event the projects are not approved 
by state authorities, regardless of the justification.  The comments of PJM Interconnection 
request designation of NIETCs to permit development of projects in the “Allegheny Mountain 
Path” and the “Delaware River Path,” highlighting the “immediate need” for approval of projects 
and showing the likelihood of projects being constructed in the Mid-Atlantic NIETC, as well.  
DOE compilation of comments, p. 441, 445-447. 
 
We would also note that the designation of energy corridors under Section 368 of EPAct is being 
accompanied by a programmatic EIS.  The corridors designated in this process will only be 
designated on federal lands, leaving “gaps” in the corridor, and projects will also require site-
specific NEPA.  However, in this situation, DOE has not attempted to maintain this 
unsupportable argument that there will not be any environmental consequences meriting NEPA 
analysis.  See, http://corridoreis.anl.gov/index.cfm. 
 
Recommendation:  The designation of the Southwest and Mid-Atlantic NIETCs will have 
immediate and long-term environmental consequences, based on existing and reasonably 
foreseeable transmission projects in these geographic regions and the stated intent of the project 
proponents to use the NIETC process to obtain construction permits.  DOE must engage in a 
NEPA analysis as part of proposing the Southwest and Mid-Atlantic NIETCs for designation. 
 
c.  Special places are at risk from proposed NIETC designations:  In addition, the proposed 
NIETCs are likely to impact places designated for protection based on their special values.  In 
the proposed Southwest NIETC, these places include the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge (crossed 
by the proposed Devers-Palo Verde 2 line) and Sonoran Desert National Monument in Arizona, 
Joshua Tree National Park and Carrizo Plain National Monument in California; and Red Rock 
Canyon National Conservation Area and Desert National Wildlife Range in Nevada.  As shown 
by an analysis conducted by The Wilderness Society (Maps and summaries provided as 
Attachments 3 - 6 to these comments), on federal lands the proposed Southwest NIETC 
encompasses: 

- almost 50 million acres of total area (federal, state and private); 
- more than 2 million acres of National Wildlife Refuges and over 3 million acres of 

National Parks (including approximately 2.5 million acres of designated Wilderness); 
- Units of the BLM’s National Landscape Conservation System, including approximately 

750,000 acres of Bureau of Land Management (BLM) National Monuments, 21 million 
acres of the California Desert Conservation Area, and approximately 250,000 acres of 
other BLM National Conservation Areas.  These areas also include 3 million acres of 
Wilderness and about 400,000 acres of Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs)) in total; 

- an additional 1.25 million acres of Forest Service and BLM Wilderness outside of the 
National Wildlife Refuges, National Parks, National Conservation Areas, and National 
Monuments; 
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- an additional 1 million acres of WSAs and Forest Service Roadless Areas outside of the 
National Wildlife Refuges, National Parks, National Conservation Areas, and National 
Monuments; and  

- approximately 2 million acres of citizen-proposed wilderness (all agency lands). 
 
The proposed Southwest NIETC also encompasses protected state lands, including: 

- in Clark County, Nevada:  Valley of Fire State Park, Floyd Lamb State Park, Spring 
Mountain Ranch, and Old Las Vegas Mormon Ranch (See, 
http://parks.nv.gov/parkmap.htm); 

- in California: 57 State Beaches, State Parks, State Reserves, State Historic Parks and 
State Recreation Areas (a comprehensive list is provided as Attachment 7 to these 
comments); and 

- in Arizona, State Parks, including Picacho Peak State Park, and State Historic Parks, 
including Tubac Presidio State Historic Park (See, Map of Arizona State Parks, 
Attachment 8). 

 
Looking just at the proposed Sunrise Powerlink, for example, the proposed location goes through 
Anza Borrego Desert State Park, borders or impacts Wilderness Areas, WSAs and Areas of 
Critical Environmental Concern on federal lands, crosses numerous Open Space areas and 
impacts many other protected and sensitive wildlife areas.  See, Map showing Sunrise Powerlink 
and Protected Natural Lands, Attachment 9).  
 
The proposed Mid-Atlantic NIETC could have similar impacts on places of special concern to 
the public, such as the Canaan Valley National Wildlife Refuge and the Spruce Knob / Seneca 
Rocks National Recreation Area in West Virginia; Patuxent National Research Refuge in 
Maryland; Cape May National Wildlife Refuge in New Jersey; and Oyster Bay National Wildlife 
Refuge in New York.  The proposed Mid-Atlantic NIETC encompasses: 

- 39 National Wildlife Refuges (identified on Attachment 10); 
- all or part of 4 National Forests (rare in the east). 
- more than one million acres in the Pinelands National Reserve (a/k/a the Pine Barrens) in 

NJ, the nation’s first national (biosphere) reserve; 
- the federally-recognized Highlands Region of PA, NY, NJ and CT constituting more than 

3 million acres; 
- innumerable units of the National Park System, including National Battlefields, 

Parkways, Cemeteries, National Seashores, Historic Sites, Scenic Trails and Parks, such 
as Antietam National Battlefield in MD and the Delaware Water Gap NRA in NJ; 

- thousands of acres of inventoried roadless areas in the National Forest System, including 
Roaring Plains, Gauley Mountain and Smoke Hole Canyon on the Monongahela National 
Forest; and 

- tens of thousands of acres of citizen-proposed wilderness (all agency lands). 
 
The proposed Mid-Atlantic NIETC also encompasses protected state lands, including: 

- in West Virginia: Coopers Rock, Seneca and Kumbrabow State Forests, Blackwater 
Falls, Cathedral, and Canaan Valley State Parks; 

- in Delaware, 15 State Parks including Brandywine Creek and Killens Pond State Parks; 
and 
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- in Pennsylvania, numerous State Parks including Gifford Pinchot, Delaware Canal and 
Ohiopyle State Parks. 

 
DOE concedes that these special places are not excluded from the corridor designations, stating: 
“In determining the boundaries of the two proposed National Corridors, DOE did not carve out 
environmentally sensitive lands because the statute does not exclude such lands from inclusion in 
a National Corridor.”  Frequently Asked Questions.  DOE claims that such concerns will be 
addressed later when FERC conducts a “review under the National Environmental Protection Act 
[sic].” This is not sufficient protection for these areas; nor is it a sufficient answer to the question 
at issue.   For state lands, FERC can override a state’s decision to protect its park lands, wildlife 
refuges or other lands that it values, such as open space.  For federal lands, federal agencies will 
be subjected to extreme pressure to approve projects in a NIETC, especially when construction 
on all surrounding state and private lands has been approved by FERC and/or condemned 
through use of the federal power of eminent domain.  Further, even if a federal agency denies 
permission, project proponents can appeal the denial on lands other than National Parks, 
National Wildlife Refuges, Wilderness, Wild and Scenic Rivers, National Monuments, and 
National Trails – leaving areas such as WSAs, Roadless Areas, National Conservation Areas and 
citizen-proposed wilderness areas subject to being overturned by FERC. 
 
Recommendation:  DOE should exempt the categories of special places identified above, as well 
as locations that will interfere with citizens’ enjoyment of these places (i.e., by interfering with 
natural quiet or scenic vistas) from potential locations for siting transmission projects within the 
proposed Southwest and Mid-Atlantic NIETCs, as well as all other NIETCs. 
 
d.  Designation without NEPA improperly defers cumulative impacts analysis:   As noted 
above, DOE’s response (in its Frequently Asked Questions on the NIETC website) to concerns 
regarding the lack of NEPA analysis is to claim that it will be addressed on a project-by-project 
basis by FERC.  However, this deferral of analysis means that consideration of the cumulative 
impacts of the NIETC designation, pursuant to a new and significantly different regulatory 
scheme, will not be conducted.  The DOE’s approach is a textbook example of deferring 
consideration and attempting to minimize environmental consequences (and avoid preparation of 
a comprehensive EIS) by segmenting proposed and reasonably foreseeable development into 
smaller parts in violation of NEPA.  As the Supreme Court has stated, where several proposals 
“will have cumulative or synergistic environmental impact upon a region are pending 
concurrently before an agency, their environmental consequences must be considered together.”  
Kleppe v. Sierra Club, 427 U.S. 390, 410 (U.S. 1976).  “To permit noncomprehensive 
consideration of a project divisible into smaller parts, each of which taken alone does not have a 
significant impact but which taken as a whole has cumulative significant impact, would provide 
a clear loophole to NEPA.” Scientists' Inst. for Pub. Information, Inc. v. AEC, 156 U.S. App. 
D.C. 395, 481 F.2d 1079, 1086 n.29, 1086-89 (D.C.Cir. 1973) (Holding that an EIS is required 
for an overall project where individual actions are related logically or geographically).  
“Segmentation of a large or cumulative project into smaller components in order to avoid 
designating the project a major federal action” violates NEPA.  Susquehanna Valley Alliance v. 
Three Mile Island Nuclear Reactor, 619 F.2d 231, 240 (3d Cir. 1980).  The NIETC designation 
will have reasonably foreseeable consequences on the multi-state, regional scale of the proposed 
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Southwest and Mid-Atlantic NIETCs.  NEPA requires that cumulative effects analysis be 
conducted. 
 
Recommendation:  By deferring cumulative impact analysis of the likely effects of the proposed 
Southwest and Mid-Atlantic NIETCs and the projects currently underway and reasonably likely 
to be proposed, DOE is violating NEPA and ignoring important consequences for these lands.  
DOE must assess the cumulative effects of the proposed Southwest and Mid-Atlantic NIETCs 
for designation, and take these into account in defining the boundaries of these NIETCs and 
applicable conditions for permits. 
 
2. Compliance with NEPA.  As shown above, DOE must perform a NEPA analysis in 
connection with designation of NIETCs.  Additional details regarding actions required to comply 
with NEPA are presented below.  
 
a.  DOE should prepare a comprehensive EIS for each proposed NIETC:  NEPA requires 
federal agencies to assess the direct, indirect and cumulative environmental impacts of proposed 
actions, taking a “hard look” at environmental consequences and performing an analysis 
commensurate with the scale of the action at issue. 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8.  With respect to NIETC 
designation, DOE is subjecting the lands within the proposed Southwest and Mid-Atlantic 
NIETCs to a new approval policy and process, created by Section 1221 of EPAct.    The 
proposed NIETC designations would, therefore, have a compounded effect throughout the 
Southwest and Mid-Atlantic regions and these direct, indirect and cumulative effects must be 
considered through a comprehensive EIS for each proposed NIETC.  If DOE proceeds with 
designation of NIETCs without preparing a comprehensive EIS for each NIETC, then DOE will 
be embarking upon the “piecemeal analysis” prohibited by NEPA.  As noted above, the scope of 
NEPA analysis must be sufficient to address the scope and scale of the proposed action.  40 
C.F.R. § 1508.8.  In this situation, the multi-state scale of the proposed designations and the 
many sensitive resources and special places that could be impacted require a substantial analysis 
in a comprehensive EIS.  NEPA requires that the agency “prepare statements on broad actions so 
that they are relevant to policy and are timed to coincide with meaningful points in agency 
planning and decisionmaking.  40 C.F.R. § 1502.4.  In a comprehensive or programmatic 
document, DOE will be best able to address the manner of implementation of NIETC 
designation so that it takes into account potential environmental consequences, suitable 
protective measures and the appropriate staging of projects.   
 
Recommendation:  In order to account for the implications of the new policy and procedures 
embodied in the NIETC process, DOE must prepare a separate comprehensive (and/or 
programmatic) EIS for the Southwest and Mid-Atlantic NIETCs, as well as for future proposed 
NIETC designations. 
 
b.  DOE must assess cumulative effects, including connected and similar actions with the 
proposed NIETCs:  While the DOE has discretion in determining the scope of a NEPA 
document, there are situations where an agency must consider several related actions in a single 
NEPA document – including for the potential projects already identified for the proposed 
NIETCs.  DOE must prepare a single EIS where proposed actions constitute “connected 
actions,” “similar actions,” or “cumulative actions” (i.e., have cumulative effects – although note 



 8 

that though overlapping, the duty to prepare a single EIS is separate from the duty to assess, in 
the first place, cumulative effects).  40 CFR § 1508.25.   
 
Connected actions include those that are “interdependent parts” of a larger action and “depend on 
the larger action for their justification.” 40 CFR § 1508.25(a).   One of the primary reasons for 
NEPA’s requirement to evaluate “connected actions” in a single environmental document is “to 
prevent agencies from minimizing the potential environmental consequences of a proposed 
action (and thus short-circuiting NEPA review) by segmenting or isolating an individual action 
that, by itself, may not have a significant environmental impact.”  Citizens’ Comm. to Save Our 
Canyons v. United States Forest Serv., 297 F.3d 1012, 1028 (10th Cir. 2002).  In the proposed 
NIETCs, the potential effects of large-scale construction of transmission projects are connected 
to the designations, even though DOE has chosen to separate them and defer analysis.  At this 
time, although the DOE does not know exactly how projects will be constructed in the proposed 
NIETCs, there is a substantial likelihood that these projects will be developed and many of them 
are already under consideration by state or federal agencies, and/or have been identified in the 
comments that DOE has received as part of the NIETC designation process.  DOE’s segmented 
approach, as stated, obscures cumulative effects and precludes the consideration and, if 
necessary, adoption of management alternatives that transcend individual projects and take into 
account the other important resources in the proposed NIETCs.   
 
The NEPA regulations also define “similar” actions as those that “have similarities that provide a 
basis for evaluating their environmental consequences together, such as common timing or 
geography.” Id.  The regulations also provide that agencies ought to analyze such similar actions 
in a single impact statement when “the best way to assess adequately the combined impacts of 
similar actions or reasonable alternatives is to treat them in a single impact statement.”  40 
C.F.R. § 1508.25.  In relation to the many transmission projects identified for the Southwest and 
Mid-Atlantic NIETCs, their development will have similar features and will be within defined 
areas –the proposed NIETCs.  DOE’s efforts to separate the industry’s proposals ignores the 
likely effects of similar actions. 
 
Further, there are numerous transmission projects already underway (and under consideration by 
state and/or federal agencies) that are likely to affect the need for additional projects and the 
degree to which lands within the proposed Southwest and Mid-Atlantic NIETCs will be 
impacted by the development and approval of more transmission projects under the NIETC 
process.  Examples of ongoing transmission projects in the region that will affect lands within 
the Southwest NIETC include the TransWest Express Project, Frontier Line, Southwest Intertie 
Project, and High Plains Express.  These and other ongoing projects are part of the “past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or 
person undertakes such other actions” that DOE must consider in performing its cumulative 
impact analysis of the proposed NIETCs.  
 
Recommendation:  DOE must conduct a thorough analysis of the cumulative effects of the 
proposed Southwest and Mid-Atlantic NIETC designations, including the connected and similar 
actions of existing, proposed and anticipated transmission projects in these regions. 
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c. DOE must assess a range of alternatives:  The range of alternatives is “the heart of the 
environmental impact statement.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14. NEPA requires DOE to “rigorously 
explore and objectively evaluate” a range of alternatives to proposed federal actions. See 40 
C.F.R. §§ 1502.14(a) and 1508.25(c).  
 

NEPA’s requirement that alternatives be studied, developed, and described both guides 
the substance of environmental decision-making and provides evidence that the mandated 
decision-making process has actually taken place. Informed and meaningful 
consideration of alternatives -- including the no action alternative -- is thus an integral 
part of the statutory scheme. 

 
Bob Marshall Alliance v. Hodel, 852 F.2d 1223, 1228 (9th Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 489 
U.S. 1066 (1989) (citations and emphasis omitted). 
 
“An agency must look at every reasonable alternative, with the range dictated by the nature and 
scope of the proposed action.” Northwest Envtl Defense Center v. Bonneville Power Admin., 
117 F.3d 1520, 1538 (9th Cir. 1997). An agency violates NEPA by failing to “rigorously explore 
and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives” to the proposed action. City of Tenakee 
Springs v. Clough, 915 F.2d 1308, 1310 (9th Cir. 1990) (quoting 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14). This 
evaluation extends to considering more environmentally protective alternatives and mitigation 
measures. See, e.g., Kootenai Tribe of Idaho v. Veneman, 313 F.3d 1094,1122-1123 (9th Cir. 
2002) (and cases cited therein); see also Or. Envtl. Council v. Kunzman, 614 F.Supp. 657, 659-
660 (D. Or. 1985) (stating that the alternatives that must be considered under NEPA are those 
that would “avoid or minimize” adverse environmental effects).  
 
NEPA requires that an actual “range” of alternatives is considered, such that the Act will 
“preclude agencies from defining the objectives of their actions in terms so unreasonably narrow 
that they can be accomplished be only one alternative (i.e. the applicant’s proposed project).” 
Colorado Environmental Coalition v. Dombeck, 185 F.3d 1162, 1174 (10th Cir. 1999), citing 
Simmons v. United States Corps of Engineers, 120 F.3d 664, 669 (7th Cir. 1997). This 
requirement prevents the EIS from becoming “a foreordained formality.” City of New York v. 
Department of Transp., 715 F.2d 732, 743 (2nd Cir. 1983). See also, Davis v. Mineta, 302 F.3d 
1104 (10th Cir. 2002).  In its current approach to designating the Southwest and Mid-Atlantic 
NIETCs, DOE has strictly limited the alternatives considered and has not considered 
opportunities to address congestion through improving efficiency of existing infrastructure, as 
well as through energy conservation, demand-side management, or distributed generation 
opportunities.  The agency has also not considered opportunities to protect special and sensitive 
lands or the potential sources of electricity (i.e., coal versus wind)1, and their respective impacts 

                                                 
1 Commenters have celebrated the opportunities that designation of these NIETCs will provide for increased use of 
coal for electricity generation.  See, e.g. ,Comments of Bay Area Municipal Transmission Group, DOE Compilation 
of comments, p. 76; Comments of PJM Interconnection, LLC, DOE Compilation of comments, pp. 442, 451.  From 
strip mining to toxic air emissions, water pollution and production of greenhouse gases, the conventional coal fuel 
cycle is among the most environmentally destructive activities on earth.  See, e.g., NRDC, “Coal in a Changing 
Climate” (February 2007), http://www.nrdc.org/globalWarming/coal/contents.asp .  DOE has begun to assess 
potential renewable generation resources in the areas within the proposed NIETCs.  See, e.g., Appendix B, 
http://nietc.anl.gov/documents/docs/AppendixB.pdf.  NEPA requires that these impacts be considered by DOE in a 
full EIS prior to designating these corridors.      
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on the lands within the proposed NIETCs.  Given the amount of land included in the proposed 
NIETCs and the scope of development contemplated by both DOE and industry, there is a wide 
range of alternatives that can and should be considered. 
 
Recommendation:  DOE must consider a range of alternatives in proposing the Southwest and 
Mid-Atlantic NIETCs for designation, including non-transmission alternatives to addressing 
congestion, improving access to transmission for renewable energy sources and improving the 
efficiency of existing infrastructure, and not limiting consideration to simply designation of these 
large areas. 
 
3. Compliance with National Historic Preservation Act. 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (“NHPA”) (16 U.S.C. §§ 470 et 
seq.) requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic 
properties. 36 CFR § 800.1.  The definition of “undertaking” is as follows:  

undertaking means a project, activity, or program funded in whole or in part under the 
direct or indirect jurisdiction of a Federal agency, including those carried out by or on 
behalf of a Federal agency; those carried out with Federal financial assistance; and those 
requiring a Federal permit, license or approval. 

36 CFR § 800.16(y) (emphasis added).  The actions of the DOE in designating NIETC corridors 
certainly fit within this definition.  In particular, the “Section 106” (16 U.S.C. § 470f) review 
process obligates DOE to consider the effects of management actions on historic and cultural 
resources listed or eligible for inclusion under NHPA.  Further, the NHPA stipulates that 
consultation among agency official(s) and other parties with an interest in the effects of the 
undertaking on historic properties commence at the early stages of project planning.  Clearly, 
Section 106 consultation must be conducted before a decision on the location of transmission 
corridors (however broad) is made.        
 
To satisfy the Section 106 compliance requirement, the Responsible Agency Official must 
consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer(s) (SHPO), and appropriate Tribes and/or 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer(s) (THPO).  The DOE process for designation of corridors 
as currently being conducted also has the effect of denying SHPOs and THPOs their required 
right to consultation; designation would occur before the required consultation process even 
began.  This must be rectified.  Additionally, Section 106 requires DOE to give the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) an opportunity to comment before DOE takes action, 
such as designating NIETCs.  The ACHP criteria for Council involvement as defined in 
Appendix A to Part 800 (36 CFR § 800) make it almost certain the Council will choose to 
participate in consultation. 
 
Beyond the NHPA compliance and consultation requirements, the Responsible Agency Official 
must consult with, invite, and offer opportunities for federally recognized Indian Tribes to 
collaborate and participate in the planning process.  This is to satisfy the necessary Government-
to-Government consultation with Tribes stipulated under Executive Order 13175. 
 
Recommendation:  Before proceeding with designation of NIETCs, the DOE must complete the 
Section 106 consultation process.  The notice and comment function of this obligation is usually 



 11 

conducted concurrent with the notice and comment provisions of NEPA.  As we recommend 
NEPA analysis elsewhere in these comments, Section 106 requirements could and should be 
fulfilled in a joint process. 
 
4. Compliance with Endangered Species Act.   

The proposed Southwest and Mid-Atlantic NIETCs encompass critical and/or important habitat 
for threatened and endangered species, such as the desert tortoise and bighorn sheep in the 
Southwest NIETC and the West Virginia northern flying squirrel in the Mid-Atlantic Corridor.  
DOE should obtain from the US Fish and Wildlife Service a list of threatened, endangered, 
proposed, candidate, and other special status species in order to assess the impacts of this project 
on those species. In addition, Forest Guardians has recently petitioned the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service to list 475 southwestern species as threatened and endangered 
(See,  http://www.fguardians.org/library/paper.asp?nMode=2&nLibraryID=503), highlighting 
the importance of the wildlife habitat in the proposed Southwest NIETC.  As shown above, the 
designation of these NIETCs will have foreseeable harmful impacts on the wildlife and plant 
habitat within the Southwest and Mid-Atlantic regions.   
 
Congress enacted the Endangered Species Act (ESA) as “a means whereby the ecosystems upon 
which endangered species and threatened species depend may be conserved.” 16 U.S.C. § 
1531(b).  As the Supreme Court observed, the statute “afford[s] endangered species the highest 
of priorities.”  TVA v. Hill, 437 U.S. 153, 194 (1978).  To achieve its objectives, Congress 
directed FWS to list species that are “threatened” or “endangered,” as defined by the ESA. 16 
U.S.C. § 1533; § 1532(6) & (20).   
 
Once a species is listed, Section 7 of the ESA mandates that every federal agency “consult” with 
FWS when taking any action that "may affect" listed species. 16 U.S.C. § 1536(a)(2); 50 C.F.R. 
§ 402.14(a); Nat’l Wildlife Fed’n v. Nat’l Marine Fisheries Serv., 422 F.3d 782, 790 (9th Cir. 
2005).  The purpose of the Section 7 consultation process is to insure that no agency actions 
“jeopardize the continued existence” of a listed species. Id.  To facilitate the consultation 
process, the “action agency” prepares a “biological assessment,” which identifies the listed 
species in the action area and evaluates the proposed action's effect on the species. Id. § 1536(c); 
50 C.F.R. §§ 402.02, 402.12.  Through a biological assessment, the agency determines whether 
formal or informal consultation is necessary. 50 C.F.R. § 402.13(a).  When formal consultation is 
necessary, FWS prepares a “biological opinion” that determines whether the agency’s action will 
result in jeopardy to the species. 16 U.S.C. § 1536(b)(3)(A); 50 C.F.R. § 402.14(g).  If there is 
jeopardy, FWS sets for “reasonable and prudent alternatives” aimed at avoiding jeopardy. 16 
U.S.C. § 1536(b)(3)(A).  If there is no jeopardy, FWS identifies the reasonable and prudent 
mitigation measures. Id. § 1536(b)(4).   
 
The ESA defines agency action broadly. 16 U.S.C. § 1536(a)(2); Lane County Audubon Soc’y v. 
Jamison, 958 F.2d 290, 294 (9th Cir. 1992).  It includes “all activities or programs of any kind 
authorized, funded, or carried out, in whole or in part, by Federal agencies.” 50 C.F.R. § 402.02 
(emphasis added).  Agency actions include those “actions directly or indirectly causing 
modifications to the land, water, or air.” Id. § 402.02.  The designation of the proposed 
Southwest and Mid-Atlantic NIETCs constitutes agency action within the meaning of the ESA. 
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By designating these proposed NIETCs without taking steps to consider potential adverse effects 
to protected species and to incorporate appropriate limitations on potential projects, DOE is 
failing to comply with the mandates of the Endangered Species Act to ensure that its actions are 
“not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered or threatened species.”  16 
U.S.C. § 1536(a)(2).  In fact, designation of the Southwest and Mid-Atlantic NIETCs is likely to 
jeopardize the continued existing of many endangered or threatened species.   
 
Moreover, all federal agencies are obligated to conserve listed species by "carrying out programs 
for the conservation of endangered species and threatened species." 16 U.S.C. § 1536(a)(1). 
Under the ESA, "conserve" is defined as recovering a species. Therefore, not only is DOE 
obligated to not jeopardize the survival and recovery of listed species, but the agency is required 
to take steps within its purview to recover these species. 16 U.S.C. § 1532(3) (definition of 
"conserve"). 
 
Recommendation:  DOE must engage in the Section 7 consultation process directed by the ESA 
for the endangered and threatened species within the Southwest and Mid-Atlantic NIETCs prior 
to designating these NIETCs.  In order to comply with the ESA, DOE must prepare a biological 
assessment for the proposed designation of the Southwest and Mid-Atlantic NIETCs, engage in 
formal consultation with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, and identify and incorporate 
appropriate alternatives and/or mitigation measures.  See, 16 U.S.C. §§ 1536(c)(1) and 
1536(a)(2); 50 C.F.R. §§ 402.12(k)(1) and 402.14(a).  DOE also must carry out programs to 
conserve listed species in the action area. See 16 U.S.C. § 1536(a)(1). 
 
5. NIETC designation process has undermined the public process required by Section 1221 of 
EPAct.   

Section 1221 of EPAct requires the DOE to designate NIETCs only “[a]fter considering 
alternatives and recommendations from interested parties.”  To date, the recommendations from 
“interested parties” that have been considered by DOE appear to be limited to those submitted by 
industry.  As shown above, the geographic boundaries of the proposed NIETCs correspond with 
and accommodate recommendations from industry for designation and proposed transmission 
projects submitted prior to distribution of the congestion and constraints study for public 
comment.  Further, the “outreach” meetings conducted by DOE prior to issuing the study for 
public comment were primarily limited to industry, with some also addressing potential 
regulators.  See, Appendix G, National Electric Transmission Congestion Study.  The “interested 
parties” whose enjoyment of their public lands could be damaged and whose private property 
could be condemned were not provided a sufficient opportunity for comment.  DOE has not 
actively sought public input and has not responded to public comments, while seeking and 
accommodating industry suggestions.  This unbalanced approach to public input and considering 
recommendations does not fulfill the requirements of Section 1221 of EPAct. 
 
Recommendation:  DOE should provide an expanded opportunity for public input, respond to 
public comments and give serious consideration to concerns raised by individuals and groups not 
directly associated with the industry proposing new transmission projects. 
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6. Designation process will violate or otherwise fail to comply with obligations under other 
laws and policies, including coordination with states and Tribes. 

 
a. Governing land use plans:  Federal agencies develop land use plans that identify 
permitted, restricted and prohibited uses.  Any subsequent uses of the public lands must be 
consistent with these plans.  See, e.g., Federal Land Policy and Management Act, 43 U.S.C. §§ 
1712(a), 1732(a); National Forest Management Act, 16 U.S.C. § 1604(a) and (c); National 
Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997, 16 U.S.C. § 668dd.  By providing for 
opportunities for agency decisions to deny construction permits to be appealed, the NIETC 
process can violate these land use planning statutes. 
 
Recommendation:  The proposed Southwest and Mid-Atlantic NIETC designations, as well as 
future designations, should include a commitment to seek consistency with governing land use 
plans. 
 
b. Policies encouraging/requiring access to/use of renewable energy sources:  Federal 
agencies have enacted policies and made commitments to encourage the use of public lands to 
support development and transmission of renewable energy.  See, e.g., “BLM Launches Effort to 
Facilitate Renewable Energy Development on Public Lands 
(http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/info/newsroom/2007/june/NR_0706_1.html - “’The Forest 
Service looks forward to working in concert with BLM on these geothermal projects,’ said 
Forest Service Chief Gail Kimbell. ‘Enhancing our nation’s energy needs through safe and clean 
energy is an important focus of the Department of Agriculture and a proper use of our public 
lands.’”).  In June 2005, BLM completed its programmatic EIS for a Wind Energy Development 
Program in the western U.S., including public lands within Arizona, Nevada and California.  See 
http://windeis.anl.gov/.   Indeed, “[i]t is the BLM general policy, consistent with the National 
Energy Policy of 2001 and the Energy Policy Act of 2005, to encourage development of wind 
energy in acceptable areas,” Instruction Memorandum No. 2006-216 
(http://www.blm.gov/nhp/efoia/wo/fy06/im2006-216.htm). Both the BLM geothermal and wind-
focused studies built upon a DOI/DOE 2003 study, “Assessing the Potential for Renewable 
Energy on Public Lands,” that included a key finding that of 20 BLM planning units that had 
high potential for three or more renewable energy resources, 12 occurred in Arizona, California 
and Nevada.  See http://www.blm.gov/nhp/spotlight/energy_report/press_release.htm. 
 
Further, states, including those within the proposed Southwest and Mid-Atlantic NIETCs have 
enacted renewable portfolio standards, which require electricity providers to obtain a minimum 
percentage of their power from renewable energy resources by a certain date. Twenty states plus 
the District of Columbia have such standards.  Standards set by states within the proposed 
NIETCs are summarized below (See 
http://www.eere.energy.gov/states/maps/renewable_portfolio_states.cfm): 
 
State   Percentage from renewable sources  Date for achieving 
Arizona   15%      2025 
California   20%      2010 
Delaware   10%      2019 
D.C.    11%      2022 



 14 

Maryland   9.5%      2022 
Nevada   20%      2015 
New Jersey   22.5%      2021 
New York   24%      2013 
Pennsylvania   18%      2020 
Virginia   12%      2022  
 
By failing to assess sources for potential projects or to provide for prioritizing access to 
transmission for renewable energy sources, DOE is undermining state and federal policies.   
 
Recommendation:  The proposed Southwest and Mid-Atlantic NIETC designations, as well as 
future designations, should include an approach to comply with federal and state policies 
regarding use of renewable energy sources, including improving access to transmission. 
 
c. Consultation with States and Tribes:  Section 1221 of EPAct includes specific 
requirements for DOE to consult with states.   It is not clear how thoroughly DOE consulted, but 
it is clear that DOE is ignoring the significant concerns of states with the NIETC approval 
process that could override state regulatory decisions and result in condemnation of private 
property.  For instance, the Governors of New York, New Jersey, Connecticut, Pennsylvania, 
and Virginia have all vocally opposed these designations.  Further, there is no evidence that DOE 
has consulted with potentially affected Tribes whose lands fall within the Southwest and Mid-
Atlantic NIETCs.   
 
Recommendation:  DOE should provide an expanded opportunity for consultation with affected 
state agencies and Tribes, respond to their recommendations, and give serious consideration to 
concerns raised by individuals and groups not directly associated with the industry proposing 
new transmission projects. 
 
7. Proposed NIETCs are not corridors within the meaning of Section 1221 of EPAct.   

Section 1221 directs DOE to designate “corridors.”  In connection with the designation of energy 
corridors under the West-wide Energy Corridor Programmatic EIS, which will accommodate not 
only transmission lines but also oil, gas and hydrogen pipelines, DOE’s website defines the term 
“energy corridor” as “a parcel of land (often linear in character) that has been identified 
through the land use planning process as being a preferred location for existing and future 
utility rights-of-way , and that is suitable to accommodate one or more rights-of-way which are 
similar, identical or compatible.” http://corridoreis.anl.gov/guide/basics/index.cfm (emphasis 
original).  The Bureau of Land Management’s regulations define a “right-of-way corridor” as: 

a parcel of land with specific boundaries identified by law, Secretarial order, the land-use 
planning process, or other management decision, as being a preferred location for 
existing and future rights-of-way and facilities. The corridor may be suitable to 
accommodate more than one type of right-of-way use or facility or one or more right-of-
way uses or facilities which are similar, identical, or compatible. 

43 C.F.R. § 2801.5.   No reasonable interpretation of this term can equate to the multi-state, non-
linear regions designated by DOE and then cited as an excuse for avoiding NEPA analysis.  By 
designating large geographic regions as “corridors,” DOE is applying the abridged 
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environmental review and mechanisms to override federal, state and local concerns to an 
excessively broad area.  
 
Recommendation:  DOE should limit the scope of the Southwest and Mid-Atlantic NIETC 
designations, as well as future NIETC designations, to areas that can more reasonably be 
considered “corridors.” 
 
8. Proposed designation of NIETCs does not include the alternatives required by Section 1221.   

As noted above, Section 1221 of EPAct requires the DOE to designate NIETCs only “[a]fter 
considering alternatives and recommendations from interested parties.”  However, the proposed 
Southwest and Mid-Atlantic NIETCs do not include any alternatives.  Further, DOE has declined 
to consider any solutions to identified congestion other than approving more transmission 
projects.  In the Frequently Asked Questions section of the NIETC website, DOE interprets the 
subject language as only referring to “comments suggesting National Corridor designations for 
different congestion or constraint problems, comments suggesting alternative boundaries for 
specific National Corridors, as well as comments suggesting that the Department refrain from 
designating a National Corridor.”  However, there is no support for this overly limited 
interpretation of the requirement to consider alternatives.  Further, as noted above, DOE has not 
even complied with its own more limited interpretation of the types of alternatives that it should 
consider. 
 
Recommendation:  DOE should consider a range of alternatives to simply designating the 
proposed Southwest and Mid-Atlantic NIETC designations, as well as future NIETC 
designations, as discussed in more detail above. 
 

We hope that you will consider these comments and revise your approach to designating NIETCs 
to better heed the important values of our public lands.  Please feel free to contact us if you have 
any questions or need additional information.  
 
Sincerely,  

 
Nada Culver 
Senior Counsel, Public Lands Campaign 
BLM Action Center 
1660 Wynkoop Street, Suite 850 
Denver, CO 80202 
(303) 650-5818 Ext. 117 
Nada_culver@tws.org 
 
AND ON BEHALF OF: 

Johanna H. Wald 
Senior Attorney 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
415.875.6100 
jwald@nrdc.org 
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Tom Darin 
Staff Attorney, Energy Transmission 
Western Resource Advocates 
2260 Baseline Rd., Suite 200 
Boulder,  CO  80302 
303-444-1188 ext. 244 
tom@westernresources.org  
 
Justin Augustine 
Center for Biological Diversity 
1095 Market St., Suite 511 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
415-436-9682 ext. 302 
jaugustine@biologicaldiversity.org 
 
David Hodges 
Policy Director 
Sky Island Alliance 
738 N 5th Ave 
Tucson, AZ 85705 
(520) 624-7080 
dhodges@skyislandalliance.org 
 
Daniel R. Patterson 
Southwest Director & Ecologist 
Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility 
738 N. 5th Av. #210 
POB 172 
Tucson, AZ 85702  
520.906.2159 
 
Nicole J. Rosmarino, Ph.D. 
Conservation Director 
Forest Guardians 
312 Montezuma Ave. 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 
505-988-9126x1156 
nrosmarino@fguardians.org  
 
Timothy Flood 
Vice President 
Friends of the Agua Fria National Monument 
20280 N. 59th Avenue 
Suite #115 - Box 620 
Glendale, AZ 85308 
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Power-line corridors are federal decisions 

Policy could shape SDG&E project 

By Kimberly Hefling  
ASSOCIATED PRESS 

June 21, 2007  

WASHINGTON – The House rejected an attempt Wednesday to block the government from 
imposing major new power lines in areas where states or local communities oppose them.  

The issue has been contentious in parts of the Southwest and East Coast, where two high-priority 
transmission corridors for power lines were proposed. Rep. Frank Wolf, R-Va., warned 
colleagues that unwanted power lines could come to their district.  

“How will you explain to your constituents . . . that you had a chance to slow this down and you 
didn't do it?” Wolf said. “How are you going to tell them that you sided with the power 
companies and not with the citizens?”  

Supporters say the power-line corridors are needed to keep up with growth and to prevent 
blackouts like the one in 2003 that swept from Ohio to Canada and New York City.  

“America needs available power, and especially electric power,” said John Peterson, R-Pa. “We 
have a system that has not worked.”  

One corridor would stretch from Southern California into Arizona and Nevada. The other would 
run north from Virginia, and include most of Maryland, all of New Jersey and Delaware and 
large sections of New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania and West Virginia.  

The corridors designated this year by the Energy Department were a follow-up to a 2005 law that 
gave the federal government greater say on where high-priority transmission lines should be 
built.  

The federal authority to site power lines could play a role in the Sunrise Powerlink project 
proposed by San Diego Gas & Electric. The utility says that the controversial $1.3 billion, 150-
mile project across the Anza-Borrego Desert would bolster electric reliability and provide access 
to clean, renewable energy projects expected in the Imperial Valley.  

While the project is currently being considered by the California Public Utilities Commission, 
the new federal authority over power lines could allow SDG&E to obtain approval for the line in 
Washington, D.C.  

SDG&E has said it would use that option should Sunrise be rejected by the PUC, which is set to 
issue a decision early next year.  
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Opponents of federal authority on power lines say local rights will be pushed aside with the 
implementation of the new corridors. The governors of Pennsylvania, Connecticut, Virginia, 
New York and New Jersey have written in opposition to the corridors.  

The corridor designations could help private industry obtain permits from state regulators or 
work in conjunction with regional groups to build new lines. Once a 60-day comment period on 
the corridors ends July 6, the law calls for state regulators to try to strike agreements on where 
new lines should be built.  

The amendment – part of an energy and water spending bill – was sponsored by Rep. Maurice 
Hinchey, D-N.Y. The amendment was rejected, 257-174. 

 
Staff writer Craig D. Rose contributed to this report. 
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East Valley Tribune - Mesa, AZ  

May 31, 2007 

ACC rejects Calif. power line  

Ed Taylor , Tribune  
Saying they don’t want Arizona to become an “energy farm” for California, the Arizona 
Corporation Commission unanimously rejected an application by Southern California 
Edison Wednesday to build a power line to supply Arizona-generated power to its 
customers. 
 
Commissioners said the $680 million power line would result in higher utility rates for 
Arizona consumers and damage the environment because it would cross the Kofa 
National Wildlife Refuge in western Arizona.  
 
Most of the benefits would go to California consumers who would have access to 
cheaper power produced in Arizona while Arizona would bear the environmental 
impacts, they said.  
 
“In my opinion, this application is a one-way street,” said commissioner Bill Mundell of 
Chandler.  
 
After the meeting, a Southern California Edison official said the utility has not decided if 
it will appeal the decision to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission or the courts.  
 
“We’re disappointed,” said Tom Burhemm, manager of regulatory operations. “We 
believe there are a lot of benefits to the entire region.”  
 
He said the utility will study other options, including building more in-state generating 
plants and increasing energyefficiency programs.  
 
Southern California Edison had been working for more than two years to win approval 
for the 231-mile high-voltage line, which would run from a switch yard near the Palo 
Verde Nuclear Generating Station west of Phoenix to the Devers substation near Palm 
Springs, Calif.  
 
The proposed line would have transported power generated by natural gas-fired plants 
built in the past few years near the Palo Verde complex.  
 
Those plants have excess generating capacity available, and the electricity could be 
exported to California during periods of non-peak demand in Arizona.  
 
But the Arizona commissioners said Arizona electric consumers would have to pay an 
additional $242 million in higher electric rates over the life of the line because it would 
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drive up wholesale market prices at the Palo Verde hub.  
 
Also they said the demand from California for Arizonaproduced power would require 
Arizona to build additional generating plants to meet in-state demand sooner than would 
otherwise be the case.  
 
Mundell complained that California could do more to meet its own energy needs.  
 
He cited the decision announced two weeks ago by Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger to 
prohibit the construction of an off-shore liquified natural gas terminal.  
 
Although California has been allowing more power plants to be built in the past few 
years to meet increased electricity demand, that has been offset by the retiring of older 
power plants, Mundell said.  
 
Southern California Edison officials said Arizona would gain many benefits from the 
power line, including improving the state’s access to renewable energy produced in 
California and elsewhere, increasing its tax revenue and enhancing the entire state’s 
investment climate.  
 
They said there would be a general benefit by increasing the interconnections in the 
nation’s western power grid.  
 
Finally, they said the proposed route had been determined to have the fewest 
environmental impacts, even though 24 miles would go through the Kofa refuge.  
 
The line would follow the route of an existing high-power line built in the early 1980s that 
moves electricity from Palo Verde to California. Dian Grueneich, a member of the 
California Public Utilities Commission, which approved the California portion of the Palo 
Verde-Devers line in January, defended her state’s energy policies. She said the 
Golden State has been doing a better job of providing for its own energy needs 
following the power crisis of 2000.  
 
“There is a perception that we want to export pollution rather than producing our own 
power,” she said. “But we get 80 percent of our power from in-state generation.”  
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Consolidated Areas (AZ, CA, NV) Impacted by SW NIET C * 
   
US Fish and Wildlife Service Units 
   

 # of Units Impacted Type of Unit Impacted 
 13 USFWS National Wildlife Refuges/Ranges 
 4 USFWS Wilderness Areas 
 2 USFWS Proposed Wilderness Areas 
   
National Park Service Units  
   

 # of Units Impacted Type of Unit Impacted 
 5 National Park Service Units 
 3 National Park Service Wilderness Areas 
 5 National Park Service Proposed Wilderness Areas 
   
Designated Wilderness (Outside of Parks, Refuges, M onuments or Conservation Areas) 
   

 # of Units Impacted Type of Unit Impacted 
 27 BLM Designated Wilderness 
 16 US Forest Service Designated Wilderness 
   
BLM National Monuments  
   

 # of Units Impacted Type of Unit Impacted 
 3 BLM National Monuments (NM) 
 4 BLM Designated Wilderness Within National Monuments 
 5 Proposed BLM Wilderness Within National Monuments 
   
BLM National Conservation Areas (Includes Californi a Desert Conservation Area) 
   

 # of Units Impacted Type of Unit Impacted 
 3 BLM National Conservation Areas (NCA) 
 51 BLM Wilderness Within National Conservation Areas 
 6 BLM Wilderness Study Areas within NCA 
 5 Proposed BLM Wilderness Within National Conservation Areas 
   
Proposed Wilderness Areas (BLM and USFS Lands outsi de of NCAs and National 
Monuments) 
   

 # of Units Impacted Type of Unit Impacted 

 14 BLM Wilderness Study Areas (WSA) Outside of NCA or NM (may 
include proposed additions) 

 68 Forest Service Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRA) (may include 
proposed additions 

 45 Proposed Wilderness Outside of IRAs and WSAs 



 30 

   
National Scenic and Historic Trails 
   

 
# of Trails 
Impacted 

 

 3  
   
   
   

* Numbers include units which are completely or partially within the Southwest National Electricity 
Transmission Corridor (NIETC).  Units which cross state lines are only included once on this page, 
but are included with each state on subsequent pages.  BLM National Conservation Area (NCA) 
numbers include the California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) and units within the CDCA. 
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Number of Units in Arizona Impacted by SW NIETC   

    
US Fish and Wildlife Service Units  
    
 # of Units Impacted Type of Unit Impacted  
 6 USFWS National Wildlife Refuges/Ranges  
 4 USFWS Wilderness Areas  
 0 USFWS Proposed Wilderness Areas  
    
National Park Service Units   
    
 # of Units Impacted Type of Unit Impacted  
 0 National Park Service Units  
 0 National Park Service Wilderness Areas  
 0 National Park Service Proposed Wilderness Areas  
    
Designated Wilderness (Outside of Parks, Refuges, M onuments or Conservation Areas)  
    
 # of Units Impacted Type of Unit Impacted  
 14 BLM Designated Wilderness  
 3 US Forest Service Designated Wilderness  
    
BLM National Monuments   
    
 # of Units Impacted Type of Unit Impacted  
 1 BLM National Monuments (NM)  
 2 BLM Designated Wilderness Within National Monuments  
 4 Proposed BLM Wilderness Within National Monuments  
    
BLM National Conservation Areas   
    
 # of Units Impacted Type of Unit Impacted  
 0 BLM National Conservation Areas (NCA)  
 0 BLM Wilderness Within National Conservation Areas  
 0 BLM Wilderness Study Areas within NCA  
 0 Proposed BLM Wilderness Within National Conservation Areas  
    
Proposed Wilderness Areas (BLM and USFS Lands outsi de of NCAs and National 
Monuments)  
    
 # of Units Impacted Type of Unit Impacted  

 1 BLM Wilderness Study Areas (WSA) Outside of NCA or NM (may 
include proposed additions)  

 6 Forest Service Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRA) (may include 
proposed additions  

 30 Proposed Wilderness Outside of IRAs and WSAs  
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National Scenic and Historic Trails  
    
 # of Trails Impacted   
 1   
    
    

Names of Units Impacted in Arizona by SW NIETC  

    

US Fish and Wildlife Service Lands  
    

# Unit Name Designated Wilderness Proposed Wilderness  

1 
Kofa National Wildlife 
Refuge 

Kofa Wilderness None 

2 
Cabeza Prieta National 
Wildlife Refuge 

Carrizo Prieta Wilderness, Organ Pipe 
Cactus Wilderness 

None 

3 
Cibola National Wildlife 
Refuge 

None None 

4 
Imperial National Wildlife 
Refuge 

Imperial Refuge Wilderness None 

5 
Bill Williams National 
Wildlife Refuge 

None None 

6 
Havasu National Wildlife 
Refuge 

None None 

    
    
Designated Wilderness (Outside of Parks, Refuges, M onuments or Conservation Areas)  
    

# Unit Name Agency  

1 
Woolsey Peak 
Wilderness 

BLM  

2 
Signal Mountain 
Wilderness 

BLM  

3 
Eagle Tail Mountains 
Wilderness 

BLM  

4 
Muggins Mountain 
Wilderness BLM  

5 
New Water Mountains 
Wilderness 

BLM  

6 
Trigo Mountains 
Wilderness 

BLM  

7 
Bighorn Mountains 
Wilderness 

BLM  

8 
Humming Bird Springs 
Wilderness 

BLM  

9 
Harquahala Mountains 
Wilderness 

BLM  
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10 
Harcuvar Mountains 
Wilderness 

BLM  

11 
Rawhide Mountains 
Wilderness BLM  

12 
East Cactus Plains 
Wilderness 

BLM  

13 
Gibralter Mountain 
Wilderness 

BLM  

14 Swansea Wilderness BLM  
15 Mazatzal Wilderness USFS  
16 Four Peaks Wilderness  USFS  
17 Superstition Wilderness USFS  
    
    

BLM National Monuments   
    

# Unit Name Designated Wilderness Proposed Wilderness  

1 
Sonoran Desert National 
Monument 

North Maricopa Wilderness, South 
Maricopa Wilderness 

Margies Peak, 
Butterfield Pass, Sand 
Tank Mountains, Sand 
Tank Mountains East 

    
    

BLM Wilderness Study Areas (Outside of Other Units)   
    

# Unit Name   

1 Cactus Plain WSA   
    
    

US Forest Service Inventoried Roadless Areas  
    

# Unit Name   
1 Lime Creek   
2 Mazatzal Additions   
3 Boulder   
4 Gold Field   
5 Black Cross   
6 Horse Mesa   
    
    

Proposed Wilderness (Does not include proposals con current with or adjacent to Existing Wilderness 
Study Areas or Inventoried Roadless Areas or Propos als which fall within a National Park, National Wil dlife 
Refuge, National Monument, or National Conservation  Area) 

    

# Unit Name   
1 Planet Peak   
2 Swansea Additions   
3 Buckskin Mountains   
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4 Harcuvar Mountains   
5 Harquhala Continuous   
6 Black Butte West   
7 Black Butte East   
8 Belmont Mountains   
9 Humming Bird Plain   
10 Talon Tank Mountains   
11 Ranegras Plain   
12 La Pesa Plain   
13 Polomosa Mountains   
14 Deadman Mountains   
15 Beaver Dam Mountains   
16 Little Horn Mountains   
17 Red Raven Wash   
18 Polomosa Plains   
19 Clanton Hills   
20 Hoodoo Wash   
21 Tank Mountains   
22 South Tank Mountains   
23 Bargan Wash   
24 East Clanton Hills   
25 Cortez Peak   
26 Columbus Peak   
27 Yellow Medicine Butte   
28 Face Mountain   
29 Saddle Mountain   
30 Gila Bend Mountains   
    
    
National Historic and Scenic Trails  
    

# Trail Name   

1 Juan Bautista de Anza   
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Units in California Impacted by SW NIETC  
   
US Fish and Wildlife Service Units   
    
 # of Units Impacted Type of Unit Impacted  
 8 USFWS National Wildlife Refuges/Ranges  
 0 USFWS Wilderness Areas  
 0 USFWS Proposed Wilderness Areas  
    
National Park Service Units   
    
 # of Units Impacted Type of Unit Impacted  
 4 National Park Service Units  
 3 National Park Service Wilderness Areas  
 1 National Park Service Proposed Wilderness Areas  
    
Designated Wilderness (Outside of Parks, Refuges, M onuments or Conservation 
Areas)  
    
 # of Units Impacted Type of Unit Impacted  
 1 BLM Designated Wilderness  
 12 US Forest Service Designated Wilderness  
    
BLM National Monuments   
    
 # of Units Impacted Type of Unit Impacted  
 2 BLM National Monuments (NM)  

 2 BLM Designated Wilderness Within National 
Monuments  

 1 Proposed BLM Wilderness Within National 
Monuments  

    
BLM National Conservation Areas*    
    
 # of Units Impacted Type of Unit Impacted  

 1 BLM National Conservation Areas (NCA) (Includes 
CDCA)  

 48 BLM Wilderness Within National Conservation Areas  
 6 BLM Wilderness Study Areas within NCA  

 4 Proposed BLM Wilderness Within National 
Conservation Areas  
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Proposed Wilderness Areas (BLM and USFS Lands outsi de of NCAs and National Monuments)  
    
 # of Units Impacted Type of Unit Impacted  

 9 BLM Wilderness Study Areas (WSA) Outside of 
NCA or NM (may include proposed additions)  

 48 Forest Service Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRA) 
(may include proposed additions  

 5 Proposed Wilderness Outside of IRAs and WSAs  
   
National Scenic and Historic Trails  
   

 # of Trails Impacted  

 3  

   

* Numbers include California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) 
   
   

Names of Units Impacted in California by SW NIETC 
   
US Fish and Wildlife Service Lands  
   

# Unit Name Designated Wilderness 
Proposed 

Wilderness 
1 Kern National Wildlife Refuge None None 
2 Bitter Creek National Wildlife Refuge None None 
3 Coachella Valley National Wildlife Refuge None None 

4 
Sonny Bono Salton Sea National Wildlife 
Refuge 

None None 

5 Imperial National Wildlife Refuge None None 
6 Cibola National Wildlife Refuge None None 
7 San Diego National Wildlife Refuge None None 

8 
Sweetwater Marsh National Wildlife 
Refuge None None 

   
   
National Park Service Lands  
   

# Unit Name Designated Wilderness 
Proposed 

Wilderness 

1 
Santa Monica Mountain National 
Recreation Area 

None None 

2 Death Valley National Park Death Valley Wilderness None 
3 Mojave National Preserve Mojave Wilderness None 

4 Joshua Tree National Park Joshua Tree Wilderness 
Joshua Tree 

Wilderness Additions 
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Designated Wilderness (Outside of Parks, Refuges, M onuments or Conservation Areas) 
   

# Unit Name Agency  
1 Otay Mountain Wilderness BLM  
2 Domeland Wilderness USFS  
3 Chumash Wilderness USFS  
4 Sespe Wilderness USFS  
5 San Gabriel Wilderness USFS  
6 Sheep Mountain Wilderness USFS  
7 Cucamonga Wilderness USFS  
8 Bighorn Mountains Wilderness USFS  
9 San Gorgonia Wilderness USFS  
10 San Mateo Canyon Wilderness USFS  
11 Agua Tribia Wilderness USFS  
12 Pine Creek Wilderness USFS  
13 Hauser Wilderness USFS  
   
   

BLM National Monuments  
   

# Unit Name Designated Wilderness Proposed Wilderness  
1 Carrizo Plain National Monument None None 

2 
Santa Rosa/San Jacinto National 
Monument 

Santa Rosa Wilderness, San 
Jacinto Wilderness 

San Jacinto Additions 

   
   
   

BLM National Conservation Area (includes California  Desert Conservation Area) 
   

# Unit Name Designated Wilderness Proposed Wilderness  

1 

Kiva Wilderness, Owens Peak 
Wilderness, El Paso Mountains 
Wilderness, Golden Valley Wilderness, 
Clipper Mountain Wilderness, Grass 
Valley Wilderness, Black Mountain 
Wilderness, North Algodones Dunes 
Wilderness, Piute Mountains 
Wilderness, Kingston Range 
Wilderness, North Mesquite Wilderness, 
Mesquite Wilderness, Little Chuckwalla 
Mountains Wilderness, Chuckwalla 
Mountains Wilderness, Bigelow Cholla 
Gardens Wilderness, Hollow Hills 
Wilderness, Newberry Mountains 
Wilderness,  

Cady Mountains WSA, Soda 
Mountains WSA, Death 

Valley 17 WSA, Avawatz 
Mountains WSA, South 

Avawatz Mountains WSA, 
Kingston Range WSA 

Alogondes Dunes 
Additions, Middle Knob, Iron 

Mountain, San Gorgonio 
Additions 
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Dead Mountains Wilderness, Rodman 
Mountains Wilderness, Kelso Dunes 
Wilderness, Palo Verde Mountains 
Wilderness, Cleghorn Lakes 
Wilderness, Bristol Mountain 
Wilderness, Trilobite Wilderness, Indian 
Pass Wilderness, Sheephole Valley 
Wilderness, Cadiz Dunes Wilderness, 
Old Woman Mountains Wilderness, 
Picacho Peak Wilderness, Turtle 
Mountains Wilderness, Stepladder 
Mountains Wilderness, Chemehueui 
Mountains Wilderness, Little Picacho 
Peak Wilderness, Saddle Peak Hills 
Wilderness, Whipple Mountains 
Wilderness, Mecca Hills Wilderness, 
Orocopia Mountains Wilderness, 
Palen/McCoy Wilderness, Rice Valley 
Wilderness, Big Maria Wilderness, 
Riverside Mountains Wilderness, 
Sawtooth Mountains Wilderness, 
Carrizo Gorge Wilderness, Jacumba 
Wilderness, Coyote Mountains 
Wilderness, Fish Creek Mountains 
Wilderness, Stateline Wilderness, 
Pahrump Valley Wilderness 

    
    

BLM Wilderness Study Areas (Outside of Other Units)   
    

# Unit   
1 Hauser Mountain WSA   
2 Table Mountain WSA   
3 Carrizo Gorge WSA   
4 Sawtooth Mountains A WSA   
5 Sawtooth Mountains B WSA   
6 Sawtooth Mountains C WSA   
7 San Felipe Hills WSA   
8 San Ysidro Mountain WSA   
9 Beauty Mountain WSA   

    
    
US Forest Service Inventoried Roadless 
Areas   

    

# Unit   
1 Chico   
2 Channel   
3 Greenhorn Creek   
4 Mill Creek   
5 Woolstaff   
6 Antimony   
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7 Quatal    
8 Sawmill - Badlands  
9 Sespe-Frazier  
10 Salt Creek  
11 Fish Canyon  
12 Tule  
13 Red Mountain  
14 Magic Mountain  
15 Arroyo Seco  
16 Strawberry Creek  
17 Pleasant View  
18 West Fork  
19 San Gabriel Addition  
20 Sheep Mountain  
21 San Dimas  
22 Cucomonga A  
23 Cucomonga B  
24 San Sevaine  
25 Circle Mountain  
26 Cajon  
27 City Creek  
28 Deep Creek  
29 Mill Peak  
30 Crystal Creek  
31 Sugar Loaf  
32 Heartbreak Ridge  
33 Coldwater  
34 Trabuco  
35 Rouse Hill  
36 Horse Creek Ridge  
37 Hixon Flat  
38 Chuhilla Mountain  
39 Pyramid Peak A  
40 Pyramid Peak B  
41 Cactus Springs  
42 Cutca Valley  
43 Barker Valley  
44 Caliente  
45 Eagle Peak  
46 No Name  
47 Sill Hill  
48 Pine Creek  
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Proposed Wilderness (Does not include proposals con current with or adjacent to Existing 
Wilderness Study Areas or Inventoried Roadless Area s or Proposals which fall within a National 
Park, National Wildlife Refuge, National Monument, or National Conservation Area) 

   

# Unit  
1 Sugar Loaf  
2 Pacifico  
3 Condor Peak  
4 Silver Mountain  
5 Table Mountain  

   
   
National Historic and Scenic Trails  
   

# Trail Name  
1 Juan Bautista de Anza  
2 Pacific Crest   
3 Old Spanish  
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Units in Nevada Impacted by SW NIETC   

    
US Fish and Wildlife Service Units  
    
 # of Units Impacted Type of Unit Impacted  
 1 USFWS National Wildlife Refuges/Ranges  
 0 USFWS Wilderness Areas  
 2 USFWS Proposed Wilderness Areas  
    
National Park Service Units   
    
 # of Units Impacted Type of Unit Impacted  
 1 National Park Service Units  
 0 National Park Service Wilderness Areas  
 4 National Park Service Proposed Wilderness Areas  
    
Designated Wilderness (Outside of Parks, Refuges, M onuments or Conservation Areas)  
    
 # of Units Impacted Type of Unit Impacted  
 12 BLM Designated Wilderness  
 1 US Forest Service Designated Wilderness  
    
BLM National Monuments   
    
 # of Units Impacted Type of Unit Impacted  
 0 BLM National Monuments (NM)  
 0 BLM Designated Wilderness Within National Monuments  
 0 Proposed BLM Wilderness Within National Monuments  
    
BLM National Conservation Areas  
    
 # of Units Impacted Type of Unit Impacted  
 2 BLM National Conservation Areas (NCA)   
 3 BLM Wilderness Within National Conservation Areas  
 0 BLM Wilderness Study Areas within NCA  
 1 Proposed BLM Wilderness Within National Conservation Areas  
    
Proposed Wilderness Areas (BLM and USFS Lands outsi de of NCAs and National Monuments)  
    
 # of Units Impacted Type of Unit Impacted  

 4 BLM Wilderness Study Areas (WSA) Outside of NCA or NM (may include 
proposed additions)  

 14 Forest Service Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRA) (may include proposed 
additions  

 10 Proposed Wilderness Outside of IRAs and WSAs  
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National Scenic and Historic Trails  
    
 # of Trails Impacted   
 1   
    
    

Names of Units Impacted in Nevada by SW NIETC  

    
US Fish and Wildlife Service Lands  
    

# Unit Name Designated Wilderness Proposed Wilderness  

1 
Desert National Wildlife 
Range 

None Spotted Range, Pintwater Range 

    
National Park Service Lands   
    

# Unit Name Designated Wilderness Proposed Wilderness  

1 
Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area 

None 
4 Units (FID 83, FID 66, FID 69, 

FID 55) 

    
    

Designated Wilderness (Outside of Parks, Refuges, M onuments or Conservation Areas)  
    

# Unit Name Agency  

1 
Mormon Mountains 
Wilderness 

BLM  

2 
Meadow Valley Range 
Wilderness BLM  

3 Arrow Canyon Wilderness BLM  
4 Lime Canyon Wilderness BLM  
5 Jumbo Springs Wilderness BLM  

6 
Muddy Mountains 
Wilderness BLM  

7 
Mount Charleston 
Wilderness 

BLM  

8 S. McCullough Wilderness BLM  

9 
Wee Jump Joshua Tree 
Wilderness 

BLM  

10 El Dorado Wilderness BLM  
11 Ireteba Peaks Wilderness BLM  
12 Spirit Mountain Wilderness BLM  

13 
Mount Charleston 
Wilderness 

USFS  
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BLM National Conservation Areas  
    

# Unit Name Designated Wilderness Proposed Wilderness  

1 Red Rock Canyon NCA 
La Madre Mountain Wilderness, Rainbow 

Mountain Wilderness 
None 

2 Sloan Canyon NCA North McCullough Wilderness 
North McCullough 

Additions 
    
    
    
    
BLM Wilderness Study Areas (Outside of Other Units)   
    

# Unit Name   
1 Millon Hills WSA   
2 Mount Stirling WSA   
3 Virgin Mountain WSA   
4 Sunrise Mountain WSA   
    
    
US Forest Service Inventoried Roadless Areas  
    

# Unit Name   
1 North Stirling   
2 Stirling - Big Thunder   
3 Stirling - Wheeler   
4 Stirling - Clark B   
5 Charleston - McFarlands   

6 
Charleston - Macks 
Canyon 

  

7 Charleston - Clark   
8 Charleston - Carpenter   
9 Wallace    
10 Angel Peak North   
11 Angel Peak South   
12 La Madre - Trout   
13 Lowell Summit South   
14 Potosi   
    

Proposed Wilderness (Does not include proposals con current with or adjacent to Existing 
Wilderness Study Areas or Inventoried Roadless Area s or Proposals which fall within a National 
Park, National Wildlife Refuge, National Monument, or National Conservation Area) 

    

# 
Unit Name or GIS 

Feature Identification 
Number 

  

1 Coyote Springs   
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2 FID 88   
3 FID 57   
4 FID 81   
5 FID 82   
6 FID 44   
7 FID 63   
8 FID 70   
9 FID 49   
10 FID 68   
    
    
National Historic and Scenic Trails  
    
# Trail Name   
1 Old Spanish   
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CA State Parks Within SW NIETC 
     

 Unit Name Park District   

 Santa Susana Pass SHP Angeles   

 Kenneth Hahn SRA Angeles   

 Watts Towers of Simon Rodia SHP Angeles   

 Point Dume SB Angeles   

 Malibu Creek SP Angeles   

 Leo Carrillo SP Angeles   

 Dockweiler SB Angeles   

 Los Encinos SHP Angeles   

 Malibu Lagoon SB Angeles   

 Pio Pico SHP Angeles   

 Placerita Canyon SP Angeles   

 Santa Monica SB Angeles   

 Will Rogers SHP Angeles   

 Will Rogers SB Angeles   

 Rio de Los Angeles SP Angeles   

 Castaic Lake SRA Angeles   

 Topanga SP Angeles   

 Point Mugu SP Angeles   

 Los Angeles State Historic Park Angeles   

 Robert H. Meyer Memorial SB Angeles   

 Providence Mountains SRA Inland Empire   

 Saddleback Butte SP Inland Empire   

 Antelope Valley CA Poppy Reserve (SR) Inland Empire   

 California Citrus SHP Inland Empire   

 Red Rock Canyon SP Inland Empire   

 Antelope Valley Indian Museum Inland Empire   

 Silverwood Lake SRA Inland Empire   

 Arthur B. Ripley Desert Woodland SP Inland Empire   

 Mount San Jacinto SP Inland Empire   

 Lake Perris SRA Inland Empire   

 Palomar Mountain SP Colorado Desert   

 Cuyamaca Rancho SP Colorado Desert   

 Anza-Borrego Desert SP Colorado Desert   

 Salton Sea SRA Colorado Desert   

 Picacho SRA Colorado Desert   

 Corona del Mar SB Orange Coast   
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 Bolsa Chica SB Orange Coast   

 Huntington SB Orange Coast   

 Crystal Cove SP Orange Coast   

 Doheny SB Orange Coast   

 San Clemente SB Orange Coast   

 San Onofre SB Orange Coast   

 Carlsbad SB San Diego Coast   

 Silver Strand SB San Diego Coast   

 San Pasqual Battlefield SHP San Diego Coast   

 Cardiff SB San Diego Coast   

 Torrey Pines SR San Diego Coast   

 Torrey Pines SB San Diego Coast   

 Leucadia SB San Diego Coast   

 Moonlight SB San Diego Coast   

 South Carlsbad SB San Diego Coast   

 San Elijo SB San Diego Coast   

 Old Town San Diego SHP San Diego Coast   

 Border Field SP San Diego Coast   

 Fort Tejon SHP Central Valley   

 Tule Elk SR Central Valley   
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Arizona State Parks - Map 

 

These links will take you on a tour of the crown jewels of the State of Arizona. Click on a park 
location to start your tour! (A list of the parks follows directly below the map.) 

 

Top of Form 

Bottom of Form 

   



 51 

 
Northern Region  

·  Dead Horse Ranch State Park (Recreational/Camping)  
·  Fool Hollow Lake Recreation Area (Recreational/Camping)  
·  Fort Verde State Historic Park (Historic)  
·  Homolovi Ruins State Park (Archeology/Recreation/Camping)  
·  Jerome State Historic Park (Historic)  
·  Lyman Lake State Park (Recreational/Camping)  
·  Red Rock State Park (Recreational/Educational)  
·  Riordan Mansion State Historic Park (Historic)  
·  Slide Rock State Park (Recreational)  
·  Tonto Natural Bridge State Park (Recreational)  

Southern Region 

·  Boyce Thompson Arboretum State Park (Education)  
·  Catalina State Park (Recreational/Camping)  
·  Lost Dutchman State Park (Recreational/Camping)  
·  Kartchner Caverns State Park (Recreational/Educational/Camping)  
·  McFarland State Historic Park (Historic)  
·  Oracle State Park (Group Educational)  
·  Patagonia Lake State Park (Recreational/Camping)  
·  Picacho Peak State Park (Recreational/Camping)  
·  Roper Lake State Park (Recreational/Camping)  
·  San Rafael Ranch Natural Area (not open to public)  
·  Sonoita Creek Natural Area (Under Construction)  
·  Tombstone Courthouse State Historic Park (Historic)  
·  Tubac Presidio State Historic Park (Historic)  

 Western Region 

·  Alamo Lake State Park (Recreational/Camping)  
·  Buckskin Mountain State Park (Recreational/Camping)  
·  Cattail Cove State Park (Recreational/Camping)  
·  Lake Havasu State Park (Recreational/Camping)  
·  Yuma Crossing State Historic Park (Historic)  
·  Yuma Territorial Prison State Historic Park  (Historic)  

 
 | What's New | State Parks | Partnerships | Grant Programs | Off-Highway Vehicle | 

| Planning | State Historic Preservation Office | Trails Program | Gift Shop |  
| Employment | Comments | Site Map | 

Unless otherwise noted, all images on this website are copyright Arizona State Parks. 
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National Wildlife Refuges Impacted Based On Proposed Designation of Mid-Atlantic NIETC 
 

Delaware 
    
Bombay Hook National Wildlife 
Refuge 

  
 

    
Prime Hook National Wildlife 
Refuge  

 
Maryland  

    
Blackwater National Wildlife 
Refuge 

  

Eastern Neck National Wildlife 
Refuge 

  

Martin National Wildlife Refuge    

    
Patuxent Research Refuge   
Susquehanna River National 
Wildlife Refuge  

 

New Jersey 
    
Cape May National Wildlife Refuge   
Edwin B. Forsythe National 
Wildlife Refuge 

  

Great Swamp National Wildlife 
Refuge 

  
 

    
Supawna Meadows National 
Wildlife Refuge 

  

Wallkill River National Wildlife 
Refuge 

  
 

New York 
    
Amagansett National Wildlife 
Refuge 

  

Conscience Point National Wildlife 
Refuge 

  

Elizabeth A. Morton National 
Wildlife Refuge 

  

Iroquois National Wildlife Refuge   
Montezuma National Wildlife 
Refuge 

  
 

    
Oyster Bay National Wildlife 
Refuge 

  

Seatuck National Wildlife Refuge   
Shawangunk Grasslands National 
Wildlife Refuge 

  

Target Rock National Wildlife 
Refuge 

  

Wertheim National Wildlife Refuge    

Pennsylvania 
   
John Heinz at Tinicum National 
Wildlife Refuge 

  
 

    
   

Virginia  
    
Back Bay National Wildlife Refuge   
Chincoteague National Wildlife 
Refuge 

  

Eastern Shore Of Virginia National 
Wildlife Refuge 

  

Elizabeth Hartwell Mason Neck 
National Wildlife Refuge 

  

Featherstone National Wildlife 
Refuge 

  

Fisherman Island National Wildlife 
Refuge 

  

Great Dismal Swamp National 
Wildlife Refuge 

  
 

    
James River National Wildlife 
Refuge 

  

Nansemond National Wildlife 
Refuge 

  

Occoquan Bay National Wildlife 
Refuge 

  

Plum Tree Island National Wildlife 
Refuge 

  

Presquile National Wildlife Refuge   
Rappahannock River Valley 
National Wildlife Refuge 

  

Wallops Island National Wildlife 
Refuge 
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West Virginia  

    
Canaan Valley National Wildlife 
Refuge 

  
 

    
Ohio River Islands National 
Wildlife Refuge 

  
 

 
 
 


