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Abstract: MATL proposes to construct and operate a merchant 230-kV transmission line
between Great Falls, Montana, and Lethbridge, Alberta, that would cross the U.S.-Canada
border north of Cut Bank, Montana. The transmission line would transmit 300 megawatts
(MW) of electric power south and 300 MW north. In order to build and operate the line, MATL
must first obtain a Presidential permit (Permit) from DOE to cross the U.S.-Canada border, a
Certificate of Compliance (Certificate) from the Montana DEQ to construct the line in Montana,
and a right-of-way grant from the BLM to cross any BLM-administered lands.

In March 2007 DOE and DEQ published a joint document (referred to herein as the March 2007
document) that was a Draft Environmental Assessment for DOE and a Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for DEQ. Based largely on the public comments received on the March
2007 document, DOE determined that an EIS was the appropriate level of review. For the same
reasons, DEQ decided to prepare a supplement to its Draft EIS. In February 2008 the agencies
published a document (referred to herein as the Draft EIS) that was a Federal Draft EIS and a
State of Montana Supplemental Draft EIS. A 45-day comment period began with publication of
a Notice of Availability in the Federal Register on February 15, 2008 (73 FR 8869), and ended on
March 31, 2008, during which the agencies held three public hearings to obtain comments. The
Final EIS contains the agencies’ responses to comments and revisions to the Draft EIS. Text
changes to this Final EIS from the Draft EIS are identified by underlining for corrected or added
text and a mark along the left margin.

The EIS analyzes the “No Action” alternative and three alternative transmission line alignments
with 11 Local Routing Options and other minor variations to the alternative alignments. The
agencies will use the EIS to ensure that they have the environmental information needed to
render informed decisions.

An accompanying compact disc contains electronic copies of the Final EIS, including the
appendices, which are not included in the paper copy, along with Volume 2 from the Draft EIS,
which provides responses to comments received on the March 2007 document. The EIS will be
available on DOE’s NEPA website at www.gc.energy.cov/NEPA/DOE NEPA documents.htm
and at DEQ’s website at http:/ /deg.mt.gov/MFS/MATL.asp.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS, INTRODUCTION

Volume 2 contains the comments received on the Federal Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) and State of Montana Supplemental Draft EIS for the Montana Alberta
Tie Ltd. (MATL) 230-kV Transmission Line issued in February 2008 (DOE/EIS-0399),
referred to herein as the Draft EIS, and the agencies’ responses to those comments.

Three hundred fifty-two individuals and organizations submitted comments on the
Draft EIS, either orally at public hearings or in writing. The agencies identified 931
individual comments in the hearing transcripts, comment letters, and e-mails received.
The agencies read and considered each comment, whether submitted orally or in
writing. Because large numbers of comments addressed similar topics or themes, the
agencies developed consolidated responses to address many of those related comments
in one place.

There are four parts in Volume 2: Consolidated Responses (Part 1), Responses to
Individual Comments (Part 2), a List of Commenters (Part 3), and Duplicate
Comments (Part 4). Part 1, Consolidated Responses, presents the agencies’
consolidated responses to address topics and themes that were raised in multiple
individual comments. Part 2, Responses to Individual Comments, provides the
scanned images of letters and other written comments submitted to the agencies, and
transcripts of the public hearings in which comments were recorded. The agencies’
responses are shown beside each comment or on the following pages, with the
responses numbered to match the comments. All comments received by the agencies
are included. Part 2 presents comments in the order in which they were received and
logged by the agencies. An alphabetical index to individual commenters is provided in
Part 3

Because some comments were submitted as letters and also read into the record at the
public hearings, there are duplicates of some comments. In these instances, Part 2
contains the comments provided at the hearing, together with agency responses, and
the original letters are in Part 4, Duplicate Comments.

Because many comments raised similar issues and concerns, and to present clear and
consistent responses, the agencies grouped comments by major topic in Part 1,
Consolidated Responses. The agencies prepared these consolidated responses for the
convenience of the reader; to avoid repeating the same, often lengthy, responses for
multiple comments on the same or similar issues; and to highlight the public’s principal
issues. If an individual comment is grouped with one (or more) of these major topics,
the response to that comment in Part 2 directs the reader to the relevant consolidated
response topics. As needed, additional discussion of these major topics has also been
provided in some of the individual comment responses.
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The agencies wish to thank all those who submitted comments and testimony regarding
this project. All comments received - whether a letter, email, or oral comment presented
at the hearings are part of the administrative record for the EIS.

Part 1. CONSOLIDATED RESPONSES
Introduction to Consolidated Responses

Many comments on the Draft EIS raised similar issues and concerns. The agencies have
grouped comments by major topic and provided consolidated responses to those topics.
This part of the document presents these responses. If an individual comment is
grouped with one (or more) of these major topics, the response to that comment in Part
2 directs the reader to the relevant consolidated response topics in this section.

The Consolidated Responses categories, arranged alphabetically for the convenience of
the reader, are:

Avian and Wildlife Issues
Economic Issues

Farming Issues

Legal and Regulatory Issues
Line Capacity Issues

Line Issues

Safety Issues
Socioeconomic Issues

Soils Issues

Tax Issues

Vegetation, Wetland and Weed Issues
Visual Issues

Wind Farm Issues
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Avian and Wildlife Issues

A number of comments were related to impacts on birds, other wildlife, and their
habitats. Specific topics included the quality of field surveys for wildlife, impacts on
wildlife habitat, habitat fragmentation, possible collision mortality from the
transmission line and potential future wind farms, and flyways.

Several commenters expressed concern that the field surveys for wildlife were not
sufficient to verify the presence or absence of certain birds or other animals; one
commenter suggested that one or two full years of data gathering would be needed.
MATL has carried out field studies using censusing protocols including call back
surveys. Call back surveys involve playing a recorded call of a selected species and
recording the number of individuals that respond to the call. These are species specific
surveys and can provide population estimates and indicate trends in the population.
Field surveys for wildlife often identify suitable habitat for birds or other animals that
are not actually observed during the survey period. Where potential habitat is present
but uncertainty exists about whether the habitat is actually used, the EIS assessment of
potential impacts conservatively assumes that wildlife is present and could be affected.
Similarly, where uncertainty exists, appropriate mitigation would be implemented to
avoid or reduce impacts to wildlife that might be present.

The discussion of impacts in the EIS, Section 3.8.3 acknowledges that there might be
impacts on wildlife due to disturbance during construction, but that the impacts would
be short-term and concentrated within the action area. Also, at crossings of the Marias
and Teton rivers the transmission line would span the river, so the impact on bat habitat
and bats at those river crossings would be minor.

Several commenters were concerned about the Project fragmenting wildlife habitats.
Habitat fragmentation from wind farm development could be a concern if the wind
farm were to be sited on undisturbed land, especially if the surrounding landscape had
been altered by large-scale disturbances such as conversion to crop land. During
operation, presence of a transmission line in grassland habitats could contribute to
habitat fragmentation for those grassland species such as grouse that are reported to
avoid areas where there are overhead objects that may serve as perches for raptors.

Potential bird and bat mortality from the Project were issues highlighted by several
commenters. The analysis of potential bird and bat mortality from wind turbines in
Section 4.9 is based on mortality data at wind farms that have modern wind turbine
technology. Tables 4.9-1 and 4.9-2 indicate ranges of bird and bat mortalities at wind
turbines. Section 4.9 has been revised in the EIS to include data on bird and bat
mortality at the Judith Gap Energy Center in Montana. An estimated 100 million to
over 1 billion birds are killed each year in the United States due to collisions with
human-made structures, including vehicles, buildings and windows, transmission lines,
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communication towers, and wind turbines (Erickson et al. 2001). Wind farm-related
bird collisions are estimated to represent about 0.01% to 0.02% (i.e., 1 out of every 5,000
to 10,000 fatalities) of the annual bird collision deaths in the United States While the
rotation speed of newer model wind turbines is slower than older models, the blade tip
speed is still 140 - 200 mph due to the longer blades on newer turbines (National
Research Council 2007).

The map on the next page shows bird migration corridors through Montana. Exact
migration routes vary from year to year depending on weather patterns and availability
of habitat. Biologists from the local Fish Wildlife and Parks and the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service who were contacted had no knowledge of fine scale flyway maps for
the study area, and the agencies are not aware of any finer scale delineation of
migration routes within the study area. Within the study area the transmission line
would cross portions of the Central and Pacific flyways.

Migrating birds do not all fly at low elevations, and most birds will migrate at heights
far above the transmission line (Bellrose 1971). Some birds will, however, migrate at
much lower elevations within a zone where they may collide with the transmission line.
Although a few passerines collide with transmission lines, researchers generally suggest
that larger, less maneuverable birds that fly at low elevation are more likely than
passerines to collide with transmission lines. In North America it has been estimated
that collisions with transmission and distribution lines may kill anywhere from
hundreds of thousands to 175 million birds annually (Manville 2005).

Within the study area more collisions would be expected where the line would cross
streams, lakes, and wetlands and where higher densities of larger, less maneuverable
transient birds such as pelicans, swans, geese, and ducks are expected. To a lesser
extent mortality may also occur in upland areas where smaller more maneuverable
passerines would be expected. To reduce avian mortality from collisions, MATL has
proposed, and the agencies are likely to require, as appropriate (See Appendix A,
Sensitive Areas for the MATL Transmission Line Project, in Appendix F of the EIS.),
installation of line marking devices on overhead ground wires within %2 mile of streams,
lakes, and wetlands and within %2 mile of the Benton Lake National Wildlife Refuge
boundary.

Following construction of Western Area Power Administration’s Great Falls to Conrad
230 kV transmission line, a study was undertaken to determine avian collision mortality
from the line at the crossing of Lake Creek (4.85 miles of line about 4 miles west of
Benton Lake National Wildlife Refuge), Bole Bench (5.6 miles of line not far from
Freezeout Lake, an important waterfowl stopover during migrations), and the Teton
River (roughly 1/3 mile of line). That study found an estimated 0.05 to 0.35 waterfowl
collisions per 100 flights and concluded that there was no significant impact to
waterfowl, shorebirds, or raptors. Authors of the study stated that the lack of
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significant impact resulted from routing the line to avoid high collision areas,
construction design, and the placement of orange globes on the line at the river
crossing. The authors did note, however, that the loss of threatened, endangered, or
rare species, if it were to occur, may be biologically significant (Hugie, et al. 1993).

Map from http:/ /www .birdnature.com/allflyways.html

As discussed Section 3.8.2.2, several waterfowl and shorebird species are known to
occur in the analysis area. While most knowledge of these species’ nesting and foraging
habitat is specific to the Benton Lake National Wildlife Refuge, additional use is known
for several outlying water bodies including Hay Lake, Grassy Lake, several Waterfowl
Production Areas, and a few of the larger, undisturbed prairie potholes. There are no
available data on specific migratory pathways or low-level flight feeding pathways.
Additional nesting and stopover habitat is likely provided by area wetlands, stock
ponds, and the Marias and Teton rivers. This additional information and discussion,
including the map above, have been added to Section 3.8.2.2 to further describe the
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areas of potential impact associated with migration and daily feeding pathways in
relation to area water bodies.

Economic Issues

Some comments addressed economic issues related to the MATL proposal.
Commenters were concerned about the distribution of the benefits and costs of the line
and the line’s effect on the cost of electric power.

The economic benefits and costs of the MATL line are discussed in Section 3.13. Some
benefits from the MATL line would go to the owners of the line in the form of returns
on investment, and some would go to stockholders in the company. There are some
benefits that may be felt by a large number of Montana residents in the form of a
possibly more robust transmission grid, and more opportunities for rerouting power
during outages. These transmission-related benefits are discussed in Section 3.17.
Small increases in tax revenues and worker income as a result of MATL could benefit
residents of several Montana counties. Also, Section 1.2.1 states, “Additional expected
benefits to Montana generators and consumers include: additional connection with
markets that demand energy from sustainable sources, such as electricity generated
from wind power; additional wholesale electricity purchasing options for Montana
utilities, which could result in lower rates due to an increase in supplier competition;
and increased opportunities for western grid system optimization during high Montana
export and low Alberta-BC export scenarios.” Currently, generators in Montana export
approximately 1,400 average MW of electricity. MATL applied to have the capacity to
deliver up to 300 MW in each direction and has current contracts for 300 MW in each
direction on the line related to new generation not yet built (also see Line Capacity
Issues).

There is a possibility that the MATL line could increase electricity prices to Montanans,
but there is no hard evidence to support this.

Laws governing siting are different on each side of the United States-Canada border.
The benefits and costs to stakeholders will be taken in account when DEQ and DOE
make their decisions.

Farming Issues

Numerous commenters were concerned with the issues farmers would face in having to
farm around structures, the types of structures, their location, and how they would be
compensated for their costs and inconvenience.

Potential impacts to farming and farmers are addressed in several areas of the EIS:
Section 3.1 addresses impacts to land use, including farm uses. Table 3.1-4 has been
revised to provide revised estimates of the amount of land that would be permanently
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removed from production due to support structures under each alternative. Section 3.1
also discusses the short-term disruptions of farming and other land uses that could
occur during construction. Potential economic impacts to farmers are presented in
Section 3.13, and a detailed study of costs to farmers per transmission structure is
provided in Appendix N. Sections 3.1 and 3.13 and Appendix N have been revised.
Since the publication of the Draft EIS, MATL has revised its proposal regarding the type
of structures that would be placed on diagonal crossings of cropland and Conservation
Reserve Program (CRP) land and has proposed a new compensation plan for farmers.
The EIS has been revised to reflect these changes and to include analysis of potential
impacts of the revised MATL proposal. Additionally, because there were large changes
in commodity prices and costs of fuel and fertilizer since development of the Draft EIS,
the agencies updated the assessments of costs and benefits for farmers to reflect more
current cost and price data.

MATL currently proposes to use monopoles wherever the transmission line crosses
cropland or CRP land diagonally, totaling about 56 miles of the line for Alternative 2.
The majority of the structures would not be guyed. Where stronger structures are
required - for example, where the line takes a turn or a dead end structure is necessary
- guy wires are proposed. MATL would work with landowners to develop a placement
that minimizes the impact of the transmission line on their property and farming
operations (MATL 2008). MATL proposes for Alternative 2 to use H-frame structures
instead of monopoles on non-diagonal crossings of cropland and CRP land and in
rangeland and pasture land. Only H-frame structures would be used under Alternative

3. Under Alternative 4, monopoles would be used for all crossings of cropland or CRP
land.

Following completion of the transmission line, in most cases the right-of-way could be
farmed (depending on the individual agreement with MATL), but the presence of
structures in a cultivated field would take some land out of production. The presence
of the MATL project may also make installation of large center-pivot irrigation systems
impractical in some fields. The additional costs of farming around transmission line
structures are discussed in Section 3.13. Additional details of the cost analysis were
presented in Appendix N of the Draft EIS. That analysis has been updated in the Final
EIS to reflect spring 2008 farming input costs and crop prices. The study of the costs of
“farming around” includes consideration of the potential for reduced crop yields due to
inadvertent over-application of agricultural chemicals.

MATL is a chartered entity in Montana and must abide by the same laws that regulate
any corporation in Montana. In its Major Facility Siting Act (MFSA) application MATL
has committed to an alternative dispute resolution process as a method to help resolve
disagreements over the level of compensation for damages caused by line construction
and line maintenance (Section 2.3 in the EIS). MATL has stated:
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In the event that any damages are incurred in the process of regular or
unscheduled maintenance, MATL will negotiate a settlement with landowners.
MATL will compensate landowners for any crop loss, decrease in production, or
any other damages to ensure that they are not adversely affected by MATL’s
operations. In the unlikely event that there is a dispute regarding damages
owing, MATL would seek the advice of a mutually agreed party, such as a crop

appraiser, to provide a neutral third party calculation of the damages owing
(MATL 2006Db).

In addition, MATL has indicated that it would fully compensate for damages caused
by MATL and its contractors and this compensation would be paid immediately. If
the line is approved, this procedure would become a requirement in the certificate.

MATL has revised its proposal regarding right-of-way width. Owners of land crossed
by the transmission line would be paid for a 105-foot easement or right-of-way. In
addition, MATL has committed to paying landowners annual compensation to offset
lost production and increased input cost resulting from the existence of its facilities.
MATL is currently proposing that the annual payment would be reviewed and adjusted
every five years to ensure that the payment adequately reflects current input costs,
commodity prices, and yields. These payment adjustments would usually be
negotiated one-on-one between landowners and MATL. If a dispute arises upon future
review of the annual compensation as to the amount of adjustment that is merited, the
landowner would again be made the offer to take advantage of the alternative dispute
resolution process (MATL 2008b).

MATL has also increased its proposed annual farmer compensation payment. This is
discussed in more detail in the revisions to Section 3.13 in the Final EIS. In the June 19,
2008, submittal MATL indicates that their annual payment would compensate the
landowner for reasonable, direct, ongoing impacts to his farming and/or ranching
operation that may result from the presence of the transmission line. In most instances,
this impact involves the additional cost of farming around the poles or associated
structures combined with the lost production from those areas in which the structures
are located.

MATL would have to obtain easements for access across private lands outside the right-
of-way. If access to private roads was required in order to construct the transmission
line, landowners would be properly compensated for the use of their roads and any
damages.

MATL’s revised compensation package proposal is in the EIS, Section 2.3. Additional
discussion of costs to farmers is found in Section 3.13.3.2. DEQ could require that
farmers receive compensation for any damages caused by transmission line
construction, such as crop losses caused by construction during the growing season.
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Legal and Regulatory Issues

A number of commenters raised legal and regulatory issues related to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Montana Environmental Policy Act (MEPA),
MFSA, and other state and Federal requirements related to transmission lines. Specific
issues included adequacy of compliance with NEPA and MEPA, the extra-territorial
application of NEPA, the consideration of whether wind farms are connected actions,
DEQ’s authority to regulate the power lines that could connect wind farms to MATL,
and use of eminent domain to acquire the right-of-way.

The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA and MEPA and their implementing
regulations. The agencies determined which alternatives were analyzed in the EIS after
receiving public input through the scoping process. MATL had no role in selection of
which alternatives were analyzed.

In accordance with Executive Order 12114 (Environmental Effects Abroad of Major Federal
Actions), the EIS does not assess impacts occurring in a foreign nation unless that
foreign nation is not otherwise involved in the action. Because government authorities
in Canada have regulatory involvement with the MATL proposal, impacts in Canada
are not assessed in the EIS.

There are no connected actions associated with the MATL proposal. In compliance with
NEPA, analysis of the potential cumulative impacts of reasonably foreseeable future
actions, including wind farms that may use the transmission capacity of the proposed
MATL line, is presented in Sections 4.1 to 4.16.

If the transmission lines built to connect individual wind farms to the proposed MATL
line are large enough to fall under the definition of “facility” in MFSA (see 75-20-104(8),
MCA) and are not exempted by statute, they would undergo a review process by DEQ.
Regardless of whether they fall under MFSA, the companies proposing such lines
would have the responsibility to negotiate easements with the landowners.

Montana Alberta Tie Ltd. is the chartered and recognized entity within the State of
Montana under which name MATL would be conducting operations. It would be
subject to applicable legislation within the State of Montana and the United States like
any other United States corporation.

Section 3.18 lists the findings and determinations that DEQ must make under MFSA
section 75-20-301, MCA, before the line can be approved. If DEQ cannot make the
findings required in section 75-20-301, MCA, it is required to deny the certificate (75-20-
301(4), MCA).
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A landowner has the option of receiving a negotiated settlement for use of the land if
and when the land is used for a facility by easement, right-of-way, or other legal
conveyance in either a lump sum or in not more than five consecutive annual
installments (75-20-409, MCA).

The standard easement agreement between MATL and the landowner contains terms
that absolve the landowner of all liability for accidental damage to MATL’s facilities
(Williams 2008a).

Eminent Domain

DEQ does not have the authority to dictate what MATL pays to landowners for
easements. This would be determined between MATL and each individual landowner,
ideally in a negotiated settlement. If a negotiated settlement could not be agreed upon,
a condemnation proceeding under the laws of eminent domain might be used to obtain
the easement. Eminent domain may only be exercised if the purpose for which it is
being exercised is a public use. Those public uses are identified and listed by the
Legislature in Section 70-30-102, MCA. Subsection 37 of that statute lists electrical
power lines as a public use. Section 70-30-102, MCA, does not distinguish between
electrical power lines built by private enterprise and a publicly owned utility. Before
private property can be taken, Section 70-30-111, MCA, requires the condemner to
demonstrate that the public interest requires the taking based on the following findings:

1. the use to which the property is to be applied is a use authorized by law;
2. the taking is necessary to the use;

3. if already being used for a public use, that the public use for which the property
is proposed to be used is a more necessary public use; and

4. an effort to obtain the property interest sought to be taken was made by
submission of a written offer and the offer was rejected.

As indicated above, an electric transmission line is a use for which condemnation is
authorized by law. In regard to whether the taking is necessary, Montana courts have
determined that the necessity need not be absolute or indispensable. Rather, a taking is
necessary if it “is reasonable, requisite, and proper for the accomplishment of the end in
view, under the particular circumstances of the case.” As indicated in Section 3.18, DEQ
has determined the need of the electric transmission line proposed by MATL.

As indicated in the handbook entitled “Eminent Domain in Montana” published by the
Legislative Environmental Policy Office in May of 2001, “A public use does not have to
be a project that directly benefits the entire public or even the landowner whose
property is taken through eminent domain. It may be a project that benefits Montana

10
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citizens as a whole through greater economic development or increased access to
communications.” As stated by the Montana Supreme Court in Ellinghouse v. Taylor
(1897), 19 Mont. 462, 48 P. 757, “Persons have been allowed the right of eminent domain
on the theory of public use, in the construction of dams for the operation of grist and
saw mills, in the reclamation of swamp lands, and in other similar instances that might
be enumerated where the public had no direct interest in these operations, whose main
end was mere private gain, and where the benefit to the people at large could result
indirectly and incidentally only from the increase of wealth and development of natural
resources.” More information on eminent domain proceedings and compensation for
easements can be found on the Office’s website:

(http:/ /leg.mt.gov/content/ publications/environmental /2001edhandbook.pdf).

Any Presidential permit that DOE may issue would not convey any rights of Federal
eminent domain.

Line Capacity Issues

A number of comments question whether the capacity of the MATL line would be
adequate to handle the potential power transmission increases in the future and the
ability for power to be shipped past the termination points of the MATL line.
Commenters asked about MATL’s responsibility for extending transmission capacity
beyond Great Falls. They also expressed concern that the EIS does not analyze the
impacts of constructing new transmission capacity beyond the proposed line’s
termination point at Great Falls.

MATL indicated (MATLD) that:
a. MATL had applied and designed for a path rating of 300 MW in both directions.

b. The 1590 kcmil Falcon conductor selected for the project can carry up to 600 MW
and ensures low line losses at the current applied for capacity of 300 MW.

c. MATL'’s Board of directors has not approved an initiative to increase the capacity
of the project beyond 300 MW. The capacity of this project could only be increased
after the appropriate technical, economic and regulatory requirements have been
met.

The line is rated at 300 MW of continuous load at the present time. Whether the line
takes 300 MW from north to south, south to north or midpoint each direction, the
line is still rated at 300 MW, not 450 or 600 MW. The mention of a 400 MW potential
loading is explained in that if the MATL line would be loaded to the 300 MW, an
extra contingency load of up to 100 MW must be carried by the line to support
existing power facilities in the area in case of outages on other transmission lines.

11
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Table 2.3-1 indicates the thermal capacity of the line rated at 625 MVA at 212°
Fahrenheit which equates to 600 MW at a .96 power factor. The current flow at 600 MW
would result in extremely high line losses that make that load economically infeasible.
If this conductor were to carry 600 MW, roughly 20 percent of the energy (roughly 115
MW) would be lost in transport (MATL 2007b). MATL has made commitments to its
customers who have signed contracts that line losses will not exceed 10 percent.

According to MATL (2007b):

To increase the capacity to 400 or 600 MW a second phase shifting transformer could
theoretically be installed in parallel at the substation near Lethbridge, but
engineering studies would be required to determine the practicality of installing this
equipment and the limitations on incremental capacity that could be added this
way. MATL estimates that the engineering studies and procurement and
installation of a second phase shifting transformer would cost $15 to $20 million
(USD).

In addition, the voltage level at the Marias substation is forecast to drop below
Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) standards when power transfers
between the Great Falls and Lethbridge terminals are in the range of 390 to 450 MW,
depending on system conditions. It may be possible to raise the “end-to-end” power
transfer rate beyond this range. Engineering studies would be required to confirm
the feasibility of this proposed solution. The estimated range of costs to conduct
such studies, perform the detailed engineering, procure and construct the additional
capacitors is $10 to $15 million (USD).

Lastly, the delivery and take-away capacity at Great Falls and Lethbridge would
require upgrades to transfer more than 300 MW of power. MATL has not submitted
interconnection requests to either NorthWestern Energy or the Alberta Electric
System Operator for the upgrades required to transfer 400 or 600 MW into their
respective systems, so the costs of these upgrades is not known. MATL is
contributing approximately $5 million for network upgrades at NorthWestern
Energy’s Great Falls substation as part of MATL's existing 300 MW interconnection
request.

The proposed MATL transmission line would be theoretically capable (based on its
thermal rating) of transmitting up to 600 MW in each direction without any changes to
the transmission line itself or to the rights-of-way. However, the amount of power that
any transmission line may be able to transmit is usually limited not by its thermal rating
but by the ability of the existing transmission system to accept the power from the line.
In this case, MATL has prepared transmission studies that indicate that the existing
transmission system at each end of the line (in Canada and the United States) would be
capable of accepting up to 300 MW. MATL has entered into contracts for 300 MW of

12



Volume 2 - Comment Response Document

transmission.  Although the transmission capacity of the proposed line could be
upgraded without changes to the poles or structures or easements, such an upgrade
would require other modifications to the United States or Canadian transmission
system, as well as extensive modifications to the facilities in substations along the line.
Any increase in power on the MATL line beyond 300 MW could only happen after
appropriate transmission studies were performed to identify the needed transmission
system upgrades and then the implementation of those upgrades. Such an increase in
power flows on the MATL line would require revised permits from Federal, State, and
provincial regulators.

As part of its Presidential permit application, MATL has provided technical studies
demonstrating the operation of the existing regional power system with 300 MW
transmitted over the MATL line. If a Presidential permit is granted, there would be a
condition in the permit limiting the operation of the MATL line to 300 MW in either the
import or export mode. If MATL wanted to increase the amount of power transmitted
over the line, it would need to apply to DOE for an amendment to the Presidential
permit. System transmission studies would need to be performed in order to determine
what, if any, enhancements to the United States and/or Canadian electrical system
would need to be made in order to accommodate the increased power flow. In order to
decide on any amendment, DOE would need to consider the environmental impacts of
the proposed amendment, determine the impact of the amendment on electric
reliability, and obtain favorable recommendations from the Departments of State and
Defense.

Currently there are no permit applications to increase transmission capacity south or
west from Great Falls, so the construction of additional transmission capacity beyond
Great Falls is not within the scope of this EIS. Eventually, additional economically
viable transmission lines are likely to be built as need for transmission service grows.
DEQ is aware that transmission planners are examining options to accommodate
additional generation in the vicinity of Great Falls.

Line Issues

Comments addressed construction of the line underground, use of monopoles instead
of H-frames, easement widths, and substations connecting wind farms to MATL.

Some commenters suggested that the transmission line should be placed underground.
Building the line underground was considered but dismissed from detailed study after
considering costs and impacts, as discussed in Section 2.7 - Alternatives Considered but
Dismissed. The discussion includes information on the additional costs and the
potential impacts and benefits associated with this type of construction.
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For its proposed alignment (Alternative 2), MATL has increased its commitment to use
monopole structures from its original commitment of 25 miles to its current
commitment to use them wherever cropland or CRP land is crossed diagonally (about
56 miles). H-frame structures would be used where the line crosses cropland or CRP
land parallel or perpendicular to the crop pattern. MATL's preferred route, Alternative
2, incorporates additional north/south and east/west routing adjustment as compared
to Alternative 3. Alternative 3 would generally follow the NorthWestern Energy
(NWE) 115-kV transmission line diagonally from Great Falls to Cut Bank and would be
the shortest route of the three action alternatives. Alternative 4 includes additional
routing modifications to reduce farmland impact and would require use of monopoles
on all crossings of cultivated or CRP land.

Since the Draft EIS, MATL has increased its proposed right-of-way easement width
from 45 feet to 105 feet (see Section 1.6 in the EIS).

MATL has successfully acquired portions of the proposed right-of-way or options in
Montana. The company would continue to pursue negotiations with affected
landowners along the route that is approved by the agencies.

Any substations required to interconnect with the MATL line would be constructed by
MATL on behalf of and at the expense of the interconnecting party. This would be
done in accordance with the Standard Large Generator Interconnection Procedures that
form part of MATL's tariff approved by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC).

Safety Issues

Comments addressed the adequacy of ground clearance under the proposed
transmission line and the safety of working or farming under and around the proposed
line.

MATL has changed its application relative to minimum ground clearance. The
minimum ground clearance of MATL’s proposed line would comply with the
requirements of the National Electrical Safety Code. On cultivated and CRP lands,
expected heights of the tallest farming equipment (20 feet), including antenna heights,
were used to determine the new minimum ground clearance of 27.2 feet for the safe
operation of farm equipment under the line. Additionally, MATL has indicated it
would work with farmers to alleviate the issue of tall radio antennas on farm
equipment.
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In all cases, ground clearances are calculated with the conductor temperature at 100
degrees Celsius (212 degrees Fahrenheit) and the ambient temperature at 32 degrees
Celsius (90 degrees Fahrenheit). This is equivalent to a situation where the conductors
are moving close to 600 MW of power (twice the rating of the line) on a warm summer
day, excluding power factor effect.

Socioeconomic Issues

Some people expressed their expectations regarding the impacts of the Project and
potential wind farms on local socioeconomic conditions, such as school enrollment,
property values, employment, and property tax revenues. These topics are considered
in Sections 3.13 (for the Project) and 4.14 (for cumulative impacts, including the impacts
of potential wind farms).

Impacts from the transmission line on school enrollment were not examined in detail in
the EIS. The relatively low number of employees expected during Project construction
and the relatively short duration of activities occurring in a given locale make it
unlikely that schools would incur any measurable direct impacts. Impacts to schools
and taxation are discussed in Section 3.13.3.2. Cumulative impacts to schools are
discussed in Section 4.14.

Potential impacts on local employment from the Project are discussed in the Section
3.13.3.2 in the EIS). Transmission line construction is estimated to employ about 55
people over a 6-month period, with average wages of $23 per hour, generating
approximately $4.6 million in income over the construction period. The number of
operations and maintenance workers is not known, but would be much smaller; these
workers would be paid about $25 per hour.

Some commenters expressed concerns about how the Project may affect their property
value. Potential effects on real estate values are discussed in Section 3.13.3.2. The
analysis used the latest studies available on the effect on real estate values from
transmission lines.

Estimated property tax revenues from the proposed transmission line are presented in
Table 3.13-18).

Soils Issues

Commenters expressed concern about soil compaction and erosion from construction
and maintenance vehicles traversing the fields and field roads.

Soil-related impacts associated with access road construction and vehicle movement are
a potential problem with any linear facility and are discussed in Section 3.2. Table 2.3-4,
MATL Proposed Environmental Protection Measures, lists actions MATL would
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implement to either minimize or avoid soil impacts. It states, “At sites with soils that
are sensitive to compaction, construction would be done with low bearing-pressure
vehicles or compacted soil would be rehabilitated after construction by discing, plowing
or other means.”

Appendix F, Revised Draft DEQ Environmental Specifications, includes several
measures that deal with soils and access roads that are likely to become conditions to
the Certificate of Compliance, if it is approved. Section 2.3.2 of Appendix F states, “In
order to prevent rutting and excessive damage to vegetation, construction will not take
place during periods of high soil moisture when construction vehicles will cause severe
rutting.” Section 2.7 of Appendix F includes 12 separate specifications that would apply
to soils and access roads. The DEQ specifications are intended to help minimize soil
compaction, erosion, and sedimentation and ensure that the soils and roads are
returned to a condition as good as or better than when construction began. Compliance
with these standards should minimize destruction of soils.

Additional information on soil compaction from other than farm equipment has been
added to Section 3.2.3.2 in the EIS.

Erosion

As described in Table 2.3-4, Section 3.2.3, and Appendix D, project specifications would
include preparing an erosion control plan and implementing best management
practices (e.g., water bars, drainage contours, straw bales, filter cloth) in areas with
susceptible soils in order to minimize erosion impacts. Driving around coulees and
steep draws, rather than through them, would minimize or avoid erosion. Appendix F,
Section 2.11, includes 23 separate specifications that apply to erosion and sediment
control that are likely to become conditions to the Certificate of Compliance, if it is
approved. Compliance with these standards should minimize impacts from erosion.

Tax Issues

A number of comments asked questions or expressed opinions about the taxation status
of the MATL line in Montana.

Additional information on the relevant tax laws has been added to Section 3.13.3.2. The
revised analysis in that section is based on current laws, including the May 2007 tax rate
reduction on certain transmission lines and other applicable tax abatements.

MATL would pay property taxes in five Montana counties as well as paying Montana
income tax.
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House Bill (HB) 3 from the 2007 May Special Legislative Session states that the 3% tax
rate (down from 12%) will be allowed for “(p) all property of electric transmission lines,
including substations, that originate at facilities specified in this subsection (1), with at
least 90% of electricity carried by the line originating at facilities specified in this
subsection (1) and terminating at an existing transmission line or substation that has
commenced construction after June 1, 2007”.

The Act identifies a number of facilities that, if connected to the MATL line, may make
MATL eligible for favorable tax treatment. Under Montana law (15-24-3111, MCA),
MATL would be eligible for a tax abatement of 50% of its taxable value for a qualifying
period, not to exceed 19 years, that would include the construction period and the first
15 years after the facility commences operation. Because the agencies do not know if
MATL would receive such an abatement, tax revenue for each affected county has been
estimated at the 3% level as specified in HB 3. If MATL were to receive an abatement,
its tax liability would be about half of those values for up to 19 years.

Vegetation, Wetland, and Weed Issues

Commenters expressed concerns about spread of weeds and impacts to vegetation and
wetlands. Weed control and disturbance of wetlands and riparian areas were the main
areas addressed by the commenters.

Vegetation

There are very few sites with riparian vegetation in the study area. Generally these
areas are located low in drainages adjacent to wetlands and streams. Because
transmission line structures are usually located at high points or in uplands, water
bodies are normally spanned, and it is unlikely that much riparian area would be
affected. There is no tall riparian vegetation at the proposed Marias River crossing site.

At the Teton River crossing, Alternative 2 crosses land near the river that is currently
enrolled in the CRP program. This crossing would avoid all tall cottonwood trees,
while the few low-growing willows there could easily be spanned.

The Local Routing Option to the east of MATL’s proposed Teton River crossing might
require removal or topping of several cottonwood trees on the south side of the river to
allow for the sag of the conductors. This routing option was located to avoid placing
structures in fields or in the inundation zone described in a firsthand account of the
location of floodwaters from the 1964 flood (close to a 500-year flood event). (There are
no 100-year flood maps available for this portion of the Teton River.) Under this Local
Routing Option structures could be sited on high terraces outside the riparian zone.
Although cottonwoods might be affected, willows could probably be spanned by this
Local Routing Option.
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Another Local Routing Option located farther west and upstream was suggested that
would avoid most cropland. This upstream location would not be as high above the
present river channel and is believed to be more vulnerable to flood damage. That area
has younger riparian vegetation that is just becoming established and would probably
grow up around the line over the project lifetime. This vegetation could later require
clearing or topping so that it would not interfere with the sag of the line. It is more
likely that structures would have to be located in this young riparian zone.

DEQ would hold restoration and revegetation bonds for a period of up to 5 years or
until perennial vegetation exclusive of noxious weeds and tall growing trees, attains a
90 percent ground cover when compared to similar undisturbed vegetation outside the
right of way.

Wetlands

MATL has stated that its goal is to avoid impacts to floodplains and wetlands by
avoiding placement of any structure (or related construction impact) within a
regulatory floodplain or jurisdictional wetland and using construction buffers to avoid
impacts to wetlands or other waters of the United States. Therefore, the agencies
currently expect that the project could be completed with little direct disturbances to
streams and wetlands because most of these waters can be spanned. Thus, no
compensatory mitigation should be needed. If, however, during construction, a site
specific wetland-impact issue arises, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) would
be contacted to ensure compliance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section
318 of the Montana Water Quality Act. DEQ would be contacted for a 318 authorization
if water were present. If work in streams or wetlands were necessary, the measures
listed in sections 2.11.5, 2.11.6, and 2.11.9 of the revised Appendix F would likely apply
as would any measures required by the USACE permits or DEQ 318 authorizations, and
the agencies could require mitigation for lost wetland functions or values.

Possible impacts to wetlands are identified in EIS sections 3.6.2 and 3.6.3. The agencies
are considering a revision to MATL’s proposal for an area north of Great Falls to
remove an angle structure from the southern end of Black Horse Lake and place this
structure on higher ground west of the highway. The values in the EIS for wetlands
crossed include all wetlands within a 500-foot-wide corridor; these values overstate the
potential impact because they include areas that would be completely avoided by the
narrower 105-foot right-of-way. The most probable general short-term, indirect impacts
to wetlands and waters of the United States would include additional noise and vehicle
traffic, an increase or decrease in surface water runoff to an area due to an access road
grade, and increased soil erosion and sedimentation resulting from any soil
disturbances. Although Alternative 4 would cross the largest area of wetlands within
the 500-foot-wide corridor, it would cross the least area of wetlands associated with
lakes.
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Under MFSA rules, applicants are required to identify wetlands greater than 20 acres in
size (Circular MFSA-2, Section 3.4(1)(u)). This size was selected to recognize that
smaller wetlands can usually be spanned. At this time it appears that all wetlands
could be spanned or otherwise avoided through final routing, except for one angle
structure in Black Horse Lake, but final design is not yet complete. The revised Draft
DEQ Environmental Specifications in Appendix F would require MATL to delineate
wetlands within 250 feet of the approved alignment and would not allow construction
activities within a 50-foot buffer around wetlands, so that wetlands would not be
affected by construction disturbance and maintenance access.

All of the proposed alternatives would cross Teton County in an area (approximately from
the town of Brady south to just north of Benton Lake NWR) for which no National Wetland
Inventory (NWI) maps were available for use during preparation of the Draft EIS. Thus, to
ascertain the potential impact of the proposed action on wetlands in that area, the agencies
reviewed 2005 aerial photographs and, as stated in the Draft EIS, determined that no
large wetland or concentration of smaller wetlands would cover more than
approximately 500-linear feet of any of the proposed alignments. Therefore, the
agencies concluded that through engineering design and implementation of mitigation
measures existing wetlands along the entire proposed line could be completely spanned
by the typical ruling span of 800 feet (except for one angle structure in Black Horse
Lake). NWI maps are now available for this area, and the agencies have revised Table
3.6-2 in the EIS to include the new information on wetlands in Teton County. The new
information does not change the agencies’ earlier determination regarding the ability to
span wetlands in Teton County.

The agencies would require installation and maintenance of line marking within ¥4 mile
of wetlands to reduce avian mortality from collisions.

Weeds

MATL would be responsible for weed control within the right-of-way for weeds due to
its activities. MATL has prepared an integrated weed control program that includes
spraying target weed species in coordination with the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM), state weed coordinator, and county weed boards and groups (see the EIS,
Appendix C - MATL Noxious Weed Control Plan, and Appendix F - Revised Draft
DEQ Environmental Specifications). Herbicides would be used in a safe manner in
accordance with Federal label instructions and restrictions. Herbicides would not be
used in certain areas identified by the landowners, DEQ, BLM, or the state and county
weed boards. Section 4.4 in the revised Appendix F relates specifically to Herbicides
and Weed Control measures and includes the requirements to employ Montana
licensed applicators, use proper herbicide application methods, and inspect and
monitor the right of way.
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Visual Issues

Several commenters questioned the impact that the line or potential wind farms would
have on the area viewshed and the possibility of requiring mitigation for wind farm
impacts. Commenters were concerned about the intrusion of the line onto the
landscape and locations from which the line would be visible. For wind farms, there
were particular concerns about possible effects on views in and near Glacier National
Park and the Rocky Mountain Front.

Table 3.15-1 notes that major visual effects would result from the proposed line for a
distance of 1/2 mile from residences and primary travel routes, and minor effects
would extend from 1/2 mile to one mile from the line.

Due to the distance from Glacier National Park to the proposed transmission line of 50
miles or more, the MATL line would not be visible from the park.

For a wind farm directly connecting to MATL to be economically viable, it would need
to be no farther than 40 miles from the line. The park would be about 10 miles farther
west from a wind farm located 40 miles west of the transmission line. At a distance of
10 miles, the visual impact to Glacier National Park visitors is likely to be low.

The Glacier Wind Project is a wind farm being developed by NaturEner approximately
10 miles southeast of Cut Bank (referred to as the McCormick Ranch wind farm in the
Draft EIS). Other known areas of interest for potential wind farm development near
Cut Bank, shown on Figure 4.1-2 are more than 50 miles to the east of the park.

DEQ has no legal authority to require mitigation for wind farm impacts.
Wind Farm Issues

A number of comments were concerned with siting of wind farms and impacts
associated with the wind farms that are expected to connect to the MATL line.
Commenters were concerned about the location of future wind farms and the lack of
regulation of wind farms located on private property. Some comments were concerned
with bird and bat mortality at wind farms; that topic is addressed in the Avian and
Wildlife Issues section of the Consolidated Responses.

Neither DEQ nor DOE would have a regulatory role in siting future wind farms or have
regulatory jurisdiction over wind farm development or operations. Specific proposals
could, however, necessitate water quality permits under the Montana Water Quality
Act (75-5-101 et seq., MCA). In compliance with NEPA, the potential future
development of wind farms is considered in the EIS as a potential source of cumulative
impacts. Assessment of potential cumulative impacts of reasonably foreseeable actions,
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including wind farms that may use the transmission capacity of the proposed MATL
line, is in Sections 4.1 to 4.16.

As a basis for assessing the impacts of potential wind farms, the agencies assumed that
wind farms are most likely to be located in windy areas, within about 30 to 40 miles of
an existing transmission line with available transmission capacity, and where
agreements can be negotiated with affected landowners. Areas within 30 to 40 miles of
the MATL line would have the highest probability for future wind farm development
due to the cost of interconnecting power lines from the wind farms to the transmission
line. Any substations necessary for connection to the MATL line would be built by
MATL on behalf and at the expense of the interconnecting party in accordance with
applicable FERC tariffs.

The agencies based their analysis of cumulative impacts from wind farm development
on the best information available. Although the analysis does not include site-specific
and design-specific impacts, it does provide comprehensive identification of the
potential adverse impacts and possible mitigations of wind farm development and
conservative estimates of the magnitude of those impacts. The assessment of the
potential cumulative impacts of wind farms that may connect with the MATL line is
based on realistic estimates of likely locations and conservative estimates of the number
of wind turbines that could be built. More detailed assessment would require specific
information on the locations and designs of wind turbines, associated transmission
lines, and other associated facilities. That information either does not exist or is not
available to the agencies. The agencies attempted to contact potential developers of
wind farms that have contracts with MATL for information about their project
locations. None of the developers that propose to connect to the MATL line has
indicated a willingness to release detailed plans. Often projects are announced without
details, and the announced projects may either change or not materialize.

The only wind farm known to the agencies is NaturEner’s Glacier Wind Farm, referred
to as the McCormick Ranch Wind Park in the Draft EIS. USFWS provided the agencies
with a map outlining the extent of this wind farm; it appears as Figure 4.1-2 in the EIS.
NaturEner is proceeding with development with the intent of interconnecting to other
transmission lines in the area. This wind farm, which would have up to about 140
turbines, is located north of the Marias River between the McCormick and Sullivan
Bridge roads. NaturEner still has an agreement with MATL for 300 MW to be shipped
to the north and eventually might choose to exercise some of its rights on the MATL
line with power generated at the Glacier Wind Farm. NaturEner might also build
another wind farm in the area or choose to otherwise exercise its rights to firm capacity
if the MATL line is built.
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New wind farms that use transmission capacity on the proposed MATL transmission
line would require new power lines to connect them to the MATL transmission line.
These lines would be built by the wind farm developers, and interconnections would be
coordinated with MATL. It is unlikely that new lines would be built underground.
Instead, it is most likely that these new lines would be overhead lines. However,
landowners would negotiate details with the wind farm developers. The use of
eminent domain is a possibility if agreements could not be reached with landowners
(see Eminent Domain in Legal and Regulatory Issues). If the transmission lines are
large enough to fall under the definition of “facility” in the Major Facility Siting Act (75-
20-104(8), MCA) and not exempted by statute, they would undergo a review process by
DEQ.

Details on other potential wind farm locations, number of turbines, and other project-
specific information are not available. This information is not necessary for certification
of the MATL transmission line. In the absence of information from prospective wind
farm developers, it would be speculative to assume that one alignment of the MATL
line would be better than another relative to the ability of wind farms to interconnect to
the line.

It is not possible to accurately determine how many permanent workers would be
employed by wind farms made possible by construction of the MATL line. Section 4.14
includes estimates of job creation for different levels of potential wind development in
the study area.

Potential visual impacts associated with wind farm development are discussed in
Section 4.16 (see Visual Issues in Consolidated Responses).
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Response 1: Comment noted.

Response 2: The information in the comment is correct and
was considered in the analysis presented in Section 3.13.

Response 3: Comment noted.

Response 4: See Tax Issues in the Consolidated Responses
section for a discussion pertaining to tax revenue resulting
from passage of House Bill 3.

Response 5: The economic impacts and benefits of wind farms
are discussed in Section 4.14.

Response 6: Comment noted. See the discussion of Economic
Issues in the Consolidated Responses section and the EIS
for discussion of these revisions to MATL’s proposal.

Response 7: The analysis of potential bird and bat mortality
from wind turbines in Chapter 4 of the EIS is based on
mortality data at wind farms that have modern wind
turbine technology. While the rotation speed of newer
model wind turbines is slower than older models, the
blade tip speed is still 140 - 200 mph due to the longer
blades on newer turbines. (Manville 2005 and Danish
Wind Industry Association undated). See the discussion of
Avian and Wildlife Issues in the Consolidated Responses
section.

Response 8: Comment noted.
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Response 9: Your opinion is noted.

Response 10: Comment noted.
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Response 11: Comment noted.
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Response 12: Your opinion is noted. Adequate mitigation of
significant impacts has been identified.

Response 13: DEQ must comply with MEPA “to the fullest
extent possible” and “discuss the impacts of a proposed
action in a level of detail that is proportionate to their
significance.” Streams, wetlands, and aquatic resources
would be spanned (except for one angle structure in Black
Horse Lake) and would be minimally impacted.
Floodplains would also be minimally impacted.
Additional wetland impacts in Teton County are described
in the Final EIS, Section 3.6. At this time it appears that all
wetlands can be spanned, as noted above, or other wise
avoided through design. DEQ would require a 50-foot
buffer around wetlands (Appendix F). Also see the
discussion in Vegetation, Wetlands and Weeds in the
Consolidated Responses section. DEQ considered the level
of information to be sufficient to make a decision because
the detailed on-the-ground surveys to be completed
during the construction phase will ensure effective
mitigation.
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Response 14: The EIS has been revised to include additional
information pertaining to Teton County wetlands in
Section 3.6.

Response 15 and 16: See the discussion of Legal and
Regulatory Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.

Response 17: The information available and the surveys
completed were adequate to complete successful impact
analysis. See the discussions of Legal and Regulatory
Issues and Avian and Wildlife Issues in the Consolidated
Responses section.

Response 18: Unless the entire habitat area were disturbed,
low levels of disturbance should not impact a species with
limited habitat. The analysis in the EIS does not indicate
that the entire habitat area for any species would be
disturbed due to the Project. Therefore, there should not be
substantial impacts to any species. The discussion of
impacts in Section 3.8.3 acknowledges that there might be
impacts to wildlife due to disturbance during construction,
but that the impacts would be short-term and concentrated
within the action area. Also, at crossings of the Marias and
Teton rivers the transmission line would span the river, so
the impact to bat habitat and bats at river crossings would
be minor. A few riparian cottonwood trees may need to be
cleared or topped along the south shore of the Teton River
Crossing Local Routing Option. See the discussions of
Legal and Regulatory Issues and Avian and Wildlife Issues
in the Consolidated Responses section. The analyses of
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts were complete
and adequate, and the determination that populations
within the area would not be negatively impacted was
supported within the analyses.
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Response 19: Comment noted. Also see responses to
comments 12 through 18. On April 30, 2008, an on-ground
survey for sharp-tailed grouse leks was conducted by
AMEC-Helena for MATL. On May 2, 2008, an aerial
survey was conducted by AMEC. No sharp-tailed grouse
were observed during the April 30th survey, but two
sharp-tailed grouse were seen during the May 2nd survey.
No leks were observed, and AMEC concluded that the
sighting of the lone birds did not necessarily imply grouse
lek activity. Other reasonably foreseeable energy projects
in the regions are addressed in the cumulative impacts
analysis in Section 4 of the EIS.
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Response 20 and 21: Comment noted.
Response 22: Thank you for your comment

Response 23 to 25: See Socioeconomic Impact Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 26: Comment noted.

Response 27: Comment noted.
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Response 28: Comment noted.
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Response 29: Your comment regarding economic stimulation
is noted.
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Response 30: Information on the potential location of the line
in Pondera County has been sent to the commenter.
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Response 31: Your perspective on school enrollment trends
has been noted.

Response 32: Socioeconomic impacts and benefits of the
proposed MATL line are discussed in Section 3.13.
Socioeconomic impacts of potential wind farms are
discussed in Section 4.14. Also see the discussion of
Socioeconomic Issues in the Consolidated Responses
section.

Response 33: Your comments regarding start of construction
and your regard for those who own the land are noted.
Also see the discussion of Farming Issues and Visual
Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.

Response 34 and 35: Your comments regarding area benefits,
green energy resources, reliability of the transmission grid,
and project schedule are noted.
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Response 36: Your comment regarding no action is noted.

Response 37: See Section 3.13 and the discussion of Economic
Impact Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.

Response 38 to 40: The need for the line is addressed in
Sections 1.2 and 3.17. Also see the discussion of Economic
Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 41: The U.S. power supply, including power
supplied in Montana, already faces some international
competition from those customers that live in Canada and
Mexico that are on the U.S. Western grid. The MATL line
could increase competition for Montana generated power
up to the rated capacity of the line going south to north
which is 300 MW and a portion of this space would likely
be used by generation from new Montana sources.
Currently, Montana generators export about 1,400 MW.
See Section 3.17.1 in the EIS.

Response 42: See the discussion of Socioeconomic Impacts
Issues in the Consolidated Responses section

Response 43: See the discussion of Visual Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 44: Thank you for your comments pertaining to
visual impacts.

Response 45: Comments pertaining to benefits of the project
are noted.
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Response 46: See the discussion of Socioeconomic Impact
Issues in the Consolidated Responses section and the EIS,
Section 3.13.3.2, “Effects on Property Values.”

Response 47: MATL has changed its proposal to include a
105-foot right-of-way. Appendix N, Figure 1, illustrates
the typical amount of land taken out of production that
could be more susceptible to weed infestation if control
measures are not undertaken. Also, see the discussion of
Farming Issues and Vegetation, Wetland and Weed Issues
in the Consolidated Responses section.

Response 48: The need for the line is addressed in Sections 1.2
and 3.17.
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Response 49: The agencies have noted your comment
regarding the fate of the line should it not be a success.
After the line is operational, it is expected to be an asset
with value. In the hypothetical event that the project
owners were to file for bankruptcy, the agencies expect
that some other entity would acquire this asset and
continue to operate it.

Response 50: See the discussion of Tax Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 51: Discussions of undergrounding the line are in
Section 2.8. Also see Line Issues in the Consolidated

Responses section.

Response 52: Comment noted.
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Response 53 to 56: Your comments are noted.
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Response 57 and 58: Thank you for your comment.
Response 59: Comment noted.

Response 60 and 61: Thank you for your comments.
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Response 62 and 63: See Section 2.6.1 in the EIS. The
Alternative 4 portion through the Diamond Valley did not
meet with local acceptance and is no longer being carried
forward as a viable option. See the revisions to the
Diamond Valley local routing option in Section 2.6.1.

Response 64: Your comment is noted. In the Diamond Valley
area several alternatives were identified that would limit
the amount of farmland crossed on a diagonal. See Figure
2.6-2.

Response 65: The agencies acknowledge the increased cost to
farm around structures. Farming cost estimates have been
updated in Section 3.13.3.2.

Response 66: See Figure 2.6-2 of the Final EIS.

Response 67: The average per-structure payment has been
updated to $33.90. Also see Section 2.3 concerning the
alternative dispute resolution process.
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Response 68 to 71: Your comments are noted.
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Response 72: Comment noted.
Response 73: Comment noted.

Response 74: Your comments reflect conclusions in the EIS,
Section 3.16. Since publication of the Draft EIS, DEQ and
MATL staffs have reviewed the Bullhead Coulee South
local routing option. Both MATL’s proposed Alternative 2
and the Bullhead Coulee South local routing option pass
near the cultural resource site mentioned in your
comment. MATL has committed to avoid cultural
resource sites. See Table 2.3-4 in the EIS.

Response 75: Both MATL’s proposed line and the local
routing option would cross four landowners (Montana
Cadastral project, March 2008). MATL would have to
obtain right-of-way no matter which alternative is selected.

Response 76: Note that the location proposed by MATL
would place the line on an adjacent landowner’s land in a
manner that would prevent a wind turbine from being
located on his property. Navitas Energy is considering a
project in this vicinity (Davies 2008).

Response 77: Your comment regarding the Bullhead Coulee
South Local Routing Option is noted.
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Response 78: Thank you for your comment.

Response 79: Thank you for your comment. Employment and
tax revenue impacts and impacts to local services are
discussed in Section 3.13. Also see Socioeconomic Impact
Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.

Response 80: Comment noted.
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Response 81: Employment and tax revenue impacts and
impacts to local services are discussed in Section 3.13.3.2.
Also see Socioeconomic Issues in the Consolidated
Responses section.

Response 82 to 84: Your comments are noted.

45



Volume 2 - Comment Response Document

Response 85: All of these comments refer to the Diamond
Valley South local routing option. If adjacent property
owners cannot agree on a line location that would straddle
the property line, the intent is that the line would be
located far enough off the edge of any field road to allow
passage of the largest expected piece of farm equipment in
a folded position. For example, a combine with the header
attached may be the widest piece of equipment expected.

Response 86: The aerial applicator may not be able to fly north
and south unhindered if a power line is present. Likewise,
an aerial applicator may not be able to fly the length of a
field unhindered with a diagonal line crossing it.

Response 87: Comments as well as information in the Draft
EIS will be weighed and balanced in making final location
decision.
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Response 88: Comment noted. Economic benefits are
discussed in Section 3.13.3.2 and in Socioeconomic Impact
Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.

Response 89 to 92: Comments noted.

Response 93: Routing down Highway 89 is outside the study
area. Figure 2.3-2 shows the study area boundary.
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Response 94: Comment noted.
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Response 95: Thank you for your comment.
Response 96: Thank you for your comment.

Response 97: Unemployment data and trends by county are
presented in Table 3.13-3.

Response 98: The additional environmental review was
prompted by extensive public comment on the March 2007
document. Federal agency decisions will be issued
subsequent to this EIS in the form of a Record of Decision
for each agency or as a letter of concurrence, no sooner
than 30 days after this Final EIS is available. DEQ may not
make a final decision sooner than 15 days after the final
EIS is available and may time a decision on whether to
issue a certificate to coincide with the decisions of the
Federal agencies.

Response 99 to 101: Your comments are noted.
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Response 102: Comment noted.
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The following responses are to comments received at the
public hearing in Great Falls.

Response 103 to 104: Your comments have been noted.
Response 105: Comment noted.

Response 106: The information about your past work with
MATL is noted.
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Response 107: Your comment is noted.

Response 108: See the discussion of Farming Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section. Since publication of the
Draft EIS MATL has proposed an alternative dispute
resolution process to be used in conjunction with its
compensation package to help alleviate the economic
burden to farmers since publication of the Draft EIS. See
Section 2.3 has been changed to reflect this revised
proposal.

Response 109: Your comment is noted.
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Responsel10: Your opinion is noted.

Response 111: The economic development staff has been
actively involved with the MATL project.

Response 112: See the discussion of Tax Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 113 to 116: Comments noted.
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Response 117: Comment noted.

Response 118: Comment noted. The policy statement appears
in Section 90-4-1001, MCA, of the state energy policy goal
statement.

Response 119: The Department must apply the criteria set
forth in the Administrative Rules of Montana 17.20.1604 in
determining whether a proposed facility serves the public
convenience and necessity. In general terms, it requires
the Department to determine that the benefits of the
proposed facility are greater than any other reasonable
alternative based on the following:

a.

b.

The Department’s determination as to the need for
the facility discussed in Sections 1.2 and 3.17.

The cumulative environmental impacts of the
facility discussed in Chapter 4.

The benefits to the applicant, the state of Montana,
the applicant’s customers, and any other entities
benefiting from the facility as discussed in
Chapters 2, 3, and 4.

The effects of the economic activity resulting from
the proposed facility as discussed in Chapters 3
and 4.

The costs of the facility including internal costs of
construction and operation and mitigation costs,
plus other external costs and unmitigated
environmental costs as discussed in Chapter 3.
Any other relevant factors.
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Response 120 to 121: Comments noted.

Response 122: Comments noted.
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Response 123: The costs of farming around structures have
been updated and changed in Section 3.13.3.2 of the EIS.
The amount of cropland crossed is discussed in Section 3.1.
Also see the discussion of “Farming Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 124: Comments noted.

Response 125: Your comment regarding 600 MW of wind
generation in the area is noted.

Response 126: Comments noted.
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Response 127 to 129: Comments noted.
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Response 130 to 131: Comments noted.
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Response 132: Comment noted.
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Response 133: Comment noted.

Response 134: See Farming Issues in the Consolidated
Responses section.

Response 135: Comments noted. See Socioeconomic Issues in
the Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 136: Comment noted.
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Response 137 to 138: Comments noted.
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Response 139 to 140: Comments noted.
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Response 141 to 143: Comments noted.
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Response 144: Comments noted.

Response 145: Your comment regarding long-span monopoles
is noted. Details of the types of poles proposed are in
Figure 2.3-5.

Response 146: In Canada, monopoles are being used only in
areas with center pivot irrigation, not along the entire
line.
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Response 147: Transmission lines do last a long time. Some of
the oldest transmission lines in the state, 100kV lines from
Great Falls and the powerhouse on Ennis Lake to Butte,
are 100 years old this year. Monopoles are proposed for all
diagonally crossed cropland and CRP land. See Farming
Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.

Response 148: A new analysis comparing the costs of farming
around the transmission line under Alternative 2 to the
costs of constructing the line to minimize farmer impacts
(Alternative 4) has been added to the EIS. See Section
3.13.3.2. Different laws govern siting on each side of the
border.

Response 149: In their decision documents, the agencies will
indicate the alternative selected and the reasons for the
selection.

Response 150: See the discussion of Tax Issues and Economic
Issues in the Consolidated Responses section. The costs
and benefits of the project will be weighed in the agencies’
decisions.
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Response 151: MATL would compensate landowners for the
acquisition of its easement in a manner that is consistent
with normal industry practice in Montana and other North
American locations. A unique component of the
compensation structure that has not been used before in
Montana is an annual payment. The differences in
computation of payments to landowners between the
MATL line and wind farms is that for wind farms the
landowner is paid a royalty based on the amount of power
generated while for MATL the proposal is to pay the
landowner for costs incurred.

In a letter dated June 19, 2008, MATL proposed an
alternative dispute resolution process that has a bearing on
the issue of compensation. It is more fully described in the
EIS, Section 2.3.

Response 152: Order No. 890 is administered by the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission and establishes the
requirements for Open Access Transmission Tariffs that
are filed by public utilities. The issues of whether or not
this order applies to MATL and whether MATL has
complied with the provisions of this order are issues that
are out of scope for an EIS.

Response 153: Soon after repairs to the line are completed,
MATL would contact landowners and payment for
damages would be made. Alternatively landowners could
contact MATL and a MATL land agent would respond,
inspect the damage, and pay for damages. Also see
revisions to Section 2.3 in the EIS regarding MATL's
compensation package.




Volume 2 - Comment Response Document

Response 154: See Farming Issues in the Consolidated
Responses section. In addition, Section 2.3 has been
changed in the EIS to provide information regarding
MATL'’s compensation and alternative dispute resolution
process.

Response 155: See the discussion in Legal and Regulatory
Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.

Response 156: DEQ’s administrative rules, ARM
17.20.1902(10), allow the department to hold a bond and
monitor reclamation for up to 5 years. Also see the
response to comment 49.

Response 157: Yes. All commitments MATL makes to the
agencies would transfer to any new owner of the line. The
commitments made to landowners may transfer
depending on the arrangement made between MATL and
the landowner.

Response 158 and 159: Yes, MATL has changed its proposal to
reflect comments about minimum ground clearance in
cultivated areas. See the discussion of Safety Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section. MATL's current proposal
for ground clearance is described in Section 2.3. The
certificate would specify that MATL must comply with the
National Electrical Safety Code.
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Response 160: See the discussion of Farming Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section; Section 3.13; and
Appendix N.

Response 161: See Section 3.13.3.2 for a description of how
farmers would be compensated over the life of the project.
See Section 2.3 for a description of MATL’s revised
compensation package and alternative dispute resolution
process.

Response 162: Section 3.13.3.2 has been updated to include
farming costs as of early 2008.

Response 163: Because the proposed MATL line would not
depend on additional transmission capacity south or west
out of Great Falls, and there are no proposals before the
agencies to increase such transmission capacity, the
construction of additional transmission capacity south or
west of Great Falls is not within the scope of this EIS.
However, the potential impacts of some of the activities
mentioned in the comment are considered in the
cumulative impacts analysis in Section 4.
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Response 164: One possible result of poorly coordinated and
sized projects might include building two undersized lines
rather than a single line large enough to handle anticipated
generation projects.

Response 165: MATL would not be responsible for
determining how power would be moved out of Great
Falls unless it chooses to consider another business
venture to address such a need. Under FERC regulations,
generators submit interconnection requests to the
operators of transmission systems and then the
transmission operator addresses these requests.
NorthWestern Energy operates transmission lines
southeast, south, and southwest out of Great Falls.
Independent, non-utility transmission service providers
also hold open seasons to solicit customers for new
transmission projects.

Response 166: MATL justifies building the line down to Great
Falls in several different ways—not just based on
additional tariffs. With agreed upon upgrades, MATL's
shippers would be able to move some power south out of
Great Falls, especially on a non-firm basis (where moving
power is allowed during those times when there is room
on the line). As stated in Section 1.2.1, “The purpose for
the proposed MATL transmission line is to connect the
Montana electrical transmission grid with the Alberta
electrical transmission grid (no direct connection currently
exists), provide access to potential markets for new and
existing power generation facilities in the vicinity of the
proposed transmission line, and improve transmission
access to markets seeking new energy resources.” Great
Falls is the most feasible connection point economically
and from an engineering perspective. See Section 2.8 for a
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more detailed discussion on why terminating the line at
Shelby would not be feasible.

The system south and west-bound from Great Falls is
contractually congested in that parties have pre-existing
rights on the lines, but these parties do not necessarily use
their full rights. When these rights are not fully used, the
capacity could be used by other shippers.

Response 167: The need for the line is outlined in Chapter 1.

The purpose of the line is to provide a path to transmit
power between Lethbridge and Great Falls. Power can
flow in either direction on the line. Although the purpose
of this line is stated to increase transfer capacity and allow
for new energy development, the line could be used by
utilities and other entities to make purchases and sales on
the spot market (short-term non-firm transactions might
occur on the spot market when the wind is not blowing or
when a wind farm holding a firm contract with MATL is
not fully exercising its rights). Such transactions would be
limited by the amount of firm and non-firm power left
over on the line after the firm contract obligations are met.

The Mid Columbia trading hub (Mid-C) is a commonly
used location where electricity prices in the Pacific
Northwest are compared. Electricity prices are higher in
Alberta than in Mid-C about 75 percent of the time, so it is
possible that some monetary plays could be made on the
spot market as a result of this line. This 75 percent figure
comes from a paper entitled “Montana Alberta Tie-Line:
What are the Economic Benefits to Alberta?” by Aidan
Hollis, Department of Economics, University of Calgary,
ahollis@ucalgary.ca . This paper states that “when there is
a price difference between two markets, there is generally
an economic inefficiency. It means that there are buyers in
the lower priced market who would be willing to sell into
the higher priced market just below the prevailing higher

price, and buyers in the higher-priced market who would
be willing to buy at that price. If they were to undertake
such a transaction, both parties would benefit. The same
applies in electricity markets, and the benefits accrue to
parties in both jurisdictions, regardless of which one has
the higher price” (p. 6). The paper also states on page 7
that “given, as discussed above, the likely increase in
prices in Alberta in the near future, it appears that there
will continue to be ample scope for imports of Mid-C
priced electricity.” Page 8 states that “on days when prices
are higher in Alberta, we would expect imports into
Alberta from Montana, if the MATL tie-line were
available.” The reason for this is that importing electricity
from Montana could make Alberta electricity prices lower
on certain days as Alberta could avoid using some of its
highest cost generation. This same gain from lower prices
could happen in Montana when Alberta prices are lower
than Montana prices. However, the amount of Montana-
generated electricity that could flow up to Alberta is
limited by the relatively small size of the line (300 MW)
and would be a small portion compared to the amount of
electricity Montana generates each year (about 3,000 MW)
and exports each year (over 1,000 MW). Much of the time,
a large portion of MATL’s 300 MW would be used for firm
commitments from generators rather than for trading
opportunities. The paper also states that both Alberta and
Montana could benefit from the MATL line since it would
result in less of a chance of volatile spot market prices as
well as less of a chance of electricity suppliers using their
market share to increase prices. Also see the response to
comment 166.
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Response 168: The need for the line is outlined in Chapter 1.
See the response to comments 166 and 167. The state has
no legal control over where electricity produced in
Montana goes. Also see Economic Issues in the
Consolidated Response section.

Response 169: See the discussion in Legal and Regulatory
Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.

Response 170: Currently there are 79 Presidential permits that
have been granted for transmission lines that cross the
U.S.-Canadian border.

Response 171: DOE has no information on the effect that
international transmission lines have on local power
prices. Local (retail) electricity rates are established and
regulated at the state level.

Response 172: In the MFSA application, MATL documented a
number of factors it considered in reaching the conclusion
that it was not feasible to terminate its project at either the
Glacier Electric substation near Cut Bank or the Western
Area Power Administration (WAPA) substation near
Shelby. These factors included:

(@) The addition of the WAPA tariff would almost double
the total tariff paid by MATL shippers,

(b) The NorthWestern 115kV line from Cut Bank to Great
Falls has a maximum capacity of 130 MW under the
best conditions and already carries electricity for other
customers,
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(c) The WAPA 230kV line from Shelby to Conrad and
from Conrad to Great Falls has a capacity of 240 MW
under the best conditions. Further, all of the WAPA
lines in the region have firm commitments for available
capacity.

Response 173: The DEQ Director will consider information in
MATL's application and the EIS, including public
comment and agency responses, when making the
findings required in 75-20-301, MCA, before the project
could move forward. Section 3.18 describes the
information considered by DEQ to approve a transmission
line facility. The findings will be made in the record of
decision.

Response 174a: See the discussion of eminent domain in Legal
and Regulatory Issues of the Consolidated Responses.
While the Major Facility Siting Act provides the procedure
for obtaining approval to construct a major facility,
including electric transmission lines, it does not provide a
procedure for acquiring property on which to construct the
facility. The property must be obtained through
negotiations between a project sponsor and a landowner or
if negotiations are not successful, a condemnation
proceeding under the laws of eminent domain may be
used.

Eminent domain may only be exercised if the purpose for
which it is being exercised is a public use. Those public
uses are identified and listed by the Legislature in Section
70-30-102, MCA. Subsection 37 of that statute lists
electrical power lines as a public use. Section 70-30-102,
MCA, does not distinguish between electrical power lines
built by private enterprise and a publicly owned utility.

Before private property can be taken, Section 70-30-111,
MCA, requires the condemner to demonstrate that the
public interest requires the taking based on the following
findings:

1. the use to which the property is to be applied is a
use authorized by law;

2. the taking is necessary to the use;

3. if already being used for a public use, that the public
use for which the property is proposed to be used is a
more necessary public use; and

4. an effort to obtain the property interest sought to be
taken was made by submission of a written offer and
the offer was rejected.

As indicated above, an electric transmission line is a use
for which condemnation is authorized by law. In regard to
whether the taking is necessary, Montana courts have
determined that the necessity need not be absolute or
indispensable. Rather, a taking is necessary if it “is
reasonable, requisite, and proper for the accomplishment
of the end in view, under the particular circumstances of
the case.” As indicated in Section 3.17, DEQ has
determined the necessity of the electric transmission line
proposed by MATL.

As indicated in the handbook entitled Eminent Domain in
Montana published by the Legislative Environmental
Policy Office in May of 2001, “[a] public use does not have
to be a project that directly benefits the entire public or
even the landowner whose property is taken through
eminent domain. It may be a project that benefits Montana
citizens as a whole through greater economic development
or increased access to communications.” As stated by the
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Montana Supreme Court in Ellinghouse v. Taylor (1897),
19 Mont. 462, 48 P. 757, “Persons have been allowed the
right of eminent domain on the theory of public use, in the
construction of dams for the operation of grist and saw
mills, in the reclamation of swamp lands, and in other
similar instances that might be enumerated where the
public had no direct interest in these operations, whose
main end was mere private gain, and where the benefit to
the people at large could result indirectly and incidentally
only from the increase of wealth and development of
natural resources.

Response 174b: With agreed upon upgrades to the
NorthWestern system, MATL’s customers will be able to
move some power south out of Great Falls, especially on a
non-firm basis (where moving power is allowed during
those times when there is room on the line).

Response 175: The MATL line is not proposed to connect to
the Cut Bank substation. MATL is proposing to build a
new substation. See Section 2.3.
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Response 176: See the discussion of Farming Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 177: See the discussion in Safety Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 178: A farmer may be liable if damage was caused
by an intentional act of the farmer or by the farmer’s
negligence in farming around the pole. The easement
agreement between MATL and the landowner would have
terms that would absolve the landowner of all liability for
accidental damage to MATL's facilities. A nick, scratch or
dent caused by the farmer would be de minimis damage
and not justify replacement of the pole.

Response 179: It depends where and how this force is applied.
The transmission structures are designed to meet NESC
Medium loading, NESC 50-year return period wind
loading (144 km/hr), 50mm radial wet snow with 70
km/hr wind, rime (in-cloud) ice (40mm radial ice) loading,
broken OPGW loading as well as construction loads.
These are very strong structures that would require a lot of
force to bring them down.

Response 180: See response to comment 178.

Response 181: See the discussion of Farming Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section. MATL may be
responsible for damages resulting from a fire if the fire was
caused by MATL’s negligence in designing, constructing,
operating or maintaining the transmission line.
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Response 182: The agencies are considering the possibility of
MATL building double circuit structures for about 4.2
miles north of the Great Falls switchyard. Lines for one
circuit would be constructed now and used by MATL, and
space on the structures would be available for a second
circuit. The future circuit could be used by a firm other
than MATL.

Response 183: See the discussion of Line Capacity Issues in
the Consolidated Responses.

Response 184: The proposed line would be large enough for
MATL's current customers. If all the possible wind and
other generation that might be built in the area were
actually constructed, the proposed line would not be large
enough. See the discussion of Line Capacity Issues in the
Consolidated Responses.

Response 185: See the discussion of Line Capacity Issues in
the Consolidated Responses.

Response 186: Transmission of up to 400 MW in each
direction would not require any changes in the proposed
easements.

Response 187: Compensation to landowners would be based
on the physical size of the transmission line, not on the
amount of electricity transmitted on the line. Similarly,
compensation to landowners for construction of a highway
is based on the acreage required for the highway, not on
the traffic volume.

77



Volume 2 - Comment Response Document

Response 188: MATL was not a party to the Northwest Wind
Integration Plan. MATL is a party to the Montana Wind
Working Group and has contributed funding towards
wind modeling as directed by the working group. MATL
decided to participate in the Montana Wind Working
Group because that group is focused on Montana whereas
the Northwest Wind Integrated Plan is focused on the
Pacific Northwest.

Response 189: MATL'’s transmission service request (TSR)
contracts accommodate the current schedule for
construction of the transmission line either explicitly or in
side agreements. The MATL line would provide a conduit
for power transmission between two points. It is the
responsibility of the contracting shipper to make the
necessary commercial arrangements and ensure the
capacity exists to get power to the MATL line and to ship it
from the line terminus to the intended customer.

Response 190: The bids submitted by prospective shippers
did not include expiration dates. Bids were either
accepted or rejected at the conclusion of the capacity
auction process. Contracts were executed with the
successful bidders (Williams 2008c)

Response 191: See response to comment 189.
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Response 192: MATL has updated its proposal regarding
compensation. It now includes an alternative dispute
resolution process. See Section 2.3.

Response 193: No comprehensive transmission planning
process exists in Montana. MATL complied with the
FERC process. Individual processes include but are not
limited to: the Northern Tier Transmission Group,
Integrated Resource Plans required of NorthWestern
Energy and Montana Dakota Utilities, and other
independent multi-state efforts such as the Rocky
Mountain Area Transmission Study. Montana law does
not require a comprehensive plan for the grid. Projects,
both generators and transmission lines, are built in
response to growing demands. These patterns of growth
vary geographically and over time. Transmission planners
within and between these geographic areas propose new
projects in response to these changing demands as needed.
Thus, it is difficult to say what the transmission grid will
look like in the future.
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Response 194: The effect on property values from the MATL
line is discussed in the EIS, Section 3.13.3.2. The effects are
expected to be minimal based on available studies of actual
property values near transmission lines.

Response 195: What landowners and MATL choose to do
with their property tax incentive is beyond the scope of the
EIS. The DEQ will balance costs and benefits of all parties
in its decision.
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Response 196: The farming cost estimates have been revised
to reflect recent costs of inputs and commodity prices. See
Farming Issues in the Consolidated Responses section and
revisions to Section 3.13 and Appendix N.

Response 197: MATL has revised its proposal to use a 105-foot
easement.

Response 198: As discussed in Chapter 2 of the EIS, much of
the construction equipment would move along the right-
of-way as construction proceeds because so much of the
project area consists of relatively level ground. Existing
roads would be used to the extent practicable and in a few
areas, such as on the south side valley wall of the Teton
River, MATL proposes to construct a total of about 3.5
miles of new roads on Alternative 2 since the moderately
steep side hill will not allow safe movement of
construction vehicles. Alternative 3 would require about
3.8 miles of new roads and Alternative 4 about 7.6 miles of
new roads.

MATL might also have to purchase some off-right-of-way
access to avoid sensitive features. Typically equipment can
move on side slopes up to about 5 to 7 percent. On very
steep slopes such as the cliff on the north side of the
Marias River and at the Teton River crossing there would
be no through access. In these areas access to structures
would be from each direction with a skip in the middle.

Temporary and permanent roads or trails might need to be
used to allow for construction and maintenance of the
transmission line. The location of these features can only
be precisely determined after the centerline is selected and
the siting of individual structures has been determined
through detailed design including consultation with
landowners to minimize impacts. Wherever temporary or
permanent roads are constructed, the landowner would be
fully compensated on the basis of loss of use, general
disturbance, and adverse effect.
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Response 199: See the discussion of Soils Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 200: Comment noted. MATL would have to obtain
easements for use of off right-of-way field roads.

Response 201 and 202: MATL has changed its proposal
regarding minimum ground clearance. For more
information, see the discussion of Safety Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 203 and 204: Comments noted. MATL has updated
its proposal regarding compensation. It now includes an
alternative dispute resolution process. See the EIS,
Sections 2.3 and 3.13.3.2.

Response 205: Comment noted. Economic impacts and
benefits of the proposed transmission line and potential
wind farms are discussed in the EIS, Sections 3.13 and 4.14.
Also see the discussions of Economic Issues and
Socioeconomic Issues in the Consolidated Responses
section.
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Response 206 and 207: See the response to comment 205.

Response 208: Comment noted.
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Response 209: Comment noted.

Response 210: The agencies are working as rapidly as possible
under the circumstances.

Response 211: Comments noted.
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Response 212 to 214: Comments noted.
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Response 215: Comment noted.
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Response 216 to 218: Comments noted.

Response 219: See the discussion of Farming Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section and information about
MATL'’s revised compensation package in the EIS, Sections
23and 3.13.3.2.

Response 220: Construction of the NaturEner Glacier Wind
Project (referred to in the Draft EIS as the McCormick
Ranch project) is underway. However, only portions of
the former project are being constructed. The agencies
understand the project would initially use capacity of
existing transmission lines. The agencies understand that
additional transmission capacity may be necessary to fully
complete the project. NaturEner still holds agreements
with MATL for 300 MW of capacity to the north and may
build additional wind farms or may market this 300 MW
capacity.
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Response 221 and 222: Comments noted. Also see the
discussion of Socioeconomic Issues in the Consolidated
Responses section.

Response 223: Comment noted.
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Response 224: Comment noted.
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Response 225 to 227: Thank you for your insight into the
legislative process.
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Response 228: Comment noted.

Response 229: MATL's proposed alternative would use H-
frame structures on about 38.4 miles of cropland or CRP
crossed parallel or perpendicular to the cropping pattern.
See the discussion of Line Issues in the Consolidated
Responses section and Sections 2.3 and 3.13.3.2 for
information regarding MATL's revised compensation
package.

Response 230 and 231: MATL would pay about $700,000 per
year in property taxes in Montana under the 3 percent tax
rate.

Response 232: Projected employment from the MATL line is
in Section 3.13.3.
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Response 233: Comment noted.

Response 234: DEQ is aware of early planning efforts to add
another 500MW or more of transmission capacity west out
of Montana. Some of this capacity may come from
improvements to existing lines rather than construction of
new lines. No applications for new transmission lines to
the Pacific Northwest have been received to date.
NorthWestern Energy submitted an application for a new
500 kV line from the Townsend area south into south
central Idaho.

The Western Governors Association is also beginning a
new transmission planning effort to integrate new
generation from renewable resources into the western grid.
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Response 235 to 238: Your comments regarding exports are
noted, and the agencies recognize that transmission lines
have been proposed infrequently.
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Response 239 and 240: Comments noted.

Response 241: Comment noted.
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Response 242 to 245: Comments noted.
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Response 246: Comment noted.
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Response 247 and 248: Comments noted.
Response 249 and 250: Comments noted.
Response 251: Comment noted. See the EIS, Sections 2.3 and

3.13 for a discussion of MATL’s proposed compensation
package and alternative dispute resolution process.
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Response 252 and 253: Comments noted.

Response 254: Comment noted.
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Responses 255 to 258: See Socioeconomic Issues and Wind
Farm Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 259: See the discussion of Line Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section and the response to
comment 229.

Responses 260 to 262: See Socioeconomic Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 263 to 265: Comments noted.
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Response 266 to 268: Comments noted.

Response 269: Comment noted.
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Response 270 to 274: Comments noted.
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Response 275: Comment noted.
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Response 276 to 278: Comments noted.
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Response 279: Comment noted. See the discussion of MATL's
revised compensation package in the EIS, Section 2.3,
Rights-of-Way.

Response 280: In June 2008, after discussions between DEQ
and MATL, MATL proposed an alternative dispute
resolution package, as described in the EIS, Section 2.3,
Rights-of-Way.

Response 281: Comment noted.
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Response 282: Comments noted.

Response 283: MATL has proposed to use monopoles on all
diagonal crossings of cultivated and CRP land. See the
discussion of Line Issues in the Consolidated Responses
section.
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Response 284: DEQ typically approves constructing a line
within 250 feet on either side of a reference center line.
Certificate holders then negotiate with landowners on
exact structure placement.

Response 285: Comment noted.

Response 286: Comments noted. See the discussion of
MATL'’s revised compensation package in the EIS, Section
2.3, Rights-of-Way.

Response 287: Comment noted.
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Response 288: Comment noted.

Response 289 and 290: See the discussion of Safety Issues in
the Consolidated Responses section and the EIS, Section
2.3, and Table 2.3-1.
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Response 291: Your comment is noted.
Response 292: Comments noted.

Response 293: Comment noted.

111



Volume 2 - Comment Response Document

Response 294: Comments noted.
Response 295 to 297: Your comments are noted.
Response 298: Comments noted. See the discussion of

MATL's revised compensation package in the EIS, Section
2.3, Rights-of-Way.
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Response 299: Comment noted. See Legal and Regulatory
Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.

Response 300 to 302: Thank you for your comments and the
comments in the letter from Vanessa Buckland.

Response 303: Comment noted.
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Response 304 and 305: Comments noted.

Response 306 to 308: Comments noted. See the discussion of
Farming Issues and Line Issues in the Consolidated
Responses section.
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Response 309: See the discussion of Wind Farm Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 310: See the discussions of Line Issues and Wind Farm
Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.

Response 311: See the discussion of Wind Farm Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 312: See the discussion of Wind Farm Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 313: Comment noted.
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Response 314 and 315: Comments noted. MATL has updated
the compensation package and proposed an alternative
dispute resolution process. These are described in Sections
2.3 and 3.13.3.2 in the EIS. Your comment regarding
negotiation is noted.

Response 316 and 317: See the discussion of Farming Issues in
the Consolidated Responses section.
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The following responses are to comments received at the
public hearing in Cut Bank.

Response 318: Comment noted.
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Response 319: Your comments regarding farming around poles
are noted.

Response 320: Comment noted.

Response 321: Comment noted.
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Response 322 and 324: Comments noted.

Response 325: Comment noted.
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Response 326 and 367: Comment noted.

Response 328: Comment noted.
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Response 329: Comment noted. Also see Socioeconomic Impact
Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.

Response 330: Taxes are discussed in Sections 3.13 and 4.14 of
the EIS.

Response 331 and 332: See Socioeconomic Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 333 to 335: Thank you for bringing comments from
people who were unable to attend the meeting.
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Response 336: Comment noted.

Response 337 and 338: Comments noted. Also see
Socioeconomic Impact Issues in the Consolidated Responses
section.
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Response 339 and 340: Comments noted.
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Response 341 and 342: Comments noted.
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Response 343: See Farming Issues in the Consolidated
Responses section.

Response 344: See Socioeconomic Issues and Tax Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 345: Comment noted.
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Response 346 to 348: Comments noted.

Response 349: Comment noted.
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Response 350 to 352: See Socioeconomic Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 353 to 355: Comments noted.
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Response 356 and 357: Comments noted.
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Response 358 to 361: Comments noted.
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Response 362 to 364: Comments noted.

132



Volume 2 - Comment Response Document

Response 365: Comment noted. See the discussion of Avian and
Wildlife Issues in the Consolidated Responses section and
the revisions to Section 4.9 in the EIS.
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Response 366: See the discussion of Avian and Wildlife Issues in

the Consolidated Responses section and the response to
comment 7.

Response 367: Comment noted. MATL does not propose to

interconnect to the two substations south of Conrad and has
indicated to DEQ that there will be one point of
interconnection at the Marias substation. DEQ is aware of an
anemometer on Sam George Hill but is not aware of a
planned wind farm there that would connect to the MATL
line. Numerous parties are considering wind farms in the
area, and it is difficult for the agencies to ascertain which
wind farm is proposing to connect to which transmission
line. MATL’s customers include NaturEner, Wind Hunter,
and Invenergy. NaturEner is beginning to construct initial
phases of a wind farm southeast of Cut Bank but may have
options in other areas. Invenergy has announced plans for a
wind farm or wind farms north of Conrad and in the Cut
Bank area. It is unclear where Wind Hunter may be
proposing a wind farm or wind farms. See the discussion of
Line Issues and Wind Farm Issues in the Consolidated
Responses section.

Response 368 and 369: Comments noted.
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Response 370: Comment noted. See the response to comment
367. Last year, DEQ noted the anemometer on Sam George
Hill, and it is shown on Figure 4.1-2.

Response 371: Comments noted.
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Response 372 and 373: Comments noted.
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Response 374 and 375: Comments noted. See the discussion of
MATL's revised compensation package and alternative
dispute resolution process in the EIS, Sections 2.3 and 3.13.3.

Response 376: That may be true, but it would depend on the
transmission line owners and other external factors.
Potential impacts of the proposed line on electrical
transmission system operation are discussed in Section 3.17.
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Response 377 and 378: Comments noted. See Section 3.13 and
Economic Issues, Tax Issues, and Socioeconomic Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 379: One objective of the proposed action is to support
development of wind power, which is a green energy source.

Response 380: Comment noted.
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Response 381: Comment noted.
Response 382: Comments noted.

MATL outlined its concerns regarding Alternative 4 in its
letter to the DEQ of March 28, 2008, and summarized those
concerns as follows: “Of the route options proposed,
Alternative 4 is materially longer in length. Asa
consequence: it impacts more landowners; has a larger
footprint; may span more unstable soils; may have a greater
potential of encountering archaeological and heritage
resources; and has higher energy losses.”

Response 383: See Farming Issues in the Consolidated
Responses section as well as the discussion of MATL’s
revised compensation package and alternative dispute
resolution process in Sections 2.3 and 3.13.3.
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Response 384: Comments noted. Your comments and those of
the other legislators in the letter are noted.

Response 385 and 386: Comments noted.
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Response 387: Comment noted.

Response 388: The letters were accepted as individual letters,
entered into the record, and responded to along with all
other letters received.
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Response 389: Comment noted.
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Response 390: Comment noted.

Response 391: At their closest, Alternatives 2 and 4 are about 3.5
and 7.6 miles, respectively, from the anemometer location on
Sam George Hill. See the response to comment 367 for more
information and the discussion of Line Issues and Wind
Farm Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 392: See the responses to comments 367 and 391. Also
see the discussion of Line Issues and Wind Farm Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 393: See the discussion of MATL's revised
compensation package and alternative dispute resolution
process in Sections 2.3 and 3.13.3.
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Response 394: Comments noted.
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Response 395: Comment noted.

Response 396: As the agencies understand Mr. Sitzman’s
suggestion, it is to place the structures on section lines rather
than in the interior of fields because the landowner would
typically farm around only one side of the structure when
placed on section lines. MATL is prepared to work with
landowners to achieve a similar benefit by placing interior
structures along field strip boundaries where the landowner
farms that land in strips that are narrower than a full quarter
section (Williams 2008d).
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Response 397 and 398: Comments noted.

148



Volume 2 - Comment Response Document

149



Volume 2 - Comment Response Document

Response 399: The agencies could combine elements of
Alternatives 2 through 4 or the local routing options.
Alternative 1 is the No-Action alternative, so the agencies
could not use that alternative in combination with elements
of other alternatives.
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The following responses are to comments received at the
public hearing in Conrad.

Response 400: Comment noted.
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Response 401: Comment noted.
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Responses 402 and 403: Your comments are noted.

153



Volume 2 - Comment Response Document

Response 404: In both states businesses that use, manufacture,
or install wind energy generators can receive franchise tax
deductions and/or exemptions. There are also property tax
exemptions involving wind energy generation for business
installation or for the construction of such systems.

Probably the largest differences in wind development
between Montana and Texas are in the states” respective
populations, renewable portfolio standards, and prices paid
for electricity. Montana has a population of about 950,000
and consumes about 28,000,000 MWh/year while Texas has
a population of about 24,000,000 and consumes about
400,000,000 MWh/year. Montana has a renewable energy
portfolio requirement of 15% or about 450 average MW
applied to its utilities in the year 2015. In 2005 Texas passed
a renewable energy portfolio requirement of 2,000 MW by
2009. This has been expanded to 5,580 MW by 2015.

Lastly, the price paid for electricity is higher in Texas than it
is in Montana as shown below. Higher prices could make it
easier to attract investors in Texas than Montana.

Average Retail Prices (cents/KWh)
Texas! Montana2
Residential 12.86 8.28
Commercial 9.85 7.44
Industrial 7.82 512
Transportation 8.42 NA
All Sectors 10.34 6.91
Source:
Thttp:/ /www.eia.doe.gov /cneaf/ electricity /st_profiles/sept
08tx.xls
2http:/ /www.eia.doe.gov /cneaf/ electricity /st_profiles/sept
08mt.xls

Responses 405 and 406: Comments noted.
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Response 407: Comment noted.

Response 408: NorthWestern has announced plans to construct
a new gas fired generation plant near Anaconda, MT to
satisfy its load balancing challenges. While the MATL line
would certainly open new possibilities for load balancing for
NorthWestern, NorthWestern may have other options
available for load balancing. Also see Line Capacity Issues in
the Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 409: Comment noted.

Response 410: Also see Farming Issues in the Consolidated
Responses section.
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Response 411: Comment noted.

Response 412: Because the capacity rights are a commodity that
may be resold or traded, the original purchasers may not be
the power suppliers that use the line. MATL has indicated
that capacity rights contracts do not require the use of any
particular form of power generation (Williams 2008b).
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Response 413 and 414: Comments noted.
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Response 415: Comment noted.

Response 416: MATL has proposed a revised compensation
package and an alternative dispute resolution process. They
are described in Sections 2.3 and 3.13.2.
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Response 417: Comments noted.
Response 418: Comment noted.

Response 419: Your comment is noted. See the discussion of
Visual Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 420 and 421: Comment noted.
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Response 422: Comments noted.
Response 423: See the revision in Section 2.6.5.

Response 424: Comment noted.
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Response 425: Comment noted.
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Response 426: The agencies realize that an existing 115 kV
transmission line already crosses fields on a diagonal.

Response 427: Comment noted.

Response 428: Comment noted.
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Response 429: See Tax Issues in the Consolidated Responses
section.

Response 430: MATL has changed its proposal and would
purchase the 105-foot easement. See Farming Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 431: See the discussions of Wind Farm Issues and
Legal and Regulatory Issues in the Consolidated Responses
section.

Response 432: See the discussion of Legal and Regulatory Issues
in the Consolidated Responses section.

Response 433: Under DEQ administrative rules, MATL could
contract with landowners for reclamation and weed control;
however, this is not a requirement and certain landowners
might wish to have MATL or its contractors perform weed
control.
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Response 434 and 435: Comments noted.
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Response 436: In response to this and similar comments, DEQ

has learned that the Dolans and Andersons have purchased
shares in the Pondera County Canal and Reservoir Company
for water to be used to irrigate the affected parcel of land.
Thus, the local routing option designed to move the line
farther away from two houses is not workable.

DEQ, MATL representatives and engineers, and an
independent transmission design engineer under contract to
DEQ reevaluated local routing options in the Belgian Hill
Road area. A local routing option previously dismissed was
revisited when it was learned that an existing side roll
irrigation system could be spanned. This would enable the
line to be located along the western edge of property owned
by the Dolan family, as indicated on Figure 2.6-7 in the Final
EIS. This alignment would allow for one or two center
pivots to be constructed on this parcel of land. This
alignment also remains about 0.5 mile from houses along
Belgian Hill Road. However, it would increase the amount
of cropland crossed by approximately 0.42 mile and adds
0.35 mile of total line length to the previous Belgian Hill local
routing option.

Response 437: Comment noted.
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Response 438: Comment noted. See the discussion of Legal and
Regulatory Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.

Response 439: MATL has revised its application indicating that
it would purchase an easement for a 105-foot-wide right-of-

way.

Response 440: Comment noted.
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Response 441: In addition to determining impacts to the
environment, MEPA requires the regulatory restrictions
analysis to disclose the economic impact on the applicant of
additional requirements imposed by the agency that are not
absolutely required by law. The legal requirement to
disclose the regulatory impact on the applicant’s private
property rights applies only to the applicant and not to other
people who might be affected by the permitting action. This
is a matter of law, not DEQ’s choice. See the discussion of
Legal and Regulatory Issues in the Consolidated Responses
section.

Response 442: See the discussion of Farming Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 443: Comment noted.
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Response 444 and 445: The agencies have revised their
evaluation of the Belgian Hill local routing option. See the
response to comment 436 and Sections 2.6 and 3.16.
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Response 446: An EIS is not an engineering design document
requiring approval by a professional engineer. MATL and
the agencies are currently in a planning and permitting
process. If agency approval is granted, MATL would
proceed with final design before constructing the line. If the
project is approved, one of the conditions of approval could
be a requirement that final design plans be reviewed and
approved by an engineer registered in Montana.

Response 447: See the discussion of Safety Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 448: Thank you for your research.

Response 449: See the discussion of Safety Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 450 to 452: See the discussion of Safety Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 453 and 454: Comments noted.
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Response 455: Comment noted. Under DEQ regulations, MATL
must comply with the National Electrical Safety Code.
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Response 456 and 457: Comments noted.
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Response 458: The study of the costs of farming around
structures that is included in the EIS includes consideration
of the potential for reduced crop yields due to inadvertent
over-application of herbicides and fertilizers. Effects of over-
application of chemicals on groundwater would depend on
the nature of the chemicals used. Selection of pesticide
chemicals that degrade rapidly would minimize the potential
for pesticide contamination of groundwater. Excess fertilizer
application could be a problem in high groundwater areas.
Fertilizer nutrients and long-lived pesticides have the
potential to infiltrate to the underlying groundwater, but on
dryland farms the potential for adverse effects would be low
because little moisture infiltrates to the water table. With or
without a transmission line, farmers should monitor their
fertilizer and pesticide use to avoid overloading. Also see
the discussion of Farming Issues in the Consolidated
Responses section.
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Response 459: See the response to comment 85 regarding pole
placement.

Response 460: MATL’s revised compensation package is
described in Section 2.3.
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Response 461: Comment noted.

Response 462: Alternative 4 lies within the project study area.
See the discussion of Legal and Regulatory Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 463: Comment noted. There is no evidence on the
record that a wind farm west of Conrad would interconnect
to the MATL line. Other possible interconnections should a
wind farm be proposed in the area include the NorthWestern
Energy 115-kV line and the Western Area Power
Administration 230-kV line. Both have substations just south
of Conrad. Figure 4.1-2 sets out the locations of potential
wind farms, based on field observations of anemometers.
One anemometer location was found west of Conrad and
west of Alternative 2.

Response 464 and 465: Comments noted.
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Response 466: Comment noted.

Response 467: Any approved alternative alignment would
generally be 500-feet wide and would allow for adjustments
to better align with property lines, field edges, and strip-
cropping boundaries. Also see the response to comment 85.
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Response 468 and 469: Comments noted.
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Response 470 and 471: Comment noted.
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Response 472: Comment noted.
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Response 473 to 475: See Sections 3.13 and 3.17 for benefits from
the MATL line, including some benefits that would extend
beyond Montana’s borders.
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Response 476 to 478: Comments noted.

187



Volume 2 - Comment Response Document

Response 479 to 481: Comments noted.
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Response 482: Comment noted.
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Response 483: Comment noted.
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Responses 484 to 486: Comments noted.
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Response 487 to 489: Comments noted.
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Response 490: The agencies recognize the controversy over this
project and the disagreement among people who might be
affected. See Farming Issues in the Consolidated Responses
section.
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Response 491: Comments noted.

Response 492: Comment noted.
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Response 493 to 495: Comments noted.
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Response 496: Comment noted.

Responses 497 and 498: See the description of MATL’s
compensation package in Sections 2.3 and 3.13.2. DEQ is not
aware of any other Montana utilities or electric cooperatives
that are making annual per pole payments to farmers. Also
see Farming Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 499: Comment noted.

Response 500: Comment noted.
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Response 501: Comments noted.
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Response 502: Comment noted.

Response 503: See Socioeconomic Issues in the Consolidated
Responses section.

Response 504: Comments noted.
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Response 505 and 506: Comments noted.
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Response 507: Comment noted.

Response 508: Since publication of the Draft EIS, MATL

representatives and their engineers, a DEQ representative,
and an independent transmission engineer under contract to
DEQ reviewed the Bullhead Coulee South Local Routing
Option. The steepest slopes crossed could be spanned by the
transmission line and access for construction and
maintenance equipment could avoid the steepest slopes for
this local routing option. On the east side of this local
routing option, access would be on relatively flat ground at
the top of the hill where a structure would be located.
Separate access to the base of the hill would be from the old
county road. The line could be strung by hand or helicopter
minimizing impacts to the steep slope.

The hill on the west end of the local routing option is much
gentler but again access could be restricted in the span where
the steepest terrain is crossed.

MATL would be required to implement a noxious weed
control plan to reduce the spread of weeds regardless of the
alternative alignment selected. Likewise, MATL would be
required to implement Best Management Practices to control
erosion caused by construction and maintenance activities
regardless of the alignment selected.’

See the discussion of Vegetation, Wetland and Weed Issues
in the Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 509: The cultural resource would be avoided by both
MATL'’s proposed alignment and the Bullhead Coulee South
local routing option. See the response to comment 74.
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Response 510 to 512: Comments noted.
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Response 513 to 515: Comments noted.
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Responses 516 to 519: Comments noted.
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Response 520: Comment noted.
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Response 521 to 524: Comments noted.
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Response 525: Because the costs and prices used previously
have increased substantially, the farmer economics were
recalculated and are shown in Section 3.13 using updated
2008 numbers.
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Response 526: Because the costs and prices used previously
have increased substantially, the farmer economics were
recalculated and are shown in Section 3.13 using updated
2008 numbers.
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Response 527: Comment noted.
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Response 528: Comment noted.
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Response 529 and 530: Comments noted.
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Response 531: Comment noted.
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Response 532: The proposed action and all alternatives avoid
refuge lands. Overhead ground wires on alternatives east of
the refuge could be marked to reduce avian mortality from
line collisions. Also see Section 3.8.3.2, which has been
revised. Alternative 4 uses about 30 miles of U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service’s preferred placement.
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Response 533 and 534: Comments noted.
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Response 535: Comment noted.
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Response 536: Comment noted.
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Response 537: Comments noted.
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Response 538: Comment noted.
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Response 539: Comment noted.
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Response 540: Comment noted.
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Response 541: Thank you for your comment
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Response 542: Comment noted.
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Response 543: Comment noted.

233



Volume 2 - Comment Response Document

Response 544: Comment noted.
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Response 545: Comment noted.
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Response 546: Comment noted.
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Responses 547 and 548: Comments noted.
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Response 549: Comment noted.
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Responses 550a through 550e. See responses to comments 436
and 441 through 443.

Response 550f: Chapter 512, Montana Session Laws 2007,
revised Montana’s urban renewal laws. It precludes a city or
town from using its power of eminent domain to obtain
property with the intent to sell, lease, or provide the property
to a private entity. This law does not apply to MATL
because it is not a city or town exercising eminent domain
authority under the urban renewal laws.
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Response 551 and 552: See the response to comment 436.
Response 553: Comment noted.

Response 554a: Comment noted.

Response 554b and 554c: See responses to comments 446. See

the discussion of Safety Issues in the Consolidated
Responses section.
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Response 555 to 558: See the discussion of Safety Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 559: See the discussion of Safety Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section. DEQ would require MATL
to comply with the National Electrical Safety Code.
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Response 560 and 561: Comments noted.
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Response 562: See sections 3.13 and 3.17 for benefits from the
MATL line, including some benefits that would extend
beyond Montana’s borders.

Response 563: Comment noted.

245



Volume 2 - Comment Response Document

Response 564 and 565: Comments noted.
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Response 566: Thank you for combining your comments.
Comments noted.
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Response 567: Comment noted.
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Response 568 and 569: Comments noted.
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Letters with the same content as in Brian Roark’s letter on the
preceding page (Comments 568 and 569) were also
submitted by the signatories on this page.
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Responses 570 to 575: Comments noted.
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Response 576: Comment noted.
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Response 577: See the discussion of Economic Issues and Line
Issues in the Consolidated Responses section for related
information.

Response 578: See the discussion of Farming Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 579: Your comments regarding pole placement,
weeds, gophers, and grasshoppers are noted. The agencies
also note your comment indicating that pole placement at the
edge of fields reduces interference with farming activities.
Also see the discussions of Farming Issues and Legal and
Regulatory Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.

Response 580: Thank you for submitting more information on
farm input costs. The agencies updated the analysis of
farming costs in Section 3.13.2. See the discussion of
Farming Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 581: Herbicides and other pesticides that deteriorate
rapidly should not affect groundwater quality or grain
germination and growth over time. As the commenter notes,
most of the pesticides used by farmers are in this category.
For more persistent pesticides and for fertilizer nutrients, the
potential for effects would vary with the chemical and the
farming method. Usually, soil moisture will soak only to
about 4 feet in dryland and pivot and wheel line irrigated
fields, and generally it will not reach more than about 6 feet
even in flood irrigated fields. Thus, it is unlikely that any of
these products would get into ground water. However, on
either dryland or irrigated fields, excessive application of
fertilizer could adversely affect surface water quality by
increasing nutrient runoff that can promote excessive growth
of algae and other aquatic plants. Excess fertilizer nutrients
that reached groundwater below irrigated fields could
discharge to springs or seeps that enter surface streams, also
adversely affecting surface water. With or without a
transmission line, farmers should monitor their fertilizer and
pesticide use to avoid overloading (Technical memorandum
from Shane A Bofto, Engineer, HydroSolutions, Inc. to Tom
Ring, DEQ, dated July 17, 2008).

Response 582: Although MATL proposes to raise conductor
height, farmers and aerial sprayers would have to exercise
caution around the transmission line. Also see the
discussion of Safety Issues in the Consolidated Responses
section.

Response 583: Comment noted.
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Response 584: Comment noted.

Response 585: A map of the area in question was sent to Mr.
Majerus by e-mail on April 4, 2008. Alternative 3 does
dissect the center pivot in that section. Also see the
discussion of Farming Issues in the Consolidated
Responses section.

257



Volume 2 - Comment Response Document

Response 586: See the discussion of Socioeconomic Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 587: The topic of property taxation for Native
Americans living on the Blackfeet Reservation is beyond
the scope of this EIS. Potential impacts of the proposed
project on property tax revenues and other
socioeconomic conditions are discussed in Section 3.13.
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Response 588: Thank you for pointing out the error. The
correction is included in Section 3.6.1 in the EIS.
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Response 589: Your comments are noted.
Response 590: Local, sustainable energy technologies can still be
developed in this part of the state. However, their

development would not satisfy the project need.

Response 591 and 592: Comments noted.
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Response 593: Representatives of DEQ and MATL met with the
Koenigs to discuss the possibility of a new local routing
option to address the concerns raised in this comment. The
Koenigs indicated they did not want the line crossing their
property and did not want the agencies to consider
additional alignments on their property.
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Response 594: Your comment on Alternative 4 is noted,
however, the agencies note that the reference to RSW may be
in error.
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Response 595: Comment noted.
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Response 596: See the discussion in the EIS, Section 3.4.2.

Although no federal or state regulations are in effect
specifying environmental limits on the strengths of magnetic
fields from power lines, the agencies have worked to site the
line so that it would not be in close proximity to residences.
The agencies acknowledge that those people working in
close proximity to the line would be exposed to elevated
electromagnetic fields. In addition, MATL’s policy is to
minimize EMF exposure levels to the extent practicable.
MATL would use a vertical optimized phasing orientation
for the proposed line, where phases of the single circuit are
offset to minimize the line’s EMF strength. While additional
research has occurred since 1999, the cover letter
transmitting an exhaustive report about potential health
implications of exposure to EMF still summarizes the state of
science on this topic. (NIEHS REPORT 1992). An excerpt
from this cover letter follows:

“The scientific evidence used in preparation of this report has
undergone extensive scientific and public review. The entire
process was open and transparent. Anyone who wanted “to have a
say” was provided the opportunity.

“The scientific evidence suggesting that ELF-EMF exposures pose
any health risk is weak. The strongest evidence for health effects
comes from associations observed in human populations with two
forms of cancer: childhood leukemia and chronic lymphocytic
leukemia in occupationally exposed adults. While the support from
individual studies is weak, the epidemiological studies demonstrate,
for some methods of measuring exposure, a fairly consistent pattern
of a small, increased risk with increasing exposure that is
somewhat weaker for chronic lymphocytic leukemia than for
childhood leukemia. In contrast, the mechanistic studies and the
animal toxicology literature fail to demonstrate any consistent
pattern across studies although sporadic findings of biological
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effects have been reported. No indication of increased leukemias in
experimental animals has been observed.

“The lack of connection between the human data and the
experimental data (animal and mechanistic) severely complicates
the interpretation of these results. The human data are in the
"right" species, are tied to "real life" exposures and show some
consistency that is difficult to ignore. This assessment is tempered
by the observation that given the weak magnitude of these
increased risks, some other factor or common source of error could
explain these findings. However, no consistent explanation other
than exposure to ELFEMF has been identified.

“Epidemiological studies have serious limitations in their ability to
demonstrate a cause and effect relationship whereas laboratory
studies, by design, can clearly show that cause and effect are
possible. Virtually all of the laboratory evidence in animals and
humans and most of the mechanistic work done in cells fail to
support a causal relationship between exposure to ELF-EMF at
environmental levels and changes in biological function or disease
status. The lack of consistent, positive findings in animal or
mechanistic studies weakens the belief that this association is
actually due to ELF-EMF, but it cannot completely discount the
epidemiological findings.

“The NIEHS concludes that ELF-EMF exposure cannot be
recognized at this time as entirely safe because of weak scientific
evidence that exposure may pose a leukemia hazard. In my
opinion, the conclusion of this report is insufficient to warrant
aggressive regulatory concern. However, because virtually
everyone in the United States uses electricity and therefore is
routinely exposed to ELF-EMF, passive regulatory action is
warranted such as a continued emphasis on educating both the
public and the regulated community on means aimed at reducing
exposures. The NIEHS does not believe that other cancers or

noncancer health outcomes provide sufficient evidence of a risk to
currently warrant concern.

“The interaction of humans with ELF-EMF is complicated and will
undoubtedly continue to be an area of public concern. The EMF-
RAPID Program successfully contributed to the scientific
knowledge on ELF-EMF through its support of high quality,
hypothesis-based research. While some questions were answered,
others remain. Building upon the knowledge base developed under
the EMF-RAPID Program, meritorious research on ELFEMF
through carefully designed, hypothesis-driven studies should
continue for areas warranting fundamental study including
leukemia. Recent research in two areas, neurodegenerative diseases
and cardiac diseases associated with heart rate variability, have
identified some interesting and novel findings for which further
study is ongoing. Advocacy groups have opposing views
concerning the health effects of ELF-EMF. Some advocacy groups
want complete exoneration and others want a more serious
indictment. Our conclusions are prudent and consistent with the
scientific data. I am satisfied with the report and believe it provides
a pragmatic, scientifically-driven basis for any further requlatory
review.”

The alternatives developed by the agencies have avoided
siting the line in close proximity to areas of concentrated
human use such as homes, schools, and businesses, where
humans would be exposed to EMF from the transmission
line over prolonged periods. This approach has been termed
“prudent avoidance”. The agencies recognize that persons
working in agricultural operations and travelers will be
exposed to elevated EMF for short periods as they work and
travel under and near the lines.
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Response 597 and 598: Comments noted. The agencies do not
have the authority to reserve transmission capacity for a
particular use. Under regulations of the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission, MATL is required to provide open
access to generators without special treatment for anyone.
The benefits of the MATL line are discussed in Sections 3.13
and 3.17. Where the power flowing over MATL would be
used is the decision of power generators, utilities, and other
electricity buyers.

Response 599: Comment noted.
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Response 600: Comment noted. While the line could facilitate
the development of wind resources and other generation
facilities, it would be a merchant line and provide another
transmission path to and from Montana. When the wind is
not blowing or when wind generators are not fully exercising
their agreements to transmit power over MATL’s line, the
proposed line could be available to other generators and
power users on a short-term, non-firm basis.

Response 601: Comments are noted.
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Response 602 to 604: Comments noted. See the discussion of
Farming Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 605: Comment noted.
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Response 606 to 609: Comments noted.
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Response 610 to 612: Comments noted.
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Response 613: Comment noted.
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Response 614: Comment noted.
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Response 615: Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks did not express
any concerns regarding the Land &Water Conservation Fund
program in its review of the EIS. Further review found that
none of these sites would be crossed.
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Response 616: Thank you for pointing out the error. The
correction is included in Section 3.6.1.
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Response 617: The EIS analyzes effects of the proposed line and

several alternatives. Length of the proposed line in the
United States is approximately 130 miles. All alternative
alignments would extend from the Cut Bank area to Great
Falls, and would cross but not parallel I-15. See Figures
2.3-1, 2.4-1, and 2.5-1 for locations of these alternatives.

Assessment of cumulative effects of potential wind farm
development, including location, size and number of
turbines, was based on the best available information. The
agencies do not know at this time where turbines would be
located. The agencies judged it unduly speculative to
assume that feeder lines more than 40 miles in length would
be built to serve a single moderate sized wind farm outside
of Glacier National Park or the Rocky Mountain Front. Also
see the discussion of Visual Issues and Wind Farm Issues in
the Consolidated Responses section and the discussion of
wind farms in Chapter 4.
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Response 618: Comment noted.
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Response 619: Comment noted. See the discussion of Farming
Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.

Response 620: See the discussion of Safety Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 621: Comments noted.
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Response 622: The potential cumulative impacts of wind farms

that may connect with the MATL line, assessed in Sections
4.1 to 4.16, are based on realistic estimates of likely locations
and conservative estimates of the number of wind turbines
that could be built. Specific details are not yet available, and
neither DOE nor DEQ would have regulatory authority over
the siting of wind farms unless specific locations required a
water quality permit under the Montana Water Quality Act.
Because mortality data from areas with high bird migration
are included in the data used as a basis for analyzing
potential mortality of birds and bats, the analysis should
bound the potential impact on migratory birds. The EIS
discusses the potential for adverse effects on birds from
facilities near Benton Lake National Wildlife Refuge.
Freezeout Lake is about 40 miles west of Great Falls, so it
should not be affected by the wind farms sited to connect
directly to the transmission line. Also see the discussion of
Avian and Wildlife Issues in the Consolidated Responses
section and sections 3.8.3 and 4.9.
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Response 623: Assessment of cumulative effects of potential
wind farm development, including location, size and
number of turbines, was based on the best available
information. The agencies do not know at this time where
turbines would be located. MATL has not proposed to
upgrade the line (see the discussion in response to comment
183). DOE would require a new NEPA review if capacity
increase were proposed for the MATL transmission line. The
agencies judged it unduly speculative to assume that feeder
lines more than 40 miles in length would be built to serve a
single moderate sized wind farm outside of Glacier National
Park or the Rocky Mountain Front. Therefore, this situation
is not reasonably foreseeable. Also see the discussion of
Visual Issues and Wind Farm Issues in the Consolidated
Responses section.

Response 624: Since 1995 Montana’s legislature has decreased
the amount of regulatory control over generation facilities
under the Montana Major Facility Siting Act. In 2001 the
legislature removed the DEQ’s authority to regulate the
location of most types of generation facilities. DEQ does not
have the authority to regulate the location of wind farms
under other statutes it administers. Without statutory
authority, DEQ cannot guarantee that the public would have
a voice in determining where future wind farm
developments should or should not be located. The agencies
understand that the wind farms would be located on
privately owned land. See the discussion of Wind Farm
Issues in the Consolidated Responses section and sections 4.1
through 4.16.

Response 625: Comment noted.
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Response 626 to 629: See the discussion of Wind Farm Issues in
the Consolidated Responses section. In compliance with
NEPA, analysis of the potential cumulative impacts of
reasonably foreseeable actions, including wind farms that
may use the transmission capacity of the proposed MATL
line, is in Sections 4.1 to 4.16. The cumulative impacts
analysis considers the impacts of wind farm developments
that might be built to use the full potential transmission
capacity of the MATL line. The analysis is based on the best
available information respecting the potential sizes, designs,
and locations of reasonably foreseeable future wind farms.
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Response 630: Comment noted.
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Response 631: Comment noted.

Response 632: See the discussion of Visual Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 633: The topic of legal mechanisms to prevent
industrial encroachment on the Rocky Mountain Front is
outside the scope of this EIS.
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Response 634 to 635: Comments noted.

Response 636: The Rocky Mountain Front is more than 50 miles
away from the proposed MATL line and more than 10 miles
away from the nearest potential wind farm that might use
the MATL line. See the discussion of Visual Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 637 and 638: Comments noted.

286



Volume 2 - Comment Response Document

287



Volume 2 - Comment Response Document

Response 639 to 641: Comments noted.

288



Volume 2 - Comment Response Document

Response 642 and 643: Comments noted.

Response 644: Comment noted. The agencies acknowledge that,
visually, different viewpoints provide different perspectives.
See the discussion of Visual Issues in the Consolidated
Responses section.

Response 645 and 646: Comments noted.
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Response 647: The agencies do not know at this time where
turbines would be located. The agencies judged it unduly
speculative to assume that feeder lines more than 40 miles in
length would be built to serve a single moderate sized wind
farm outside of Glacier National Park or the Rocky Mountain
Front. Also see the discussions of Visual Issues and Wind
Farm Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 648: DEQ staff contacted Mr. Carney for permission to

walk on his property to inspect the landslide adjacent to
MATL'’s proposed alignment. Mr. Carney granted his
permission. A neighbor gave a DEQ staff member a ride to
the State Trust Land section at the Teton River crossing, and
the DEQ staffer proceeded on foot on the Carney property.
DEQ staff did not cut Mr. Carney’s gate.

Response 649: Comment noted.
Response 650: Comment noted.

Response 651: Comment noted. The commenter is correct in

observing that when Western Area Power Administration
built the Great Falls to Conrad and later the Conrad to
Shelby 230 kV transmission lines, it sited the lines on
rangeland and pasture where it was available. Elsewhere,
those lines generally used field boundaries in most but not
all areas.

Response 652: Federal regulations prevent the line from sharing

the right-of-way of the interstate system. Locating the line
off the interstate right-of-way would still place structures in
farm fields and would also place the line near homes.
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Response 653 and 654: See the discussion of Farming Issues in
the Consolidated Responses section.

Response 655: Under Montana law the use of eminent domain is
not limited to a governmental entity and may be exercised by
a private company as long as it is for a public use listed in
Section 70-30-102, MCA. Also see the discussion of Legal
and Regulatory Issues in the Consolidated Responses section
for related information.

Response 656: Comment noted.

Response 657: Comment noted.
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Response 658 and 659: Comment noted. See the discussion of
Socioeconomic Impact Issues in the Consolidated Responses
section.
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Response 660 to 666: Comments noted.
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Responses 667 and 668: See the discussion in the response to
comment 436.

Response 669: Unguyed single poles at angle structures would
reduce impacts by removing guy wires that may interfere
with farming practices. Unguyed single pole structures
would add costs as indicated below. In addition, the
agencies recognize that some agricultural producers would
choose to sterilize the soil between the poles of an H-frame
structure or between the structure and the guy wire anchors
to control weeds. Others would choose to establish a more
permanent perennial grass cover that would compete with
weedy species.

Both the single pole and three pole structures would be
classified into three types: small angle, medium angle, and
deadend. The unguyed structures would require large
foundations with anchor bolts and much larger steel poles to
hold the conductor loads. This results in higher costs for
unguyed structures as compared to guyed structures. The
following estimates are labor and material cost comparisons
per structure for the three types:

Single Pole Structure Guyed Unguyed

Small Angle $15,000.00 $ 35,000.00
Medium Angle $20,000.00 $ 50,000.00
Deadend $30,000.00 $100,000.00
Three Pole Structure Guyed Unguyed

Small Angle $30,000.00 $ 50,000.00
Medium Angle $40,000.00 $ 70,000.00
Deadend $50,000.00 $120,000.00

Source: HDR 2007. Also see the discussion of Farming Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 670 and 671: Comments noted.
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Response 672 to 677: Comments noted.
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Response 678 to 681: Comments noted.
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Response 682a: Comment noted.

Response 682b: Land that is within 660 feet on either side of the
midpoint of right-of-way or easement for a transmission line
with a design capacity of 30 megavolt-amperes or greater
and constructed after January 1, 2007, is exempt from
property taxes under Section 15-6-229, MCA. The exemption
does not apply within the boundaries of an incorporated or
unincorporated city or town; to a platted and filed
subdivision; or to land used for residential, commercial or
industrial purposes. Also see the discussion of Tax Issues in
the Consolidated Responses section.

Response 683: Comment noted.

298



Volume 2 - Comment Response Document

Response 684 and 685: In compliance with NEPA, analysis of

the potential cumulative impacts of reasonably foreseeable
actions, including wind farms that may use the transmission
capacity of the proposed MATL line, is presented in the EIS
(see Sections 4.1 to 4.16). Also see the discussion of Wind
Farm Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.

Response 686: See the discussion of Wind Farm Issues in the

Consolidated Responses section. Additional information on
bird and bat mortality from the Judith Gap Energy Center
wind farm is included in the discussion of Avian and
Wildlife Issues in the Consolidated Responses section and in
the EIS, Section 4.9.

Response 687 and 688: In compliance with NEPA, analysis of

the potential cumulative impacts of reasonably foreseeable
actions, including wind farms that may use the transmission
capacity of the proposed MATL line, is in Sections 4.1 to 4.16.
The cumulative impacts analysis considers the impacts of
wind farm developments that might be built to use the full
potential transmission capacity of the MATL line. The
analysis is based on the best available information respecting
the potential sizes, designs, and locations of reasonably
foreseeable future wind farms. See the discussions of Wind
Farm Issues and Legal and Regulatory Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

299



Volume 2 - Comment Response Document

Response 689: Comment noted.
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Response 690: See the discussion of Socioeconomic Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 691: Comment noted.
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Response 692 to 694: Comments noted.
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Response 695 and 696: Comments noted.
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Response 697: As the comment indicates, wind farms that may
use the transmission capacity of the proposed MATL line are
considered to be reasonably foreseeable actions that may
result in cumulative impacts. Analysis of potential
cumulative impacts is presented in Sections 4.1 to 4.16. See
the discussion of Wind Farm Issues and Legal and
Regulatory Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.

Response 698: See the discussion of the analysis of impacts in
Chapters 3 and 4.

Response 699 and 700: Neither DEQ nor DOE has a regulatory
role in siting wind farms nor do the agencies have regulatory
jurisdiction over wind farm development or operation. The
agencies were aware of the 2007 draft California guidelines
while preparing the Draft EIS. These guidelines are now
finalized in California.

Response 701: The detailed information requested in the
comment would require specific knowledge of the locations
of proposed wind farms. This information is not available.
See the discussion of Wind Farm Issues in the Consolidated
Responses section.

Response 702: See the discussion of Economic Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 703: See the discussion of Line Issues and Economic
Issues in the Consolidated Responses section and the
responses to comments 166, 167, and 168.
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Response 704: In compliance with NEPA, analysis of the
potential cumulative impacts of reasonably foreseeable
actions, including wind farms that may use the transmission
capacity of the proposed MATL line, is in Sections 4.1 to 4.16.
The cumulative impacts analysis considers the impacts of
wind farm developments that might be built to use the full
potential transmission capacity of the MATL line. See the
discussion of Wind Farm Issues in the Consolidated
Responses section.

Response 705: See the discussion of Wind Farm Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 706: Comment noted.
Response 707: See the discussion in Chapter 4 and the

discussion of Wind Farm Issues in the Consolidated
Responses section.
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Response 708: Location of structures on property lines would
help reduce interference to farming activities so long as there
is not an existing road located along a property line.
Movement of farm equipment along a road may be impeded
by siting on a property line. Also see the response to
comment 85.

Response 709: The optimum placement for a single pole would
be along a property line if there is no road present. Locating
a single pole or H-frame structure inside a field but less than
the toolbar or sprayer width from the edge of a field could
cause a larger area to be taken out of production than
moving the single pole or H-frame structure farther away
from the field edge and allowing farming equipment to work
around a structure (de Waal Malefyt 1979). This principle
would apply whether a single pole or an H-frame structure
would be used.

Response 710: Comment noted. Today’s line clearances may not
be adequate in the future as the size of equipment increases.

Response 711 and 712: See the discussions of Safety Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section and Section 3.4.

Response 713: Potential impacts on aerial spraying are discussed
in Section 3.1 and were a consideration in developing local

routing options (See the discussion in Section 2.6).

Response 714: Comment noted.
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Response 715 and 716: Comments noted.
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Response 717: See the discussions of Wind Farm Issues and
Visual Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 718: See the discussion of Wind Farm Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section and Chapter 4 for a
discussion of the cumulative impacts.

Responses 719 and 720: In compliance with NEPA, analysis of
the potential cumulative impacts of reasonably foreseeable
actions, including wind farms that may use the transmission
capacity of the proposed MATL line, is in Sections 4.1 to 4.16.
The cumulative impacts analysis considers the impacts of
wind farm developments that might be built to use the full
potential transmission capacity of the MATL line. The
analysis is based on the best available information respecting
the potential sizes, designs, and locations of reasonably
foreseeable future wind farms. See the discussions of Wind
Farm Issues and Visual Issues in the Consolidated Responses
section.

309



Volume 2 - Comment Response Document

Response 721: Comment noted. However, it is premature to
conclude that a decision has been made by the DEQ that
would allow the project to proceed. Such a decision cannot
be made by DEQ for at least 15 days following publication of
the EIS and by DOE for at least 30 days following publication
of EPA’s notice of availability of the Final EIS in the Federal
Register.

Response 722 to 725: Comments noted.
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Response 726: Impacts on farming and visual resources are
discussed in Sections 3.1 and 3.15, respectively. Although
structures with guy wires would increase the size of the
footprint compared to non-guyed structures, the guy wires
do not substantially contribute to increased visual impact
due to their small diameter and inconspicuous nature
compared to the structures and conductors. The agencies
used proximity of the line (its structures and conductors) to
residences, recreation areas, and roads as the key factor
influencing magnitude of visual impact.

Response 727: Comment noted. DEQ will weigh costs and
benefits of all parties in the EIS and in its siting
determination.

Response 728: Comment noted. All alternatives identified in the
EIS fall within the study area identified by MATL. See the
discussion of Legal and Regulatory Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 729: MATL has changed its proposal and now would
use monopoles on about 56 miles of line crossing cropland or
CRP on the diagonal. See the discussion in Section 1.3.1.

Response 730: MATL has changed its proposed compensation
package. See the discussion in Sections 2.3 and 3.13.2. DEQ
is not aware of any other Montana utilities or electric
cooperatives that are making annual per pole payments to
farmers.

Response 731: Comment noted. See the discussion of Tax Issues
in the Consolidated Responses section.

311



Volume 2 - Comment Response Document

Response 732: The EIS has been revised to reflect the changes to
MATL’s MFSA application. See the revised discussion in
Section 2.3, and the discussion of Safety Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 733: The proposed right-of-way is now 105 feet wide.

Response 734 and 735: Comments noted.
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Response 736: Section 202(e) of the Federal Power Act requires
that no person shall transmit electric energy from the United
States to a foreign country without first obtaining authority
from DOE. The Act specifies that DOE shall issue an export
order upon application unless, after opportunity for hearing,
it finds that the proposed export would impair the
sufficiency of electric supply within the United States or
would impede the coordination in the public interest of
facilities subject to the jurisdiction of DOE. Each export
application is evaluated on its own merits and it is neither
possible nor appropriate to speculate on the likelihood of
issuing an export authorization to an entity that has not yet
applied to DOE.

Response 737: While not challenging, an export authorization
applicant must comply with the evidentiary requirements of
the program regulations contained at 10 CFR 205.300 et seq.
DOE has been able to respond to export requests within 60
days of receipt of an uncontested application.

Response 738: No. DOE will not accept an application to
transmit electric energy to a foreign country using facilities
that have not yet been authorized by issuance of a
Presidential permit.

Response 739: DOE and DEQ cannot speculate on the factors
which may affect the viability of the MATL line.

Response 740: MATL has indicated it would pay for a 105-foot
easement. See the discussion in Section 1.6.
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Response 741: Although the decision regarding interconnection
of the Glacier Wind Farm (formerly the McCormick Wind
Farm) changes some details presented in the EIS, it does not
change the need to consider the project as part of the
cumulative impact assessment in the EIS. The Marias
Substation is still being proposed by MATL regardless of the
Glacier Wind Farm because an intermediate substation is
needed to house switching equipment and series capacitors.
Since MATL does not intend to change its plans for the
Marias Substation, the discussion in the EIS has not been
revised.

Response 742: Yes. See Appendix M in the Final EIS.

Response 743: Comment noted. Impacts to farming land use are
discussed in Section 3.1.
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Response 744: There would be a slight increase in carbon

dioxide emissions resulting from additional equipment
usage in order to farm around structures. Activities and
variable factors involved in farming around are discussed in
Section 3.1. The increase would be very small relative to
total emissions of greenhouse gases in the region, which are
discussed in Section 4.12.

Response 745: Any driving over fields with equipment will

cause compaction. This includes concrete trucks and cranes.
It would be worse when the soil is wet. Trucks and
equipment should be kept in one track to minimize impacts.
Additional compaction would be expected with more trips
across an area such as when farming around poles.
However, the 20% yield reduction listed on the farming costs
in Section 3.13 takes this into account. Although soil
compaction from agricultural equipment may have
detrimental effects on crop yields, soil bulk density, and soil
water processes, any effect on carbon storage in soil would
be inconsequential. Carbon in the plow layer actively cycles
between soil, plants, and atmosphere. Carbon sequestration
is accomplished by farming practices that add large amounts
of crop residues and other stable biomass to the soil and
increase the soil’s organic content. Continuous no-till crop
production is one of the best examples of a farming practice
that can increase soil organic matter and thus help sequester
carbon from the atmosphere into soil (Bofto 2008). In
response to this comment, information about compaction has

been added to Section 3.2.3.2.
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Response 746: Alternative 4 would result in the shortest distance
of transmission line crossing cropland at a diagonal (See
Table 3.1-3). Section 3.1.3 discusses the additional impact
from diagonal crossings. Routine maintenance can often be
scheduled to occur following the completion of harvest
thereby reducing crop damages.

Diamond Valley South would be adjacent to about 1 mile of
field road in T24N R1E between sections 3 and 10. Diamond
Valley Middle would be adjacent to about 2.5 miles of field
road in between T25N, R1E and T25N, R2E, and T25N R2E
and T24N R2E. Diamond Valley North would be adjacent to
field roads in T25N R2E between sections 31 and 32, 30 and
29, and 19 and 20. The estimated maximum number of miles
of trails needed by alternative is: Alternative 2 - Dryland =
81.71 miles, Irrigated = 0.3 mile, Range = 27.55 miles;
Alternative 3 - Dryland = 87.84 miles, Irrigated = 3.31 miles,
Range =17.91 miles: Alternative 4 - Dryland = 72.45 miles,
Irrigated = 0 mile, Range = 40.96 miles.

Response 747: DEQ could require that construction not take
place in cultivated areas during spring and summer. DEQ
could also require that farmers receive compensation for
damages caused by transmission line construction, such as
crop losses caused by construction during the growing
season.

Response 748: Alternative 2 would not cross cottonwood stands
on the Marias or Teton River. See the discussion of
Vegetation, Wetland and Weed Issues in the Consolidated
Responses section.
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Response 749: See the discussion of Tax Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section. The assessment assumed
that MATL would be taxed at 3 percent because the agencies
did not know whether the additional 50 percent tax
abatement would be issued by local governments.

Response 750: The correction you stated for Table 3.18-1 has
been made. The analysis presented in Section 3.13 indicates
that Alternative 2 would cost more to farmers than
Alternative 4.

Response 751: The agencies do not regulate MATL's choice to
make particular easement payments. MATL is not
prohibited from seeking easements in advance of obtaining
approval from DEQ. The regulatory restrictions analysis is
required by the Montana Environmental Policy Act. Also see
the discussion of Legal and Regulatory Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 752: Legal notices of the meeting dates and locations
were printed in the following newspapers:

Newspaper Location Publication Dates

Independent Observer =~ Conrad Feb. 21 & Feb 28, 2008
The Valierian Valier Feb. 21 & Feb 28, 2008
The Shelby Promoter Shelby Feb. 21 & Feb 28, 2008
Choteau Acantha Choteau Feb. 20 & Feb 27, 2008
Cut Bank Pioneer Press  Cut Bank Feb. 20 & Feb 27, 2008
Great Falls Tribune Great Falls Feb. 17 & Feb. 24, 2008

A press release was issued, but not all the news papers
picked up the story. DEQ is aware that the following
newspapers ran articles about the meetings - Acantha,
Promoter, Pioneer Press, and Valierian.

Response 753: Comment noted.

318



Volume 2 - Comment Response Document

Response 754: The property tax changes made in 2007, including
those made in HB 3 of the 2007 Special Legislative Session,
did not change the tax rate on wind farms. In other words,
wind farms did not get an additional incentive under HB 3.
The tax rate on wind farms was dropped to 3% in the 2005
Legislative Session. The tax information presented in the EIS
is correct for wind farms. Also see the discussion of Tax
Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.

Response 755: Section 3.4 contains the discussion of the
potential impacts associated with electric and magnetic fields
that would be produced by the MATL line. Also see the

response to comment 596.

Response 756: Your corrections are noted. Also see the
discussion of Tax Issues in the Consolidated Responses
section.

Response 757: See the discussion of Farming Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section. The tax advantage
information has been changed accordingly to address your
comment. The property tax relief to farmers is no longer
included in the numerical comparison between costs and
benefits, although it is mentioned separately.
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Response 758: Comment noted.

Response 759 and 760: Comments noted. See the discussion of
Farming Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.

Response 761: See the discussion of Eminent Domain in the
Legal and Regulatory Issues of the Consolidated Responses
section.

Response 762: Comment noted. Also see the revised discussion
in Section 3.13.

Response 763 to 765: Invitations were mailed to the owners of
property in the Diamond Valley area. Mr. Goodmundson’s
address was obtained from the database of property owners
used in assessing state property taxes. DEQ has no record of
the letter sent to that address being returned with an
incorrect address. See the discussion in response to
comment 746 for miles of field roads affected.

Mr. Goodmundson’s concern about interference with use of
a field road is noted and will be taken into consideration
when making a decision.

DEQ must make the findings required by the Major Facility
Siting Act and associated administrative rules before
approving the project. Your comments will be taken into
consideration when making a decision. Also see the
discussion in the responses to comments 708 and 709.
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Response 766 to 768: See the discussions of Visual Issues and
Wind Farm Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 769: See the discussion of Avian and Wildlife Issues in
the Consolidated Responses section. Note that the
cumulative effects analysis analyzed impacts on all
potentially impacted migratory birds. Birds were not
grouped based on their destination as there is no advantage
to this approach.

Response 770: See the discussion of Visual Issues and Wind
Farm Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.

Response 771: DOE and the state will attempt to honor the
National Park Service request for information when the
agencies are involved with proposals for wind farms within
15 miles of the park boundary. However, the agencies are
not likely to have any role in future wind farm projects in
that area.
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Response 772 and 773: Comments noted.
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Response 774 and 775: Comments noted.
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Response 776: Comment noted.
Response 777: Comments noted.

Response 778 to 779: Comments noted. See the discussion of
Farming Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.

Response 780: Comment noted.

Response 781: Comment noted.
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Response 782: See the discussion of Wind Farm Issues and Legal
and Regulatory Issues in the Consolidated Responses
section.

Response 783: See the discussion of Wind Farm Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 784: See the discussion of Tax Issues, Legal and
Regulatory Issues, and Wind Farm Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 785: See the discussion of Wind Farm Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 786: See the revisions to Section 4.9, which includes
information from a recent study of bird mortality estimated
at Montana’s largest operating wind farm near Judith Gap.

Response 787: See the discussion of Wind Farm Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section. DNRC has no power line
easement applications in the area of the proposed MATL line
(Sullivan 2008).

Response 788: Kevin Rim is discussed in Sections 3.7, 3.8, and
3.10. The easternmost alternative route for the transmission
line (Alternatives 2 and 4) is approximately 7 miles due west
of the Kevin Rim Area of Critical Environmental Concern
(ACEC). The other routes are further west. Additionally, the
agencies note that one anemometer is located near Kevin
Rim. Although the presence of an anemometer does not
equate to a wind farm, the presence of an anemometer does
indicate interest in wind resources.
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Response 789: Regarding wildlife surveys, see the discussion of

Avian and Wildlife Issues in the Consolidated Responses
section.

As stated in Table 2.3-4, “Raptor safe power line construction
practices (Edison Electric Institute, Avian Power Line
Interaction Committee) would be employed during
transmission line construction.” Additionally, in Table 2.3-4,
it states “ Approved line marking devices would be installed
at appropriate intervals and appropriately staggered on each
overhead ground wire across stream crossings and
migratory bird flyways (for example wetlands) within the
Right-of-Way.” These areas would be finalized during
design.

Section 3.8.3.2 contains a discussion of potential collision
impacts as well as environmental protection measures that
would be implemented.

As stated in Appendix F, environmental specifications under
consideration by DEQ would include the requirement that
“Overhead ground wires within ¥4 mile of wetlands will be
marked to reduce the potential for collisions after inspection
and a determination of the need for marking in consultation
with FWP and FWS biologists.”

Response 790: The easternmost route (Alternatives 2 and 4) is

approximately 7 miles due west of the Kevin Rim area ACEC
and about 3 miles west of the rims northwest and southwest
of Kevin. Alternative 3 is farther west.

MATL has carried out field studies using censusing
protocols, including call back surveys, to determine the
presence of listed species. Few areas of concern have been
identified. See Section 4.9.

Response 791: MATL has agreed to use perch guards where, in

collaboration with regulatory authorities, it is determined
that they are required. The MATL transmission line is
located about 3 miles from the rims northwest and southwest
of Kevin. Regarding wildlife surveys, see the discussion of
Avian and Wildlife Issues in the Consolidated Responses
section.
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Response 792: Comment noted.

Response 793: The alignments cross land to the east
(Alternatives 2 and 3) or south and west (Alternative 4) of
Benton Lake NWR. Alternative 2 and 3 routes are
approximately 0.8 to 0.9 mile away from Benton Lake, but
much closer to the eastern boundary of the NWR, while
Alternative 4 is more than 2 miles from the nearest NWR
boundary. This information has been included in Section
3.8.3.2.

Response 794: See the discussion in the responses to comments
789 and 791.

Response 795: Comments noted. See the discussion of Legal
and Regulatory Issues and Vegetation, Wetlands and Weed
Issues in the Consolidated Responses section. Aloe Lake is
10-12 miles from the transmission line alternatives. North of
Cut Bank, Alternatives 2 and 4 pass near Hay and Grassy
lakes, while Alternative 3 passes near or crosses several
unnamed ponds and intermittent lakes.

Response 796: As the comment notes, little native grassland
habitat remains in the area, and the habitat that remains is
fragmented. Transmission line development should not
contribute to substantial fragmentation of grassland habitats
because any permanent disturbance of grassland vegetation
would be spatially discontinuous; only the sites of
transmission line support structures would be permanently
disturbed for construction. Alternative 4 would cross the
greatest amount of grassland but Alternative 2, which best
avoids grasslands, conflicts with your preference to remain
as far away from the refuge as possible.

Response 797: Comment noted.
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Response 798: Farming and other development in the area has
already fragmented the natural grassland habitat.
Transmission line development could contribute to
additional fragmentation of grassland habitats, especially
along the Dry Fork Marias River on Alternative 4.

Response 799: Comment noted.
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Response 800: Until the project is completely planned and

engineered, it is not possible to determine the location and
length of access roads. The project would employ
environmental protection measures to minimize the area
disturbed due to access roads and the impacts from erosion,
soil compaction, and noxious weeds. See Table 2.3-2 in the
EIS and Section 2.7 of Appendix F.

Response 801: As discussed in Section 3.8.3.2, transmission line

design standards provide adequate spacing to prevent raptor
electrocution.

Response 802: Section 3.8.2.2 has been updated to reflect the

latest surveys. Lek surveys were conducted on April 30
(ground) and May 2 (aerial), 2008. Although some isolated
sharp-tailed grouse were seen, no leks were observed. Wind
breaks and shrubby areas are generally avoided. See the
discussion of Avian and Wildlife Issues in the Consolidated
Responses section. It is possible that sharp-tailed grouse
may collide with the line.

Response 803: The majority of impacts to winter range would be

short term due to construction activities. The DOE and DEQ
did not find the long-term impacts to be at a level to warrant
mitigation as long-term impacts would consist of a minimal
amount of habitat loss.

Response 804: Comments noted. Road length and impacts

would be minimized as outlined in the DEIS. The
contradiction between the Chapter 2 summary “requiring” a
clean vehicle policy and Chapter 3 and Appendix C
“recommending” clean vehicle mitigation has been
corrected. The requirement is for vehicles to be thoroughly
washed. See Appendix F, item 2.8.6.
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During the preparation of the Major Facility Siting Act
application (MFSA) and the Draft EIS, MATL communicated
with Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks relative to known
locations, population status, and habitat use of sharp-tailed
grouse in the project area. MATL also conducted lek surveys
in areas of suitable habitat within the project area (MATL
2006b, as referenced in the EIS). Field surveys undertaken by
MATL in 2005 resulted in the verification of seven sharp-
tailed grouse leks, three observed and four heard.

MATL’s MFSA application (MATL 2006b), page 83 provides
the following discussion on grouse winter range: “Gary
Olson, Region 4 biologist for Montana Fish, Wildlife, and
Parks (MFWP) in Conrad identified shelterbelts and riparian
areas as areas where Sharp-tailed grouse concentrate during
severe winters (Olson 2006). MT Natural Heritage Program
cited the MFWP Bird Coordinator, Rick Northrup, as also
identifying riparian and brush-covered areas as important to
sharp-tailed grouse during severe winters (Maxwell 2006).
MFWP has not developed this information into a GIS layer
that could be used to make a map. But, Olson reiterated that
sharp-tailed grouse are widely distributed within the Project
Study Area from the Canadian Border south to Great Falls.
He said that field and homestead shelterbelts as well as
native riparian areas, including brush coulee bottoms, are
where sharp-tailed grouse concentrate during severe
winters.”

During a subsequent conversation with Gary Olson on May
6, 2008, he reiterated that there were no available data on
sharp-tailed grouse movement patterns relative to winter
habitat use for the Project Area, and that given the wide and
diverse distribution of potential severe winter habitat,
additional detail could not be expected or provided. He did
indicate that some 2008 data recently collected for areas

north of Cut Bank would provide additional information on
spring distribution and habitat use (including lek
attendance).
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Response 805: Your comment is noted. Section 3.7.3.2 discusses
revegetation with the appropriate seed mixtures. For CRP
land those seed mixtures would be determined by the
requirements of the CRP program.

Response 806: Your comment is noted. Additional information
pertaining to wetlands in Teton County is presented in
Section 3.6. The delineation of all wetlands along the
selected alignment where it traverses Teton County is
primarily to assist with the engineering design and pole
placement, so that all wetlands can be spanned. DEQ has
draft Environmental Specifications (Appendix F, revised in
the Final EIS) that are essentially mitigation measures that
apply to many environmental aspects of the project to ensure
that the disturbed areas are returned to conditions as good as
or better than before construction. Additional mitigation
measures specific to wetlands and Waters of the United
States may be required by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
under a Nationwide #12 Permit (Utilities Line Activities), if
any construction, maintenance, or repair of utility lines and
associated facilities is required within a jurisdictional
wetland and Waters of the U.S. DOE has completed
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for this
project. The inventorying of wetland plant species of
concern could be included as an ecological component of the
delineation of wetlands along the selected alignment.

Response 807: DEQ’s administrative rules allow the department
to hold a bond and monitor reclamation.

Response 808: Comment noted.
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Response 809 to 811: Comments noted.

Response 812 and 813: See the discussion of Farming Issues in
the Consolidated Responses section.

Response 814 to 818: Comments noted.
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Response 819: Comments noted.
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Response 820 to 822: Comments noted. See Farming Issues and
Socioeconomic Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.
Additional signatures to this letter are on the next page.
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Response 823 and 824: Comments noted.
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Response 825 and 826: See revised Appendix F, Sections 2.6.1
and 2.7.1.
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Response 827: Comments noted. See Visual Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 828: Comment noted. See Visual Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 829 to 832: Figure 2.6-2 has been updated to include

the house that was inadvertently omitted. Also see the
responses to comments 708 and 709.

Response 833: Hunt Coulee is located on private land and does

not have a road that crosses the draw at the Diamond Valley
South crossing of the draw. A small pond is located near the
crossing and the area is indicated as winter range in MATL's
application. Where possible, such coulees are typically
spanned. If this alignment were selected, design of the line
and final structure location would occur after the agencies
reach their decisions. If the goal is to avoid constructing new
roads on the steep erosion prone slopes, access would likely
be from each side of the coulee, and construction and
maintenance traffic would have to drive out and around to
access each side of the coulee rather than directly across the
coulee. Alternative 2 is located near a private road that
crosses the coulee. However, this road is located off the
right-of-way and additional easements would be necessary
to use it for construction.

Response 834: Comment noted.

Response 835: In discussions during the development of the

local routing option for the original March 2007 document,
DEQ staff was led to believe that there was consensus among
the landowners in the Diamond Valley area to move the line
farther away from two homes and parallel to an existing
transmission line. As indicated by the Draft EIS comment
you cited, there was not consensus among area landowners.
Therefore, DEQ determined there was a need to examine
other possible alternatives in this area. A mailing list of
landowners in the area was developed from the Department
of Revenue database of property owners and a letter was
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sent inviting them to a meeting to discuss other alignment
options.

The agencies received two letters of comment opposing the
Diamond Valley South local routing option because it would
be located along a field road. The agencies received no letters
or testimony supporting this local routing option. When
making their decision, the agencies will consider this input
indicating there is no local support for the Diamond Valley
South local routing option.

Response 836 and 837: Comments noted. Also see Farming
Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 838: DEQ is looking for the lowest impact alignment

while considering the nature and economics of the various
alternatives and will make its finding independent of which
private landowners’ lands would be crossed. In the
Diamond Valley area Alternative 2 does not closely parallel
an existing line where maneuvering equipment between two
sets of poles may prove difficult or impossible depending on
final line location. Alternative 2 is shorter than the now
dropped Diamond Valley portion of Alternative 4 in the
March 2007 document and therefore is likely to have fewer
structures located in fields. Alternative 2 also has fewer
guyed angles than would the other now dropped alternative.
Alternative 2 is not located adjacent to any field roads and
therefore would have a lower overall number of structures in
mid-field locations. However, as indicated in response to
comment 835, Alternative 2 is located much closer to two
houses, resulting in greater visual impacts.

Responses 839 to 844: Comments noted.

Response 845: The agencies are considering the route submitted

by Mr. McRae, as well as the compensation amounts.
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Response 846: MATL has revised its proposal to increase the
easement width to 105 feet. See Section 2.3.

Response 847: MATL’s compensation package is part of the
overall project. MATL has revised its proposed
compensation package. See Sections 2.3 and 3.13.2, and
Farming Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.

Response 848: The Revised Draft DEQ Environmental
Specifications include correction of problems of interference
with GPS by the MATL line.

Response 849: MATL has revised the minimum ground
clearance for the conductor to 27.2 feet where the line would
cross cultivated and CRP land. Also see Safety Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 850: DEQ will not become involved in the
compensation negotiations. Also see the response to
comment 847 and Legal and Regulatory Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 851: Comment noted.
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Response 852: Comment noted.
Response 853: Comment noted.

Response 854: The tentative identification of a preferred
alternative in the EIS is based on many factors, not just
economics. DEQ’s ultimate decision will be disclosed when
it determines whether to issue a Certificate of Compliance.

Response 855: See Tax Issues in the Consolidated Responses
section.

Response 856: The $9.38 was the original figure MATL
calculated for farmer cost. It was neither a DEQ-generated
figure nor did it reflect DEQ conclusions. MATL has since
generated a new average figure of $33.90 per pole per year.
See Section 3.13.3.2.

Response 857: Comment noted.

Response 858: The EIS, as an impact disclosure document, can
identify mitigation measures, such as compensation, but
cannot require them. Any mitigation measures DEQ
imposes on MATL must be within the authority of the Major
Facility Siting Act to impose or must be attached to the
Certificate at MATL’s request. Any conditions on the
Certificate are enforceable. If the project is approved, DEQ
would mandate payments for damages during construction.
See the discussions of Legal and Regulatory Issues and
Farming Issues in the Consolidated Responses section. Also
see Sections 2.3 and 3.13.3.2.
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Response 859: The analysis and tables referred to in the
comment have been revised. See Section 3.13. The
information provided in those tables is for a general
comparison of alternatives across all landowners and not for
individual farmers. Individual costs could vary based on
individual farming practices.

Response 860: See the discussion of Tax Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section. The tax incentive to
farmers is no longer included in the tables that balance
benefits and costs to farmers. It is included as a separate
item. The lower tax rate to MATL is also included in revised
Section 3.13.
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Response 861: The Major Facility Siting Act requires DEQ to
make findings that the facility minimizes adverse
environmental impact, considering the state of available
technology and the nature and economics of the various
alternatives, and that the facility will serve the public
interest, convenience, and necessity. Decision makers will
weigh many aspects of project viability in making this
finding and before making their decisions.

Response 862: The agencies contracted with an independent
consulting firm, HDR in Billings, MT, to review MATL's
costs. HDR compared the MATL costs to similar projects
they have completed or have estimated and agree with the
MATL costs at this time. HDR noted that labor and material
prices are currently very volatile and cost estimates are
subject to change in short periods of time.

Response 863: See the discussion of Farming Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section. MATL has revised its
proposal to obtain a 105-foot-wide easement.

Response 864: See the discussion of Safety Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 865: See the discussion of Farming Issues in
Consolidated Responses and the response to comment 861.
Appendix N indicates that most farmers would farm closer
than 5 feet. This does not indicate that all farmers would
farm this close, but, for purposes of study, a safety buffer of 5
feet was used. The document indicates that the safety buffer
is generally dependent on the specific field, equipment, and
operator experience, but in this case a 5-foot safety buffer
should be adequate to safely clear the pole(s) using typical
equipment while still optimizing farmed area. Conservative
assumptions were used in the farming cost study in order to
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avoid underestimating costs for farmers. However,
individual operators will have their own preferences on
factors such as equipment speed and how close to a structure
to farm.

Response 866: See the discussion of Farming Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 867: Comment noted. See the discussion of Farming
Issues in the Consolidated Responses section.

Response 868: If MATL already paid for right-of-way access,
and that alternative is not permitted, MATL may lose the
money it already spent. To seek easements and pay for
routes that have not been permitted by DEQ is a business
decision MATL made.

Response 869: See the response to Comment 868. The Montana
Environmental Policy Act requires that an EIS disclose the
impacts of regulations on an applicant (75-1-201(b)(iv)(D),
MCA). Easement payments made on MATL’s proposed
route would be an adverse economic impact of regulation if
another alternative is selected.

Response 870: See the response to comment 862 and the
discussion of Farming Issues in the Consolidated Responses

section.

Response 871: Comment noted.
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Responses 872 to 874: Comments noted.
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Response 875: In assembling the alternatives presented in the
EIS, the agencies have attempted to present a full range of
reasonable alternatives that optimize the social, economic,
and environmental trade-offs associated with the proposed
project. Several of the desirable features of a new modified
alternative suggested by EPA are included in each of the
alternatives analyzed in detail in the EIS, including the
applicant's proposed route, Alternative 2. The alternative
alignments considered in the EIS provide options to
minimize impacts, consistent with the siting criteria
suggested in the comment. The agencies will examine the
alternatives and consider environmental impacts in making
their decisions. The DEQ decision will be based on the
findings required by the Major Facility Siting Act. This
includes consideration of cost and economics of the various
alternatives, in addition to minimization of environmental
impacts. Likewise, DOE must consider environmental
impact, impact on electric reliability, and any other factors
that DOE may consider relevant to the public interest.
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Response 876: Note that some of the values in the comparison
tables have changed since the Draft EIS, primarily due to the
incorporation of new information on wetlands in Teton
County. While some of the numerical values in comparison
tables suggest that Alternative 3 may have fewer impacts to
natural resources, a crude comparison of these numbers is
not sufficient by itself to determine the lowest impact
alternative. Numerical values for crossings of streams, lakes,
and wetlands indicate the potential for impacts, but because
surface waters and wetlands would be spanned or otherwise
avoided under all alternatives (except for one angle structure
in Black Horse Lake under Alternative 2), most potential
impacts of surface water and wetland crossings would be
avoided. Thus, after the application of this mitigating
measure, there is little or no difference between alternatives
with respect to the environmental impacts on surface water
and wetland crossings. Similarly, because potential impacts
to surface water quality due to construction disturbance
would be minimized through mitigation measures, impacts
would be minor under all action alternatives, in spite of the
differences in land areas disturbed. Additionally, not all of
the potential environmental impacts of this project are easily
correlated with numerical measures. For example,
Alternative 4 would reduce potential impacts to birds by
avoiding Benton Lake National Wildlife Refuge, but the
tables do not include a numerical indicator of this difference
between the alternatives. Finally, because of the
preponderance of agricultural land uses in the region and the
long-term nature of impacts to farming practices, the
agencies must give significant weight to impacts to farming
practices when comparing the overall impacts of the
alternatives.

Response 877: See the response to comment 875.
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Response 878: Consistent with the requirements of CEQ’s NEPA
regulations, the final EIS identifies the agencies’ preferred
alternatives, and the agencies’ Records of Decision will
identify the environmentally preferable alternative and
present the agencies” decisions and the basis for those
decisions.

Response 879: If DEQ decides to issue a certificate for the
proposed Project, all of the environmental protection
measures identified in MATL’s application would be
incorporated into the DEQ certificate as requirements.
Appendix F is a draft of the additional environmental
specifications that DEQ could include as conditions.

Response 880: As stated in Section 3.5.3, the implementation of a
storm water pollution prevention plan, avoidance of
activities in flowing or standing water, and other measures
to reduce sediment delivery to surface waters would
effectively reduce short- and long-term risk of sedimentation
from transmission line and access road construction to a
minor adverse impact.

Response 881: The DEQ Watershed Protection staff and TMDL
staff are aware of the proposed project.

Response 882: The commenter addressed this topic in greater
detail in comments 896 to 904. See the responses to those
comments and Vegetation, Wetland and Weed Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.

Response 883: See the discussion of Avian and Wildlife Issues in
the Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 884: In accordance with Executive Order 12114, the
EIS does not assess impacts occurring in a foreign nation
unless that foreign nation is not otherwise involved in the
action. The portions discussing the Canadian part of the
project were included for information only.

Response 885: The comment and rating have been noted.
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Response 886: Note that the first document published by DEQ

and DOE for the MATL project (in March 2007) was a DEQ
Draft EIS under the Montana Environmental Policy Act and
a DOE Draft EA under NEPA. The second document,
published in February 2008, was a supplement to the DEQ
Draft EIS and a DOE Draft EIS. See page 1-1 of the EIS.

Response 887: There may be non-firm space available to

prospective shippers south of Great Falls without additional
upgrades. If the permitted and queued generation plants are
not all constructed in the Great Falls area, non-firm space
may be available south or west out of Great Falls. If all the
planned and permitted generation in the Great Falls area and
north of Great Falls was constructed and prospective
shippers sought firm transmission rights, existing lines might
have to be upgraded or additional lines might be required.
Also see the discussion of Line Capacity Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 888: While it is correct that NorthWestern Energy
would have an opportunity to obtain regulating reserves
through the MATL line, there is no guarantee that it would
use the line for this purpose. NorthWestern recently
announced plans to construct a gas-fired generation plant
near Anaconda to help satisfy its need for regulating
reserves.
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Response 889: Comments noted.

Response 890: Note that Appendix F has been revised to include
additional environmental protection measures that DEQ
could require.

Response 891 to 893: It is the opinion of the agencies that a full
spectrum of reasonable alternatives was considered,
including Alternative 4, which attempted to accommodate
both the transmission line and existing land uses. Also see
the response to comment 875.
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Response 894: Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 together with local routing
options bracket the range of possible agency actions.
Portions of these alternatives may be combined in the
agencies’ decisions. Since the publication of the Draft EIS,
MATL has revised its application to include additional
provisions to reduce some potential impacts. Also, MATL
and DEQ worked with local land owners to modify some
local routing options to reduce potential adverse effects on
farming activities. The Final EIS presents the impacts of
these revisions to the proposal and the modified local
routing options.

Response 895: See the response to comment 876. Alternative 3
crosses more land diagonally than any other alternative
alignment, so it would have the greatest potential for
interference with farming activities. Also, because of its
location adjacent to NorthWestern’s Great Falls to Cut Bank
line, it could place two sets of structures near each other,
which would further complicate farming operations.
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Response 896 and 897: Comments noted.

Responses 898 to 901: Only minimum development of new

access roads is anticipated for any of the alternative
alignments. Few graded surface access roads are planned or
anticipated, and no new culverts, bridges, or other
constructed stream crossings are expected to be needed. The
majority of the right-of-way for the alternative transmission
line alignments can be easily accessed from public roads,
existing two track roads, and farm fields allowing truck and
equipment travel. The study area is relatively flat, and most
construction equipment for a line of this size can move cross
country on side slopes of up to about 5 percent.

MFSA rules define a road as “... a way or course that is
constructed or formed by substantial recontouring of land,
clearing, or other action designed to be permanent or
intended to permit passage by most four-wheeled vehicles
for a significant period of time.” MATL’s application
identifies several areas where road construction could be
necessary. Specifically, the application identifies sites north
and south of the proposed transmission line’s crossings of
the Teton and Marias rivers as places where grading and
recontouring might be required to provide access to
construct the reinforced structures needed to span these
valleys. (All alternative alignments would cross both of
these rivers.) Prior to construction these areas would be
reviewed in the field to assure that there would be no
unnecessary disturbance. There are other areas where there
would be cross country travel with no road blading.

Sites of structures and roads would be chosen to avoid
surface streams and 100-year floodplains. Areasjudged to
have significant constraints on effective reclamation would
also be avoided to the extent possible.
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Additionally, DEQ’s draft environmental specifications
(Appendix F) would require (if adopted) that roads be
designed to prevent channeling of runoff. Areas of new road
construction would be reviewed and inspected in the field
prior to construction to assure that there would be no
unnecessary disturbance. State inspections would also take
place during construction of new roads. Any construction
on the bed and banks of a perennial stream would require
state inspection.

Following construction, MATL would retain some key access
roads to maintain access to the right-of-way for routine
operations and maintenance activities, but most access roads
would be restored to pre-existing conditions. Reclamation of
temporary roads built for use during project construction
would be done in coordination with landowners and
appropriate agencies. Long-term road maintenance would
be minimal.

Response 902: MATL was provided a copy of your letter so that

company personnel might see your suggestions.
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Response 903: Comment noted.

Response 904: Because sites of structures and roads would be

chosen to avoid surface streams and because Best
Management Practices would be used to minimize
construction site erosion and sedimentation, impacts to
surface streams are expected to be negligible. Erosion
Control Plans and Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans
would be developed and implemented, as recommended.
The DEQ Watershed Protection staff and TMDL staff are
aware of the proposed project. Additional measures aimed
at reducing sediment from other sources are voluntary
actions MATL may undertake if these measures cannot be
required in another water quality permit. At this time it
appears that the line could be constructed without any
specific permits. Also see Legal and Regulatory Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 905 to 913: The agencies agree that the protection,

improvement, and restoration of riparian areas and wetlands
are high priorities.

MATL has stated that its goal is to avoid impacts to wetlands
by avoiding placement of any structure within a
jurisdictional wetland. MATL would use construction
buffers to eliminate any and all, including inadvertent,
impacts to wetlands or other waters of the United States. It is
currently expected that the project could be completed
without any direct disturbances to streams and wetlands.
Thus, no compensatory mitigation would be needed. If,
however, any disturbance were found to be unavoidable, the
applicant would be required to comply with all applicable
regulatory requirements. If, during construction, a site
specific wetland impact issue arises, the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers would be contacted to assure compliance with
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Additional mitigation
measures to help minimize the potential unavoidable
construction-related impacts to wetlands would then be
required for MATL and their construction contractors under
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers” Nationwide #12 Permit
(Utilities Line Activities).

If work in streams or wetlands is necessary, the measures
listed in sections 2.11.5, 2.11.6, and 2.11.9 of the revised draft
Environmental Specifications in Appendix F would become
conditions to the Certificate of Compliance if it is approved.
In addition, if DOE grants the Presidential permit, it may
place any conditions in the permit that it deems necessary
and appropriate to protect the public interest. DOE has
typically placed conditions in Presidential permits that
require the permittee to employ the mitigation measures
identified in the NEPA document and that formed the basis
of any impact analysis.
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Under MFSA rules applicants are required to identify
wetlands greater than 20 acres in size (Circular MFSA-2,
Section 3.4(1)(u)). This size was selected to recognize that
smaller wetlands can usually be spanned. Under MFSA no
other local permits are required after a certificate has been
issued. Therefore, DEQ’s Environmental Specifications
would require on-site inspections of perennial stream
crossings prior to the start of construction. If no in-stream
activities would be required, then no 310 permit is necessary.

The numerical values in the EIS for areas of wetlands crossed
include all wetlands within a 500-ft-wide corridor. These
numbers overstate the potential impact because they include
areas that would not be included in the narrower 105-foot
right-of-way in which the project would be built. Although
Alternative 4 would cross the largest area of wetlands, it
would cross the least area of wetlands associated with lakes.

The very few sites with riparian vegetation in the study area
are located low in drainages adjacent to wetlands and
streams. Transmission line structures are usually located at
high points or in uplands making it possible to span
wetlands and riparian areas. If a wetland could not be
spanned by the transmission line, compensation or other
mitigation would be required. It is, however, unlikely that
any wetlands or riparian areas could not be spanned, except
for one angle structure in Black Horse Lake under
Alternative 2.

The draft Environmental Specifications (Appendix F) have
been revised; they would (if adopted), require delineation of
wetlands within 250 feet of the approved location, prohibit
access through wetlands, and require that all wetlands be
spanned. Additionally, the agencies are considering
requiring a 50-foot buffer zone around wetlands within

which no disturbance would be allowed, and the draft
Environmental Specifications have been revised to include
this possible requirement.
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Responses 914 to 922: Within the right-of-way MATL would be

responsible for controlling weeds due to the company’s
activities. The provisions of MATL's proposed integrated
weed control program, which is mentioned in the comment,
would be incorporated into the DEQ certificate. MATL’s
proposed weed control plan includes the suggested practice
of requiring washing of vehicles and construction equipment
before entering the right-of-way area to reduce the spread of
noxious weeds.

The agencies have considered the recommendation for use of
gates on access roads. However, much of the land that

would be traversed by the proposed line is flat and unfenced.

Adding a gate across a road where there is no fence would
have little mitigation value. Where fences exist, MATL
would be required to consult with the landowner and where
requested by the landowner, all fences crossed by permanent
access roads would be provided with a gate (Appendix F,
Section 2.5.7). Where gates are not requested, the existing
fence would be replaced to prevent unauthorized access
(Appendix F, Section 2.5.4).

Spraying of target weed species would be done in
coordination with the BLM, state weed coordinator, and
county weed boards and groups (see Appendix C - MATL
Noxious Weed Control Plan, and Appendix F - Revised draft
DEQ Environmental Specifications). As noted in the
comment, MATL would be required to use Montana licensed
applicators. All use of herbicides, pesticides, or other
toxicants would be required to be done in accordance with
Federal label instructions and restrictions. Adherence to
label requirements against using certain herbicides near
surface waters should make it unnecessary to require a
50-foot buffer around streams and wetlands within which no
spraying would be allowed.

The recommendations provided in the comments regarding
picloram (Tordon), including application rate, number of
applications per year, and restrictions on application around
roadside drainage areas leading to intermittent and
perennial streams are noted.

Also see Vegetation, Wetland and Weed Issues in the
Consolidated Responses section.
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Response 923: See Avian and Wildlife Issues in the Consolidated
Responses section. A map of flyways has been added to
Section 4.9, but fine scale flyway maps for the area traversed
by the proposed transmission line are not available.

Response 924: See Avian and Wildlife Issues in the Consolidated
Responses section for additional discussion of measures to

prevent avian collisions.

Response 925: Comment noted
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Response 926: The agencies will consider the recommendation
regarding the use of ultra-low sulfur diesel and reduced
vehicle idling time. Rock crushing operations would have to
comply with Montana air quality regulations.

Response 927: Comment noted.

Response 928 to 930: Cumulative impacts of reasonably
foreseeable future actions, including those named in the
comment are presented in sections 4.1 to 4.16. Your concerns
about cumulative impacts of future power plant and wind
farm development are noted. Note that future privately
funded wind generation projects located on private land
would not be subject to site-specific NEPA review. Also see
Avian and Wildlife Issues in the Consolidated Responses
section.
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Response 931: See response to comment 884.
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Log
Number

50
181
49

134

202
202
37
118
152
154
151
148
150
CB
47
10
202
204
GF
194

187

CB
CB
70
68

PART 3. LIST OF COMMENTERS

C = Conrad Public Hearing; CB = Cut Bank Public Hearing; GF = Great Falls Public Hearing

Name
Russ Aiken
Alan Anderson
Arlene & Ray Anderson
Clinton Anderson
Jim Anderson
Mary Anderson
Ray Anderson
Rep. Duane Ankney
Sen. Keith Bales
Doug Banka
Brian Banons
Aidan Banows
Brian Banows
Conagher Banows
Dee Banows
Shad Banows
Johnel H Barcus
Dawn Barrett
David Baumann
Rep. Bill Beck
Fred And Pat Becker
Peggy Beltrone
Dan Bennett
Chris Berg
Vernon Berger
MT FWP (Gary Bertellotti)
Dave Brownell Letter From Rick, Jeff, Valerie Billman
Dave Brownell Read Letter From Rick Billman
Jeff Billman
Rick Billman (Billman's Inc)

Last Name

Aiken
Anderson
Anderson
Anderson
Anderson
Anderson
Anderson
Ankney
Bales
Banka
Banons
Banows
Banows
Banows
Banows
Banows
Barcus
Barrett
Bauman
Beck
Becker
Beltrone
Bennett
Berg
Berger
Bertellotti
Billman
Billman
Billman
Billman

Response Number
507
539
667, 668, 669, 670, 671,
538
28, 605
614
490
815
818
526, 579, 580, 581, 582
568, 569
568, 569
568, 569
568, 569
568, 569
568, 569
325, 326, 327, 533,
536
36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45,
816
820, 822
209, 210, 211, 212, 213, 214,
718, 719, 720
419, 420, 421, 422, 423,
694, 695
12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19,
340
339
548
547, 548
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Log
Number Name Last Name Response Number
67 Rick Billman, Jeff Billman, Valerie Vermulm Billman 547
254, 255, 256, 257, 258, 259, 260, 261, 262, 263,
264, 265, 266, 267, 268, 372, 373, 374, 375, 376,
377, 378, 379, 380, 381, 382, 383, 384, 382, 383,
GF Jerry Black Black 384, 385, 500, 501, 502, 503, 504, 505, 506, 566,
202 Sen. Jerry Black Black 811
107 Ronald S. Block Block 568, 569
204 Howard Bouma Bouma 820
157 Bill Brandon Brandon 568, 569
123 Deb Brandon Brandon 610, 611
123 Deb Brandon Brandon 612
180 Deb Brandon Brandon 665
C Rich Branning Branning 485, 486, 487
GF Everett Breding Breding 303, 820
204 Sandra Broesder Breosder 822
204 Donald Broesder Broesder 821
204 Kaye Broesder Broesder 822
204 Phil Broesder Broesder 821
224, 411, 411, 412, 412, 413, 413, 414, 414, 415,
GF Sandra Broesder Broesder 415, 416, 416, 417, 417, 566, 391, 392, 393,
186 Shane Broesder Broesder 691, 692, 693
3 Glacier Electric (Jasen Bronec) Bronec 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26,
204 Angela D. Brown Brown 820
119 Dede Brown Brown 600, 601
202 Sen. Roy Brown Brown 812
CB Dave Brownell Brownell 328, 329, 330, 331, 332, 341, 342,
51 Stephanie Browning Browning 540
202 Sen. John Bruggeman Bruggeman 813
GF Vanessa Buckland - Letter Read By Carol Jones Buckland 301, 302
26 Vanessa Bucklin Bucklin 102, 528
24 USFWS (Kathleen A Burchett) Burchett 532
180 Alice Burchser Burchser 666
88 Linda Burley Burley 576, 577
86 Vincent Burley Burley 568, 569
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Log
Number
79
202

174
12
CB

GF
108
109

202
144
180
CB

180

115

33
204
202
190

78

GF
149
200
133
139
92
202

Name

Jamey Byrnes
Rep. Tim Callahan

Robert Carney
Lorette Carter
Becky Cavett

Joe Christians

Ray Christians
Shawn Christians
Lew & Christy Clark
Rep. Edith Clark
Dave Colavito
Krystina Z. Cole
Jackie Coolidge
Ted Crawford

Mark A. Cron

Jim Cummings
Kathy Cummings (Kmc Inc)

Cheryl Curry
Cheryl Curry

Sen. Aubyn Curtis
Steve Dahlman
John Dallum

Steve Dalton
Christy Dennison

Terri Denzer, Allen Denzer, Darlene Denzer

Michael Desrosier

Joe Deftaffany

USGS (James Devine)
Rep. Sue Dickenson

Last Name
Byrnes
Callahan

Carney
Carter
Cavett

Christians
Christians
Christians
Clark
Clark
Colavito
Cole
Coolidge
Crawford
Cron
Cummings
Cummings

Curry
Curry
Curtis
Dahlman
Dallum

Dalton
Dennison
Denzer
Desrosier
Detaffany
Devine
Dickenson

Response Number
566, 577
810
648, 649, 649, 650, 651, 652, 653, 654, 655, 656,
657,
53, 54, 55, 56, 141, 142, 143, 144, 68, 69, 70, 71,
362
133, 134, 135, 136, 318, 319, 320, 321, 322, 323,
324,
568, 569
568, 569
29
811
631, 632, 633

350, 351, 352, 353, 354, 355, 568, 568, 569, 569,
410

666

30

594

137, 138, 139, 140, 462, 462, 463, 463, 464, 464,
465, 466,

822

814

707, 708, 709, 710, 711, 712, 713, 714,
473,562, 563, 564, 565,

282, 283, 284, 285, 286, 287, 288, 289, 290, 291
292,

568, 569

776, 777,778,779, 780, 781

613, 618

619, 620

588

812
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Log
Number

183

116
48

201
GF

169
202
83
204
79
GF
202
60
165
145
180
202
165
202
CB

Name

Shawn Dolan
Brett Doney

Brett Doney

Noel Duram

Rev. Gerald Ebelt
Gary Ellergson

Janet Ellis (MT Audubon)
Brad Elman

US EPA

Sen. Jeff Essman
Pat Fetger

J. Findlayson

Jim & Kit Finlayson
Dan Flynn

Rep. Julie French
Jackie Galespe
Garcia

Bethann Garramon
Renae Gates

Sen. Kelly Gebhardt
Carle Gebhart
Sen. Kim Gillan
Roxy Gillespie

Last Name

Dolan
Doney
Doney
Duram
Ebelt
Ellergson

Ellis
Elman

EPA
Essman
Fetger
Findlayson
Finlayson
Flynn
French
Galespe
Garcia
Garramon
Gates
Gebhardt
Gebhart
Gillan
Gillespie

Response Number

436, 436, 437, 437, 438, 439, 440, 441, 441, 442,
442, 443, 443, 444, 445, 446, 446, 447, 447, 448,
449, 450, 451, 452, 453, 454, 455, 550, 454, 455,
550, 551, 552, 553, 554, 555, 556, 557, 558, 5509,
402, 403, 404, 405, 406, 406, 407, 408, 408, 409,
677, 678, 679, 680, 681, 682,

27

595

537

782, 783, 784, 785, 786, 787, 788, 789, 790, 791,
792, 793, 794, 795, 796, 797, 798, 799, 800, 801,
802, 803, 804, 805, 806, 807, 808, 807, 808,

875, 876, 877, 878, 879, 880, 881, 882, 883, 884,
885, 886, 887, 888, 889, 890, 891, 892, 893, 894,
895, 896, 897, 898, 899, 900, 901, 899, 900, 901,
902, 903, 904, 905, 906, 907, 908, 909, 910, 911
912, 913, 914, 915, 916, 917, 918, 919, 920, 921,
923, 924, 899, 900, 901, 902, 903, 904, 905, 906,
907, 908, 909, 910, 911, 912, 913, 914, 915, 916,
917, 918, 919, 920, 921, 923, 924,

815

477

821

566

316, 317

813

349

577

634, 635, 636, 637, 638

666

816

577

817

349
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Log
Number
177
197
18
204
53
52
39
90
57
CB
204
14
202
GF
CB
180
105
21
202
202
1.5
79
206
GF
208
167
202
CB
165
180
46
180
158
163

Name
Brianna Gillund
John Goodmundson
Heather A Gottfried
Heather Gottfired
Jeff Gottlob
Tori Gottlob
Bob Guditis
Mary Guse
Colleen Gustafson (Triangle Land & Livestock)
Dave Brownell Read Letter From Colleen Gustafson
G. Gustafson
Greg Habel
Sen. Ken Hanson
Ralph Harbush
Shannon Harrison
Mary Ann Harwood
Diane Hastings
Jack Hayne
Rep. Ralph Heinert
Rep. Gordon Hendrick
J. Hianse
Debbie Hicks
Stephanie Hilger (Mt Dot)
Ray Hollandsworth
Heather Holloway
Brad Huffman
Rep. Pat Ingraham
Gary Iverson
Alyssa Jackson
Boyd Jackson
David Jacobson
Paulette Jacobson
Holly Jaeger
Megan Jaeger

Last Name
Gillund
Goodmunson

Response Number

568, 569, 568, 569, 568, 569

Gottfried
Gottfried
Gottlob
Gottlob
Guditis
Guse
Gustafson
Gustafson
Gustafson
Habel
Hanson
Harbush
Harrison
Harwood
Hastings
Hayne
Heknert
Hendrick
Hianse
Hicks
Hilger

Hollandsworth

Holoway
Huffman
Ingraham
Iverson
Jackson
Jackson
Jacobson
Jacobson
Jaeger
Jaeger

758, 759, 760, 761, 762, 763, 764, 765,

78,79, 80
822

542

541

527

586, 587
334, 335, 336
335, 336

820

652, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67

818

306, 307, 308
389

666

568, 569

88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93,

814

815

11

566, 822
825, 826

249, 250, 251, 252, 253, 400, 401, 820

827

642, 643, 644, 645, 646

816

356, 357, 456, 457, 568, 569,

577
666
535
666
568, 569
568, 569
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Log
Number Name Last Name Response Number
160 Sandie Jaeger Jaeger 568, 569
164 Tech Jaye Jaye 568, 569
129 Clive Johanin Johanin 568, 569
130 Jonelle Johannsec Johannsec 568, 569
204 Cynthia A. Johnson Johnson 821
11 Wade Johnson Johnson 31, 32, 33, 34, 35,
GF Carol Jones Jones 300
204 Carole Jones Jones 821
204 Katie Jones Jones 821
225, 226, 227, 228, 229, 230, 231, 232, 233, 234,
235, 236, 237, 238, 239, 240, 492, 493, 494, 495,
496, 497, 498, 499, 363, 364, 365, 366, 364, 365,
GF Lew Jones Jones 366, 367, 368, 369,
204 Marjorie Jones Jones 822
202 Rep. Llew Jones Jones 819
C Wendy Judisch Judisch 469, 469, 470,
182 Joseph & Diane Karcher Karcher 672,673, 674, 675, 676,
165 Wendy Kasun Kasun 577
215, 215, 216, 217, 218, 219, 220, 221, 222, 223,
41 Leanne Kavanagh Kavanagh 388,
CcB Marvin Kemmitt Kemmitt 386, 387
106 Susan Kimmet Kimmet 568, 569
180 J. Kline Kline 666
202 Rep. Harry Klock Klock 817
114 Donald Koenig & Michael Koenig Koenig 593
30 Koepke Farms Koepke 517,518
126, 127, 128, 129, 512, 514, 515, 516, 519, 520,
GF Mike Koepke Koepke 521, 522, 523, 524,
97 Amy Krause Krause 568, 570, 575
191 Bonnie Kronebusch Kronebusch 715, 716
GF Ted Kronebush Kronebush 246, 247, 248
141 Geni Laden Laden 621
140 Mick Laden Laden 621
142 Scott Laden Laden 621543
202 Sen. Rick Laibbe Laibbe 819
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Log
Number Name Last Name Response Number
202 Rep. Bob Lake Lake 818
202 Sen. Lane Larson Larson 810
96 Ken Larson Larson 570, 575
202 Sen. Jesse Laslovich Laslovich 811
GF Robert Lee Lee 304, 305
131 John Lemme Lemme 568, 569
202 Sen. Dave Lewis Lewis 812
79 Mike & Jessi Lytle Lytle 566
202 Rep. Gary Maclaren MacLaren 811
89 Dan Majerus Majerus 578, 584, 585
103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 109, 110, 111, 112,
113, 114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 120, 121, 736,
737,738, 739, 740, 741, 742, 743, 744, 742, 743,
744,745, 746, 747, 748, 749, 755, 754, 755, 756,
GF Katrina Martin Martin 757,
208 H. Mattsen Mattsen 827
11 Larry L. Maurer Maurer 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52,
127 Wendy Mcairene McAirene 568, 569
CB Bill Mccauley McCauley 343, 344, 345, 241, 242, 243, 244, 245, 344, 345
24 Burke Mccormick McCormick 95, 96, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101
79 John & Janice Mcfarland McFarland 566
18 John L Mcfarland (Conrad Building Center) McFarland 81, 82, 83, 84, 293, 294, 467, 468, 822
194, 195, 196, 197, 198, 199, 200, 201, 202, 203,
204, 525, 829, 830, 831, 832, 833, 834, 835, 836,
837, 838, 839, 840, 841, 842, 843, 844, 842, 843,
GF Jerry Mcrae McRae 844, 845, 846, 847, 848, 849, 850, 851, 851,
74 Melisa Mcrae McRae 458, 489, 460, 461, 458, 459, 460, 461,
14 Locke Mellott Mellott 57, 58, 59, 60, 61
202 Rep. Scott Mendenhall Mendenhall 819
199 Alan Merrill Merrill 772,773,774, 775
202 Rep. Mike Milburn Milburn 814
112 David Mildrexler Mildrexler 589, 590, 591, 592
23 Dave Miller Miler 94
179 Dave Miller Miller 659
180 David T. Miller Miller 666
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Log
Number
124
204
128
180
176
180
165
55
205
125
202
43
202
180
204
79
204

GF
202
180
122
202
GF
CB
180
209
202
202
202
79
180
168

Mary Miller

G. Mills

Jerry Mioem

Rachel Monty

Carol Morgan

Jewel Moritz

Kim Mosley

Juanita Muhr

Robert & Ali Newkirk
Tamie Nic

Rep. Bill Nooney
Ben Ober

Rep Jesse O'hara
Jeannie Olmstead
Betty Olson

Harold & Betty Olson
Harold D. Olson

Harold Olson

Rep. Alan Olson
Melissa Osther
Sean Pahut

Rep. Hjohn Parker
Jesse Parks
Gabriel Pearson
Sandra Peen
Philip Perszyk
Rep. Ken Peterson
Sen. Jim Peterson
Rep. Mike Phillips
Karla Pogreba
Nancy Potter
Kathleen Rankin
Doug Ray

Name

Last Name
Miller
Mills
Miom
Monty
Morgan
Moritz
Mosley
Muhr
Newkirk
Nic
Niiney
Ober
O'Hara
Olmstead
Olson
Olson
Olson

Olson
Olson
Osther
Pahut
Parker
Parks
Pearson
Peen
Perszyk
Peterson
Peterson
Phillips
Pogreba
Potter
Rankin
Ray

Response Number

568, 569
822
568, 569
662
568, 569
666
577
544
823, 824
568, 569
810
531, 568
811
666
822
566
820

130, 424, 425, 426, 427, 428, 429, 430, 431, 432,

433, 434, 435,
812
663

606, 607, 608, 609

812
132
394
666
828
810
813
813
566
666
568, 569
418
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Log
Number
GF
133
117
94

CB
82

133
204
204
79
204
204
202
85
19
180
165
71
156
173
165
107
202
79
185
202
153
161
162
159

143

Name
Doug Ray - Read Letter #3 From Jason R. Bonec
John Ray
Cheryl Reichert
Julie Reighard
Ronald Reis
Marty Reynolds
Shari Richter

Ron Rides At The Door
Bernard Ries
Curtis Ries
Deborah Ries
Maryann Ries
Ronald Ries
Rep. Rick Ripley
Brian Roark
Scott Robar
Phyllis Robertson
Sherry Roos
Corrine Rose
Robert Ross
Ruth Rudner
Mike Rudolf
Dave A Ryan
Sen. Don Ryan
Cheryl A. Sawyer
Brenda Schilling
Sen. Trudi Schmidt
Andrew Scott
Kathy Semmli
William Semmli
Matt Sendor

Gene Sentz

Last Name
Ray

Ray
Reichert
Reighard
Reis
Reynolds
Richter
Rides at the
Door
Ries

Ries

Ries

Ries

Ries
Ripley
Roark
Robar
Robertson
Roos
Rose
Ross
Rudner
Rudolf
Ryan
Ryan
Sawyer
Schilling
Schmidt
Scott
Semmli
Semmli
Sendor

Sentz

Response Number
269, 270, 271, 272, 273, 274, 275,
613, 618
596, 597, 598, 599
568, 569, 568
476
568, 569
567

613, 618
821

821

566, 566, 821

822

820

814

568, 569

85, 86, 87

666

577

549, 549, 820

568, 569

647, 717

577

568, 569, 568, 569

818

566, 821

689, 690

814

568, 569

568, 569

568, 569

568, 569

622, 622, 623, 623, 624, 624, 625, 625, 626, 626,
627, 627, 628, 628, 629, 629, 630, 630,
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Log
Number Name Last Name Response Number
202 Rep. Jon Sesso Sesso 815
145, 145, 146, 147, 148, 149, 150, 151, 152, 153,
154, 155, 156, 156, 157, 158, 159, 160, 161, 162,
163, 164, 165, 166, 167, 168, 169, 170, 168, 169,
170,171,172, 173, 174, 175, 176, 177, 178, 179,
180, 181, 182, 183, 184, 185, 186, 187, 188, 189,
35 Steve Sheffels Sheffels 190, 192, 193,
188 Jessica Sherburne Sherburne 696, 697, 698, 699, 700, 701, 702, 703,
189 Steven Sherburne Sherburne 704, 705, 706,
GF John Shevlin Shevlin 205, 205, 206, 207, 208
79 Lohn P. & Penny Shevlin Shevlin 566
GF Tom Shock Shock 276, 277, 278, 279, 280, 281,
GF Dale Siefert Siefert 295, 296, 297, 298, 299, 820
CB Tony Sitzman Sitzman 396, 397, 358, 359, 360, 361, 358, 359, 360,
GF Gordon Smesdrud Smedsrud 131
56 Fritz Smith Smith 545
98 Michael Smith Smith 568, 569
76 Everett Snortland Snortland 560, 561, 821
135 Dennis Someday Someday 568, 569
180 Don South South 666
93 Phil Springer Springer 570, 571, 575
202 Rep. Wayne Stahl Stahl 816
180 Julie Stakes Stakes 666
202 Sen. Don Steinbeisser Steinbeisser 817
425, 426, 427, 428, 429, 430, 431, 432, 433, 434,
435, 847, 848, 849, 850, 852, 853, 854, 855, 856,
857, 858, 859, 860, 861, 862, 863, 864, 862, 863,
864, 865, 866, 867, 868, 869, 870, 871, 872, 873,
72 Chris Stephens Stephens 874,
CB Joni Stewart (Mayor Of Cut Bank) Stewart 346, 346, 347, 348, 348
44 Robert Stewart (National Park Service) Stewart 615, 616
C Eric Strom Strom 471, 472, 473, 474, 475,
208 Greg Strutz Strutz 827
204 Sandy Syvertson Syvertson 821
120 Maurice Tack Tack 602, 603, 604
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Log
Number
155
425
202

GF
179

87
204
79
CB
67
79
208
180
180
165
208
202
99
180
204
204

195
166
GF
202
202
184
208
137
165
172

Name

Fredrick Trafelet
Buck Traxler
Sen. Joe Tropila
George Tsonga
Allan

Allan Underdal
Unknown 1

Lynn Utterback
Gerri Vandenbos
John Vandyke

Dave Brownell Read Letter From Valerie Vermohlen

Valerie Vermohlen
William Vandenbos
Fred And Carletta Vroman
Karla A. Wagner
Myrna Wallan
Kathy Walter
Tracey War

Rep. John Ward
Peggy Warm
White

Bev Widhalm
Ronald Widhalm

Bob Williams (MATL)
Todd Williams

Del Wilson

Rep. Bill Wilson

Rep. Jonathan Windy Boy
Zack Winestine

Rebekah Wright

George Wuerthner

Dave lllegible

Diane F lllegible

Last Name
Trafelet
Traxler
Tropila
Tsonga
Underdal
Underdal
Unknown 1
Utterback
VandenBos
VanDyke
Vermohlen
Vermulm
Vnadenbos
Vroman
Wagner
Wallan
Walter

War

Ward
Warm
White
Widhalm
Widhalm

Williams
Williams
Wilson
Wilson
Windy Boy
Winestine
Wright
Wuerthner

Response Number
639, 640, 641
529, 530, 566
816
482, 483, 484
122, 123, 124, 125, 510, 511, 513,
659, 664
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9, 10,
568, 570, 572, 573, 574,
821
566,
337,338
547, 547, 547, 548
566
827
666
666
577
827
817
568, 569
666
821
822
721, 722,723, 724, 725, 726, 727, 728, 729, 730,
731, 732, 733, 734, 735,
568, 569
309, 310, 311, 312
818
819
683, 684, 685, 686, 687, 688,
827
617
577
568, 569
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Log
Number
CB
79
82
180
204
165

165
202
CB

126
79
198
103
79

79
204
208
165
180
CB

Name
Female Speaker
llegible 1
llegible 2
lllegible 3
lllegible4
lllegible 5
Jackie ?
James lllegible
List Of Senators & Representatives
Male Speaker, Cut Bank
Male Speaker, Conrad
M-SOMEBODY lllegible
Paul lllegible
Robert Stewart (National Park Service)
Ronald lllegible
Sandy lllegible
Unknown
Multiple signers
Multiple signers
Multiple signers
Multiple signers
Multiple signers
Woman Speaker

Last Name Response Number
398, 399, 490, 491
566, 566
567

666, 666, 666, 666

820, 820, 820, 820, 821, 822, 822, 822
577,577,577, 577

489, 490, 490

577,577

809

390

490

568, 569

566

766, 767, 768, 769, 770, 771
568, 569

566

481

566

204

827

577

660

370
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PART 4. ATTACHMENT

The following letters were read at the public hearings
and comments are addressed above. The letters were
submitted at a later date and are included in this
attachment.
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