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Subject: Alternative Routes Evaluation: Bell County East Switch — Big Hill Substation 765 kV
Transmission Line Project

This memorandum discusses my evaluation of routing alternatives for Oncor Electric Delivery
Company LLC’s (“Oncor’) and LCRA Transmission Service Corporation’s (‘LCRA TSC”)
proposed Bell County East Switch — Big Hill Substation 765 kV Transmission Line Project
(*Proposed Transmission Line Project”). In addition to recommending a route that best meets the
requirements of the Texas Utilities Code and the Substantive Rules of the Public Ultility
Commission of Texas (“Commission”), | also selected alternative routes to be filed with Oncor’s
and LCRA TSC’s Certificate of Convenience and Necessity (“CCN”) application (“Application”).

Background

The goal of this route evaluation process is to provide the Commission with an adequate number
of alternative routes to conduct a proper evaluation. These alternative routes provide good
geographic diversity while complying with Section 37.056(c)(4)(A)-(D) of the Texas Utilities Code,
Commission Procedural Rule 22.52(a)(4), and Commission Substantive Rule 25.101(b)(3)(B),
including the Commission’s policy of prudent avoidance.

| selected the alternative routes based on my: (1) reconnaissance and observations of the project
area; (2) independent review of the data included in the Environmental Assessment and
Alternative Route Analysis for the Proposed Bell County East Switch — Big Hill Substation 765 kV
Transmission Line Project in Bell, Bumet, Concho, Coryell, Lampasas, Llano, Mason, McCulloch,
Menard, Milam, Mills, San Saba, Schileicher, Tom Green, and Williamson Counties, Texas
(“Environmental Assessment and Routing Study”), prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
(“Kimley-Horn”) and Halff Associates, Inc. (“Halff’), and included as Attachment No. 1 to the CCN
Application; (3) discussions with Kimley-Horn and Halff personnel; (4) discussions with Oncor and
LCRA TSC personnel; (5) participation in the public participation meeting process; (6) review of
correspondence related to the Proposed Transmission Line Project; and (7) input that Oncor and
LCRA TSC received from interested parties. My recommendation incorporates consideration of
information in the Environmental Assessment and Routing Study, engineering feasibility, the
estimated cost of alternative routes, and construction limitations.

Oncor | Think Big. Think Texas.

1616 Woodall Rodgers Freeway, Dallas, Texas 75202
1.888.875.6279. | Oncor.com

ATTACHMENT NO. 11



ATTACHMENT NO. 11
Page 2 of 6

Development of Alternative Route Links

Kimley-Horn and Halff documented their efforts to identify potential preliminary alternative routes
for the Proposed Transmission Line Project in Section 4.0 of the Environmental Assessment and
Routing Study. After completing the initial data gathering and constraints mapping processes,
Kimley-Horn and Halff identified preliminary alternative route links using USGS topographic maps
and recent aerial photography (ESRI World Imagery Basemap, 2025; NAIP, 2024). These
preliminary alternative route links were selected considering the location of existing corridors,
apparent property boundaries and routing constraints. Some of the routing constraints within the
study area include: (1) oil and gas facilities; (2) water wells; (3) existing transmission line projects;
(4) the San Saba River, the Colorado River, along with several creeks and lakes; (5) wind and
solar farms; (6) parks and recreational areas; (7) major highways and numerous other state-
maintained roadways where 90-degree roadway crossings by transmission lines are typically
required by the Texas Department of Transportation; and (8) mobile irrigation systems.

Prior to the public participation meetings, numerous preliminary alternative route links were
identified by Kimley-Horn and Halff that, when combined, formed numerous preliminary
alternative routes to connect Oncor’s 765 kV expansion at Bell County East Switch to LCRA TSC’s
765 kV expansion at Big Hill Substation. These preliminary alternative route links were evaluated
by Kimley-Horn and Halff and were presented at the public participation meetings. Oncor hosted
three public participation meetings regarding this project throughout the study area. Following
the public participation meetings, modifications to route links were performed based on public
input received, field and aerial reconnaissance, and additional constraints analyses. These
modified route links are discussed in Section 6.0 of the Environmental Assessment and Routing
Study and are depicted in Figures 6-1 through 6-63 (Appendix C).

In general, links were modified where possible to address public comments and routing
constraints identified after additional reconnaissance. Following these preliminary route link
revisions, a total of 171 alternative route links were adopted.

A newly constructed private grass airstrip (named by the owner as the “Salado Bluffs Airport”)
was identified by the Federal Aviation Administration on March 19, 2026, shortly before the filing
of the application. Links F1, E52, and E13 cross or are in close proximity to the new private grass
airstrip. If aroute is approved using Links F1, E52, or E13, such route may impact or limit the use
and operation of this new private grass airstrip.

Development of Alternative Routes

Combinations of the 171 adopted route links generated numerous possible alternative routes.
Through an iterative process that considered route length, estimated costs, constraints data, and
input from public meetings, Kimley-Horn, Halff, Oncor, and LCRA TSC reduced the total number
of route combinations to a smaller subset of geographically diverse and forward progressing
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alternative routes for further evaluation, as discussed in Section 6.0 of the Environmental
Assessment and Routing Study. A total of 1,246 alternative routes were selected for further
analysis and for presentation in Table 7-2 (Appendix E) of the Environmental Assessment and
Routing Study. | then presented the 171 alternative route links and the 1,246 alternative routes
to Oncor’s engineering witness for this project, Ms. Corin Cooley, for consideration of engineering
feasibility, construction limitations, and alternative route cost estimates. Ms. Cooley confirmed
the engineering feasibility based on known constraints for each of the alternative route links and
then provided transmission line cost estimates for each alternative route.

| initially identified five alternative route links that created corridors in which to group potential
alternative routes. The alternative route combinations within each of the five routing corridors
were identified. Each of the alternative route link corridors were then analyzed to identify a select
number of geographically diverse and forward-progressing route alternatives from which the
Commission could compare the routing options for the Proposed Transmission Line Project.
Below, | discuss the alternative routes that | selected to be filed with the CCN Application.

Discussion of Alternative Routes Selected for Filing

Each alternative route presented in Table 7-1 (Appendix D) of the Environmental Assessment
and Routing Study possesses both positive and negative comparative attributes. | considered
these attributes when selecting the alternative routes to be filed as a part of the CCN Application.
Each alternative route complies with Section 37.056(c)(4)(A)-(D) of the Texas Utilities Code and
Commission Substantive Rule 25.101, including the Commission’s policy of prudent avoidance.

The alternative routes can be grouped in many different ways; one approach is to group them into
geographic corridors. | grouped the alternative routes into five different geographic corridors.
These five corridors are identified as: (1) the northern corridor using Link U6; (2) the central
corridor using Link J12; (3) central corridor using Link J27; (4) the central corridor using Link J24;
and (5) the southern corridor using Link J32. The map attached to this Memorandum shows these
alternative route link locations.

Based on my analysis, | selected 122 alternative routes to be filed with the CCN Application to
allow for an adequate number of alternative routes to conduct a proper evaluation. Table 1,
attached to this Memorandum, presents the sequences of route links that comprise these
alternative routes. Table 2, attached to this Memorandum, presents quantified environmental and
land use data for these alternative routes. Each of the 171 alternative route links is used in at
least one filed route. Below is a discussion of each of the geographic corridors and the alternative
routes selected for filing within each corridor.

The northern corridor routes containing Link U6 (“Link U6 Corridor Routes”) vary in length from
approximately 226.1 to 234.9 miles. Transmission line costs for Link U6 Corridor Routes range
from an estimated $1,704,129,000 to $1,760,965,000. Link U6 Corridor Routes have a range of
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29.1% to 44.6% of their total route length parallel to existing compatible rights-of-way. Link U6
Corridor Routes include the lowest amount of habitable structures on a filed route and have a
range of 80 to 174 habitable structures within 500 feet of a route centerline. The 20 alternatives
filed in the CCN Application from the Link U6 Corridor Routes include Alternative Routes 74, 84,
93, 100, 389, 391, 392, 399, 402, 408, 410, 416, 420, 430, 442, 453, 462, 588, 589, and 592.

The central corridor routes containing Link J12 (“Link J12 Corridor Routes”) include the shortest
filed route (Route 628) and vary in length from approximately 214.0 to 234.6 miles. Transmission
line costs for Link J12 Corridor Routes include the least expensive filed route (Route 469) and
range from an estimated $1,636,232,000 to $1,777,739,000. Link J12 Corridor Routes have a
range of 31.3% to 49.6% of total route length parallel to existing compatible rights-of-way. Link
J12 Corridor Routes contain a range of 90 to 179 habitable structures within 500 feet of a route
centerline. The 29 alternatives filed in the CCN Application from the Link J12 Corridor Routes
include Alternative Routes 106, 107, 425, 427, 429, 441, 469, 479, 487, 488, 494, 495, 499, 623,
625, 628, 629, 631, 767, 771, 831, 837, 1031, 1041, 1055, 1076, 1096, 1131, and 1245.

The central corridor routes containing Link J27 (“Link J27 Corridor Routes) vary in length from
approximately 216.9 to 242.5 miles. Transmission line costs for Link J27 Corridor Routes range
from an estimated $1,658,694,000 to $1,842,214,000. Link J27 Corridor Routes have a range of
39.4% to 50.6% of total route length parallel to existing compatible rights-of-way. Link J27
Corridor Routes contain a range of 85 to 173 habitable structures within 500 feet of a route
centerline. The 32 alternatives filed in the CCN Application from the Link J27 Corridor Routes
include Alternative Routes 322, 509, 515, 524, 527, 530, 535, 539, 643, 645, 648, 651, 894, 898,
899, 900, 902, 904, 905, 907, 1162, 1164, 1180, 1182, 1189, 1193, 1203, 1217, 1219, 1241,
1242, and 1243.

The central corridor routes containing Link J24 (“Link J24 Corridor Routes”) vary in length from
approximately 217.6 to 228.3 miles. Transmission line costs for Link J24 Corridor Routes range
from an estimated $1,662,575,000 to $1,731,111,000. Link J24 Corridor Routes have a range of
43.5% to 46.4% of total route length parallel to existing compatible rights-of-way. Link J24
Corridor Routes contain a range of 87 to 164 habitable structures within 500 feet of a route
centerline. The 13 alternatives filed in the CCN Application from the Link J24 Corridor Routes
include Alternative Routes 180, 188, 194, 508, 519, 528, 529, 537, 647, 650, 901, 906, and 1181.

The southern corridor routes containing Link J32 (“Link J32 Corridor Routes”) vary in length from
approximately 219.9 to 244.4 miles. Transmission line costs for Link J32 Corridor Routes range
from an estimated $1,665,042,000 to $1,857,768,000. Link J32 Corridor Routes have a range of
39.8% to 47.2% of total route length parallel to existing compatible rights-of-way. Link J32
Corridor Routes contain a range of 104 to 184 habitable structures within 500 feet of a route
centerline. The 28 alternatives filed in the CCN Application from the Link J32 Corridor Routes
include Alternative Routes 266, 295, 296, 297, 304, 366, 376, 381, 382, 543, 546, 547, 548, 551,
557, 572, 580, 582, 668, 706, 729, 739, 910, 911, 913, 914, 915, and 916.







