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Responsible Agencies:  U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and Montana Department of 
Environmental Quality (DEQ) are co-lead agencies; the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), U.S. 
Department of the Interior, is a cooperating agency. 
 
Title: Federal Draft Environmental Impact Statement and State of Montana Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Montana Alberta Tie Ltd. (MATL) 230-kV Transmission 
Line (DOE/EIS-0399) 
 
Location:  Cascade, Teton, Chouteau, Pondera, Toole, and Glacier Counties, Montana. 
 
Contacts: For further information about this Federal Draft EIS, contact: Ellen Russell, Project Manager, 
Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability, U.S. Department of Energy, Washington, D.C. 
20585, (202) 586-9624, or Ellen.Russell@hq.doe.gov.  For general information on DOE’s National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process, contact:   
Carol Borgstrom, Director, Office of NEPA Policy and Compliance, at the above address,  
(202) 586-4600, or leave a message at (800) 472-2756.   
 
For general information on the State of Montana Major Facility Siting Act process, contact: Tom Ring, 
Environmental Sciences Specialist, Montana Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), PO Box 
200901, Helena, MT 59620-0901, or (406) 444-6785.  For general information on the State of Montana 
Environmental Policy Act process, contact: Greg Hallsten, Environmental Science Specialist, at the 
above address, (406) 444-3276. 
 
Comments:  For the convenience of commentors, the Montana DEQ has agreed to receive all 
comments on this document and to provide them to DOE for consideration.  Comments may be 
submitted to Tom Ring at the above address or via electronic mail at matl@mt.gov.    
 
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 from DOE to cross the U.S.-Canada border, a certificate of compliance 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 prepared a joint document that was a Draft Environmental 
Assessment for DOE and a Draft 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.  The Notice of Intent to 
prepare this Federal Draft EIS was published on June 7, 2007 (72 FR 31569). 
 
This EIS analyzes the “No Action” alternative, three alternative transmission line alignments, and 
11 local routing options.  This EIS will be used by DOE, DEQ, and BLM to ensure that they have the 
environmental information needed to render informed decisions.   

 
Comment Period:  The agencies will prepare a Final EIS after considering all comments 
received or postmarked during the 45-day public comment period that will begin when the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency publishes a Notice of Availability of this Draft EIS in the 
Federal Register.  The agencies will consider late comments to the extent practicable.  Locations 
and times for public hearings will be announced in the Federal Register as well as in local media. 
The Draft EIS will be available on DOE’s NEPA website at 
www.eh.doe.gov/nepa/documentspub.html. 
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INTRODUCTION  
 
In this section the agencies present responses to comments 

received on the Draft EIS/EA issued in March 2007.  
Responses to written comments submitted at the public 
hearings and written comments that were received by mail 
or e-mail are presented first.  Responses to oral comments 
received at the public hearings that differed from the written 
comments are presented at the end of this section.  Readers 
will find the written comments reproduced in their entirety 
with a response to the comment presented to the side.  Oral 
comments are summarized and responded to. 
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Response 1:  After reviewing this matter further with Mr. Habel 
and meeting with area landowners, the agencies are presenting 
three possible local routing options in the Diamond Valley area 
for public comment.  One of these locations or portions of a 
combination of these could be required by the agencies to 
reduce impacts.   See Sections 2.6 and 3.16 for more 
information.   
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Response 2:  Comment noted.  Thank you for your comment. In 
response to comments, on July 30, 2007 MATL indicated that 
they would use long span mono pole construction for 53 
miles of line that would cross cultivated lands diagonally 
that were identified in the Draft EIS along Alternative 2.  
Alternative 2 would not include single poles on the other 
38.4 miles of cropland and CRP land crossed.  

Response 3:  Comment noted.  Thank you for your comment. 

Response 4:  Comment noted.  The cost payments are negotiated 
between MATL and the land owner.  The agencies are not 
involved in those negotiations.  The agencies have estimated 
a cost to farmers per pole per year from the line.  See Section 
3.13 for additional information. 
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Response 5:  Comment noted.  Thank you for your comment. 

Response 6:  The beneficial impacts from this project are 
described as “small and short term” to the local area in 
Section 3.13.3.2.  The income, job, and secondary benefits 
were estimated with the best information available, and it is 
understood that many of these jobs would go to out-of-state 
residents.  Also, some benefits would be felt outside the 
study area by customers of the line.   

Response 7:  Comment noted.   Information for wind farms 
economics was taken from the best available information, 
and is an estimate only.  It is acknowledged in the draft EIS 
that the number of permanent jobs as a result of wind farms 
would be low.  Please refer to Section 4 which contains 
information on the potential impacts of wind farms.   
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Response 8:  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. 
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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 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 9:  Table 4.1-2 lists the four instances where MATL and 
shippers have reached agreements.  As can be seen from the 
revised table, bids have been accepted by MATL for 300 MW 
to be shipped from north to south and 300 MW south to 
north.  The line should be capable of shipping electricity both 

north into Canada and south into Montana.  Whether these 
shippers have secured agreements to move power south 
beyond Great Falls is not known.  The benefits of MATL to 
Montana are discussed in Section 1.2 and Section 3.13.  
Potential impacts to Montana customers are discussed in 
Section 3.13. 

Response 10:  The agencies contracted with an independent 
engineer (HDR, Billings) to examine this issue more 
carefully.  He reported that the general National Electric 
Safety Code (NESC) rule 232 (C) and table 232-1 are used to 
calculate the minimum ground clearances for different 
voltages.  Assuming an elevation of 4500 feet, the calculation 
is as follows: 

Table 232-1 Basic Clearance     18.50 feet 
Adder for voltage above 22 kV     3.91 feet  
Adder for voltage above 3,300 feet - 3.6percent    0.14  feet 
22.55 feet 
Applying the NESC rounding rule    22.60 feet 

An alternate method, for voltage above 98 kV, can be used to 
calculate the minimum ground clearance using NESC Rule 
232 (D). This is the method used by SNC LAVALIN, the 
MATL consultant. This calculation is as follows: 

Reference height from Table 232-3    14.00 feet 
Adder for Electrical Component Table 232-4    7.10 feet 
Adder for elevation above 1,500 feet – 9percent     .64 feet 
21.74 feet 
Applying the NESC rounding rule    21.80 feet 
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These calculated clearance minimums are based on a 
maximum vehicle height of 14 feet. As has been pointed out 
by several commenters, farming equipment often exceeds 
this height, but what height is appropriate to use for a design 
height is debatable. According to HDR “It does seem 
prudent to design for clearance in excess of the minimum to 
allow for the increase in heights of vehicular traffic near the 
transmission line.  HDR’s experience with our utility clients 
has always resulted in 230-kV minimum design clearance 
between 25 feet and 30 feet. Rural Utilities Services (RUS) 
requires 25 feet of ground clearance in their design manual 
for 230-kV transmission lines. Another client, Xcel Energy in 
Minneapolis, MN requires a design clearance of 30 feet for all 
230-kV lines and their service area is largely rural farm land 
similar to the farm land traversed by the MATL transmission 
line.” 
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Response 11:  See response to comment 6.   

Response 12:  Your comment is noted; see response to comment 
7.  In the cumulative impacts section of the draft EIS, only a 
few permanent jobs are predicted as a result of wind farms. 

Response 13:  The Executive Summary does not indicate that 
wind power would provide a firm back-up power source for 
NorthWestern Energy (NWE).  The Executive Summary 
states: “The MATL line could also create another opportunity 
for Montana’s largest privately owned transmission and 
distribution utility, NWE, to obtain regulating reserves for its 
transmission system control area.”  This statement does not 
indicate that wind generation would be the source of 
regulating reserves.  Other sources may be available from 
Canada, outside NWE’s control area.  

Response 14:  Comment noted.  The agencies understand that 
MATL proposes to pay for an easement 45 feet wide.  
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Response 15:  See response to comment 8. 

Response 16:  Comment noted.  Thank you for your comment. 

Response 17:  Comment noted.  Thank you for your comment. 

Response 18:  The use of monopoles varies by alternative.  See 
chapter 2 for more details. 

Response 19:  See response to comment 10.   
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Response 20:  The Montana Environmental Policy Act and the 
National Environmental Policy Act require state and federal 
agencies to analyze the potential impacts of their actions on 
the human environment.  The proposed actions are the 
issuance of a certificate of compliance for the transmission 
line by DEQ, under the Major Facility Siting Act, and 
issuance of a Presidential permit by DOE.  The agencies have 
no regulatory authority over wind farms, and none has 
applied for permits administered by the agencies.  The 
potential impacts of wind farms that might be connected to 
the transmission line in the future are discussed in Chapter 4, 
as far as available information allows.  Individual taller wind 
turbines would be more visible than the individual 
structures for the proposed transmission line.  The wind 
turbines are expected to be clustered in individual wind 
farms and would not stretch between Great Falls and 
Lethbridge.   

Response 21:  Comment noted.  See the discussion of wind farm 
related impacts in Chapter 4.   

Response 22:  While several firms have contracted for 
transmission capacity on the MATL line, they have not 
identified specific locations for their wind farms or wind 
turbines. Chapter 4 describes potential locations for wind 
farms in the area, but readers should recognize that locations 
could change, some project sponsors may choose to locate 
their projects in other areas, and additional wind farms may 
be proposed.  The agencies do not have regulatory authority 
over wind farm siting, so they cannot demand information 
from prospective wind farm developers, nor can the agencies 
require developers to publicly disclose their plans.  The 
agencies agree that it would be good for developers to be 
open with the public with regard to their plans.  
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Response 23:  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. 

Response 24:  With regard to preparing programmatic EISs, the 
rules implementing the Montana Environmental Policy Act 
say, “The agency may also prepare a programmatic review 
whenever required by statute, whenever a series of actions 
under the jurisdiction of the agency warrant such an analysis 
as determined by the agency, or whenever prepared as a 
joint effort with a federal agency requiring a programmatic 
review” (ARM 17.4.628(2)).  DOE generally completes 
programmatic environmental reviews when several 
proposals will have cumulative or synergistic environmental 
impact upon a region or when proposing a new agency 
program that would affect the environment.  Neither DEQ 
nor DOE is contemplating a series of actions or creating a 
new program that will have an impact on the environment.  
No programmatic review is required for the MATL line.  
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Response 25:  Montana does produce more electricity than it 
consumes.  The need for the MATL line as stated in Section 
1.2.1 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.”  The need for the line is not primarily to export 
more electricity out of Montana.   

Response 26:  Comment noted.  MATL has proposed a merchant 
line, one that would provide a service to persons generating 
or purchasing power.  As such, it would benefit generators 
that would not otherwise have a transmission path to market 
their product.  The line also would benefit MATL financially 
when it would make a profit on the service it provides.  
Finally, the line may provide benefits to Montana consumers 
by providing another transmission path into the state which 
could help improve the reliability of transmission in 
Montana through additional redundancy. 

Response 27:  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 28:  The discussion of impacts for the proposed MATL 
transmission line has been expanded in Chapter 4 for more 
description of potential visual impacts associated with wind 
farm development.  
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Response 29:  See response to comment 20.  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.  For the proposed 
MATL transmission line, an area within 30-40 miles of the 
line has the highest probability for future wind farm 
development directly associated with the MATL line due to 
the cost of interconnecting transmission lines between 
individual wind farms and the MATL line.  Different areas 
could be developed depending on project economics and 
availability of the wind resource.  Other than the McCormick 
Ranch Wind Park, which would have about 60 turbines 
located north of the Marias River between the McCormick 
and Sullivan Bridge roads, additional details on wind farm 
locations, number of turbines, and other project-specific 
information are lacking.  This information is not necessary 
for certification of the transmission line.  See also response to 
comment 28 for more description of potential visual impacts 
associated with wind farm development along with Section 
3.15 and the revised discussion of impacts in Chapter 4.    

Response 30:  Comment noted.  Thank you. 

Response 31:  See Chapter 4.   

Response 32:  Comment noted. 
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Response 33a:  Comment noted.  See comment 25. 

Response 33b-d:  Refer to response to comment 25.  The primary 
goal of the line is to connect Montana and Alberta’s systems 
and to allow for the development of wind farms in the Cut 
Bank area.  The benefits of MATL to Montana are discussed 
in Section 1.2 and Section 3.13.  Potential impacts to Montana 
customers are also discussed in Section 3.13.   

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.  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.  (Mid-C means the Mid Columbia 
trading hub, a commonly used location where electricity 
prices in the Pacific Northwest are compared)  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  
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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 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 aMW) and exports each year (over 
1,000 aMW).  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 from less of a chance of volatile spot market 
prices as well as less of a chance of the exercise of market 
power by electricity suppliers.   

Response 34:  Thank you for pointing out the mistake.  Figure 
2.4-2, Alternative 3 Alignment South, is correct.  The text in 
Section 2.4 should have indicated that the alternative would 
follow the western edge of the Shooting Sports Complex and 
has been corrected.  Figures throughout the draft EIS 
correctly depict Alternative 3 in this area.  Land use 
categorizations in Appendix H has been corrected by 
milepost and the summaries of land use categories crossed in 
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Chapter 3 have been updated.  Before rejoining Alternative 2, 
Alternative 3 would cross about 1.5 miles of crop land 
owned by the Sheffels families.  These crossings would be 
near the edges of fields or strip farming patterns. 

Response 35:  Comment noted. 

Response 36:  Comment noted. 

Response 37:  Alternative 4 remains on the north side of existing 
transmission lines along the southern edge of Section 21, 
Township 21 North, Range 4 East.  There are several reasons 
for this.  First, to locate the MATL line on the south side of 
existing lines the MATL line would have to cross WAPA’s 
existing single pole 230-kV line twice.  While not impossible, 
these crossings are likely to be done with very tall structures 
in order to maintain adequate clearance between the two 
lines.  Because of the visual sensitivity associated with the 
Missouri River recreational corridor and conservation 
easement bordering the Missouri River, the agencies opted to 
avoid unnecessary visual intrusion in this area.  Secondly, as 
indicated in comment 64, locating the MATL line south of the 
existing transmission lines in this area would restrict 
development of a new grain milling business in the 
northwest ¼ of Section 28, Township 21 North, Range 4 East. 

Response 38:  Comment noted.  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 

Response 39:  Comment noted.  See response to comment 599.   



MATL Transmission Line EIS 
 

Response to Comments 18 

 

Response 40:  The concept of MATL using existing lines is 
analyzed in Section 2.7, Alternatives Considered but 
Dismissed section.  Two major transmission systems 
currently exist in the area.  The first is NorthWestern 
Energy’s 115-kV line from Cut Bank to Great Falls built in the 
1960s.  According to NorthWestern Energy this line has a 
capacity of about 130MW under the best conditions.  The 
actual amount of MW that the line and interconnected 
system can handle in any given moment depends on various 
line limits (thermal limits, system stability, etc).  This line 
already carries electricity and is currently being used for 
load-serving purposes in the Conrad-Cut Bank area.  Thus, 
this line does not provide the additional capacity offered by 
the proposed MATL line of 300 or more MW.  NorthWestern 
Energy also operates a 161-kV line from Havre to Great Falls. 

The second transmission system in the area is operated by 
WAPA.  It consists of a 230-kV transmission line built in the 
1980s between Great Falls and Conrad and between Conrad 
and Shelby in the 1990s. The capacity of this line under the 
best conditions is about 240MW. The second related WAPA 
line in this area is a 115-kV line between Cut Bank and Havre 
and an interconnected 161-kV line from Havre to Great Falls.  
The 115-kV line currently has about an 80MW limit and a 
conductor limit of about 120MW for future expansion. 
WAPA is considering rebuilding the Havre to Great Falls 
line and upgrading the line to 230-kV specifications which 
could give that line about a 240MW capacity.  However the 
line would still be operated at its existing voltage until 
transformers are upgraded in substations near Great Falls 
and Havre.  All of these WAPA lines already have firm 
commitments for available capacity and can sometimes run 
at capacity due to system characteristics.  Thus, this system 
does not provide the additional firm capacity offered by the 
MATL proposal. 
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In addition, neither the NorthWestern Energy system nor the 
WAPA system directly connects to the transmission system 
in Alberta.  Thus, the existing direct transmission capacity 
between Great Falls and Lethbridge is essentially zero.  
MATL’s line would make it possible for transactions to take 
place between Alberta and Montana.   
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Response 41:  Comment noted.  See response to comments 44 
and 46 in which the commenter cites specific provisions of 
the U.S. Constitution.  

Response 42:  The concept of beaming energy has been around 
since the 1960s.  The idea involves converting light to energy 
with a series of satellite mounted photovoltaic cells or solar 
collectors based on the moon.  Light energy would be 
converted to electricity and then to microwave radiation.  
The microwave radiation would be beamed down to a 
combination rectifier-antenna, called a rectenna, located in 
an isolated area. The rectenna would convert the microwave 
energy back to DC (direct current) power. Lasers have also 
been considered as a way to transmit the energy from space.  
Such a system might provide electricity at a cost of about 60 
to 80 cents per kilowatt-hour using today’s technology but 
costs might come down to 7 to 10 cents per kilowatt-hour in 
15 to 20 years.  Clearly this is currently not a cost competitive 
source of power today when many in Montana are paying 
about 8.83 cents per kilowatt hour.   

Experimental earth-based methods of beaming electricity 
have been developed.  However, according to the 
Smithsonian/NASA ADS Astronomy Abstract Service “the 
best experimentally verified wireless power transmission 
DC-to-DC efficiencies are 54 percent for a microwave 
transmission measured over a short distance; the longest 
range wireless power transmission stands at 1.6 km in 1975 
(Brown, 1998; Dickinson, 1975, 2002).”  Beaming electricity is 
not seen as a viable alternative to the proposed transmission 
line at this time. 
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Response 43:  The agencies are unaware of any United Nations 
directives concerning women and children that are affected 
by the agencies’ environmental review of the MATL project 
under the Montana Environmental Policy Act.  The agencies 
are not able to be more specific in its response without a 
direct reference to a United Nations directive. 

Response 44:  The commenter mistakenly identifies Article III as 
stating “no person held to service or labor in one State under 
the laws escaping into another shall be discharged from any 
service or labor, but shall be delivered upon the claim of the 
party to whom such labor may be due.”  This provision is 
found in Article IV, Section 3, and was superseded by the 
adoption of Amendment XIII in 1865 that abolished slavery 
within the United States.  Neither has application to the 
agencies’ consideration of the MATL project. 

Article III, Section 2, of the United States Constitution 
allowed federal courts to accept jurisdiction of legal 
controversies between a State and a citizen of another State.  
The United States Supreme Court accepted such jurisdiction 
of such an action in Chisholm v. Georgia 2 U.S. (2 Dall.) 419 
(1793).  Congress proposed Amendment XI to the United 
States Constitution which was ratified in 1798.  The 
sovereign immunity granted States under Amendment XI 
overturns Chisholm, preventing suits against States by 
citizens of other States.   Neither of the federal jurisdiction 
provisions of Article III, Section 2, or Amendment XI apply 
to the agencies’ consideration of the MATL Project 
application. 

Response 45:  See response to comment 41. 
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Response 46:  Amendment IX to the United States Constitution 
addressed a concern that passage of the Bill of Rights would 
allow government infringement of other fundamental rights 
that were not expressly included in the Bill of Rights.  Courts 
have relied on Amendment IX as an affirmation of the 
existence of rights which are not enumerated but which are 
nonetheless protected by other provisions.  The agencies’ 
consideration of the MATL Project does not infringe on any 
fundamental rights, whether listed in the Bill of Rights or 
protected by other provisions of the United States 
Constitution.   

Response 47:  Comment noted.  The Federal Agriculture 
Improvement and Reform Act of 1966 and as amended 
provides incentives for property owners to enroll highly 
erodible land in the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP).  
The agencies did recognize that certain lands in the study 
area are currently enrolled in the CRP.  However, these 
enrollments are not believed to be permanent and thus when 
the contract period is completed these lands may be 
converted to other uses such as grazing or cropland.  Because 
presence of a transmission line is expected to have greater 
impacts to crop land than to grazing land, agencies treated 
CRP land as crop land when analyzing impacts.   
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Response 48:  No decision has been issued at this time.  The draft 
EIS recognized the importance of climate, living organisms, 
parent material, topography, and time in the development of 
soils in this area of Montana (see Section 3.2). 

Response 49:  The Revised Model Business Corporation Act is 
published by the Committee on Corporate Law of the Section 
of Corporation, Banking and Business Law of the American 
Bar Association.  Montana has, in large part, adopted this 
model act in the provisions of Title 35, Montana Code 
Annotated.  None of its business corporation provisions 
apply to the agencies’ consideration of the MATL project. 
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Response 50: Comment noted.  However, the comment 
addresses an issue beyond the scope of this EIS. 

Response 51:  Before a certificate of compliance for the proposed 
line could be issued by the DEQ, as required by ARM 
17.20.1602, DEQ must condition its approval with the 
requirement that “(c) for electric transmission facilities, that 
the facility will adhere to the national electric safety code 
regarding transmission lines and (d) for electric transmission 
facilities, that the electric field at the edge of the right-of-way 
will not exceed one kV per meter measured one meter above 
the ground in residential or subdivided areas unless the 
affected landowner waives this condition, and that the 
electric field at road crossings under the facility will not 
exceed seven kV per meter measured one meter above the 
ground.” 

Response 52:  The rules implementing the Montana 
Environmental Policy Act require that alternatives to the 
proposed action “appreciably accomplish the same objectives 
or results as the proposed action.”  Storing and transporting 
electricity in batteries would not accomplish MATL’s 
objective of building a transmission line to transmit 
electricity.  The technology for battery cells on the 
transmission grid (for storing energy on the grid) has not yet 
been widely developed for commercial use, although it is 
being tested at the current time. 

Fuel needed to transport the relatively heavy batteries would 
likely make this method of transmitting electricity 
uneconomical.  If it were an efficient way to transport bulk 
electricity, it would have been done and there would be a 
fleet of trucks and trains transporting electricity in this 
manner.   



MATL Transmission Line EIS 
 

Response to Comments 25 

Response 53:  Your comment is noted but is beyond the scope of 
this document. 
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Response 54:  As indicated in the wildlife discussion in Chapter 
3, “The Project area contains rolling hills, gentle ridges, and 
plateaus bisected by small drainages.  There are no obvious 
“funnels,” such as prominent ridgelines or mountain gaps 
that could potentially serve as large scale or regional 
migratory pathways.  The relatively small ridges within the 
project area may serve as local pathways for birds passing 
through as a part of a large, broad front migration.”  
Thousands of tundra swans, and snow and Ross’s geese pass 
through the area each year along with neotropical migrant 
birds and migrating raptors.  DEQ staff has observed flocks 
of snow geese on area lakes and has received reports of 
concentrations of other migratory waterfowl on area ponds 
and lakes.  Raptors have been reported to migrate and to nest 
in some parts of the study area, notably the Kevin Rim area.   

 Chapter 4 describes the potential impacts of wind farms.  
Avian mortality estimates based on data collected from the 
various wind farms in the United States indicate an average 
of 2.19 avian fatalities per turbine per year for all species 
combined, and an average of 0.033 fatalities for raptors per 
turbine per year (Erickson et al. 2001). These estimates are 
based on survey methods that may or may not be equivalent 
between wind energy facilities, and may not accurately 
estimate actual mortality estimates. Excluding California, 
these averages are 1.83 total avian fatalities per turbine per 
year, and 0.006 raptor fatalities per turbine per year. The 
number of bird fatalities per turbine per year from individual 
studies has ranged from 0 birds per turbine per year (at 
Searsburg, Vermont, and Algona, Iowa) to 4.45 birds per 
turbine per year (at Buffalo Ridge Phase III, Minnesota). 
Recent estimates of raptor mortality for the Altamont Pass 
Wind Resource Area (WRA) ranged from 0.16 fatalities per 
turbine per year to 0.24 fatalities per turbine per year 
(Smallwood and Thelander 2004). The range of fatality rates 
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reported for these facilities probably reflects differences in 
the habitats and bird communities among the sites, as well as 
differences in the designs of the mortality monitoring studies 
that generated the reported data.  Impacts of the proposed 
transmission line on avian species are described in Section 
3.8. 

Response 55:  See the revised discussions of cumulative impacts 
in Chapter 4. 

Response 56:  See response to comment 23. 

Response 57:  DEQ does not have authority to regulate wind 
farms under the Major Facility Siting Act or any other 
statutory scheme that it administers.  Furthermore, the 
Montana Environmental Policy Act is procedural in nature.  
While the Montana Environmental Policy Act requires DEQ 
to disclose cumulative impacts, it does not give DEQ 
substantive authority to regulate the activity causing those 
impacts. 

Your opinion has been noted and forwarded to Montana 
Fish, Wildlife and Parks, the wildlife management agency for 
the State of Montana.   
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Response 58: Comment noted. 

Response 59: Comment noted. 

Response 60: Comment noted. 

Response 61: Comment noted.  The benefits of the MATL line to 
Montana are discussed in Section 1.2 and Section 3.13.   

Response 62: Comment noted.  The benefits of the MATL line to 
Montana are discussed in Section 1.2 and Section 3.13.   

Response 63: Comment noted.  The benefits of the MATL line to 
Montana are discussed in Section 1.2 and Section 3.13.   
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Response 64: Alternative 4 is located north of the two existing 
transmission lines that are located on the property in Section 
20, Township 21 North, Range 4 East, and on the north side 
of WAPA’s Great Falls to Conrad 230 kV line. A map 
received from the Cascade County Planning office has the 
location of the proposed mill southwest of the existing 
transmission lines.  See response to comment 37.  

Response 65:  Comment noted. 

Response 66:  The three parcels you describe were rezoned from 
agricultural to light industrial on April 10, 2007.  
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Response 67:  See the revised discussion of impacts in Chapter 
4and responses to comments 20 and 22. 

Response 68:  The impact analyses in Chapter 4 has been revised.  
However, information pertaining to the development of 
wind generation in the vicinity of the proposed transmission 
line lacks sufficient specificity to adequately analyze turbine 
size, location, and many project-specific impacts.  DOE 
agrees with the commenter that the impacts identified in the 
March Environmental Assessment would not support a 
Finding of No Significant Impact.  It is primarily for that 
reason that DOE has decided to prepare this EIS. 
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Response 69:  See response 68 above.  Compliance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act is the responsibility of 
the Federal agencies, not the applicant.  This Draft EIS 
contains a discussion of the impacts of wind farms in 
Chapter 4. 

Response 70:  See the revised discussion of impacts in Chapter 4 
and response to comment 20.  See also response to comment 
415 regarding potential visual impacts of the MATL line and 
wind farms on viewpoints in Glacier National Park.  

Proposed transmission lines would likely be minimal 
intrusive elements for historic trails and tribal sites when 
sensitive viewpoints are beyond three miles of the proposed 
facilities.  Proposed wind farms could be more intrusive 
elements because of their larger size and scale.  A detailed 
and site-specific analysis would be needed to determine 
potential effects.  There are numerous historic trails crossing 
the region, primarily trending in a north-south direction 
along the Rocky Mountain Front.  For minor trails, 
viewpoints within 3 miles of the transmission line could have 
some visual effect; however, the usual viewscape for a trail is 
along the trail, rather than toward peripheral areas.  Unless 
the line crosses a trail, the effect on trail viewpoints would 
likely be minimal.   

The Great North Trail is located more than 50 miles to the 
west of the proposed transmission line corridor and 
McCormick Ranch Wind Park; its visual qualities would not 
be affected. From elevated and distant viewpoints such as 
mountain tops where most sacred sites can be expected to 
occur, the proposed transmission line and wind farms would 
be no more intrusive visually than pre-existing roadways 
and highways, other transmission lines, cultivated fields, and 
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developed landscapes.  The visual setting for these types of 
locations has already been severely modified. 

Note that while there are wetlands in the area, these 
wetlands generally develop in low lying areas.  Wind farms 
tend to be located on upland areas with more desirable wind 
regimes.  The agencies have expanded Chapter 4 to respond 
to the need for additional discussion of visual impacts, 
migratory waterfowl and raptors, and prepared a floodplain 
and wetlands assessment as these pertain to cumulative 
impacts. 
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Response 71:  Comment noted.  The information provided is 
appreciated. 

Response 72:   Comment noted.  The agencies appreciate the 
information provided.   
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Response 73:   Comment noted.  The agencies appreciate the 
information provided.   

Response 74:   Comment noted.  The agencies appreciate the 
information provided.   
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Response 75:  The comment period was extended an additional 
three weeks in response to this request. 
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Response 76:  Comment noted. 

Response 77:  Comment noted.  See updated discussions of 
impacts to farming in Section 3.13 and the updated 
discussion of cumulative visual impacts in Section 4.1.6.   

Response 78:  Comment noted. 
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Response 79:  Comment noted. 

Response 80:  Comment noted. 

Response 81:  Comment noted.   

Response 82:  Comment noted. 
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Response 83:  Comment noted.  Already signed means the 
landowner has signed a right-of-way agreement or an option 
with MATL. 

Response 84: Alternative 4 would be located within ¼ mile of 
your residence and within ½ mile of your neighbor to the 
south and would result in major visual impact (see Section 
3.15).  Overall, Alternative 4 does the best job of avoiding 
close proximity to residences, with 67 residences within ½ 
mile of the line.  Alternative 2 would have 77 residences 
within ½ mile, and Alternative 3 would have 94 residences  
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Response 85:  Thank you for the information.  The articles 
have been added to the record. 
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Response 86:  See response to comments 20 and 29, and the 
revised discussion of impacts in Chapter 4.   

Response 87:  Refer to response to comment 23.  Because the 
Montana legislature has removed DEQ’s regulatory 
authority over the siting of wind farms, unless wind farm 
developers choose to provide a public involvement process 
in their site selection or unless the wind farms would be 
located on public land, members of the public are likely to 
have limited input in wind farm location.   

Response 88:  Comment noted. 
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Response 89:  Comments noted.  See the revised discussion of 
impacts in Chapter 4 for more discussion on wind farms.  
The agencies do not have regulatory authority over wind 
farm or oil, gas, or coalbed methane location nor can they 
predict what the effect of wind farms might be on Montana-
consumed electricity prices.  Westmoreland Resources, Inc., 
has applied to expand its coal mine near Hardin.  This is the 
only coal-related proposal under DEQ’s jurisdiction that is 
under consideration at this time.  Most of the questions 
asked in this comment are beyond the scope of the EIS, and 
cannot be answered by the agencies.   

Response 90:  Beneficiaries would likely include project sponsors 
making profits on investments in wind farms, property 
owners receiving payments for hosting wind turbines, the 
state and counties collecting taxes, and people employed in 
the construction and operation of wind farms.  See Chapter 4 
for a revised discussion of potential impacts and Chapter 44 
for impacts on socioeconomic resources. Electricity from 
wind generation on State lands is exempt from the wholesale 
energy transaction tax of $0.00015 per kWh transmitted. 
Electricity from any source, including renewables, generated 
on a reservation is exempt if it is for delivery out of state. 
Electricity generated by a US government agency for 
delivery outside the state and electricity from any source 
delivered to members of a cooperative or municipality is 
exempt from the WET tax (15-72-104, MCA). 

Most of the questions asked in this comment are beyond the 
scope of the EIS, and cannot be answered by the agencies.  
The benefits and costs of MATL to Montana are discussed in 
Section 1.2 and Section 3.13.  Potential impacts to Montana 
customers are discussed in Section 3.13.  The agencies 
acknowledge that aesthetic impacts of wind farm 
development have a subjective component and can elicit 
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varying emotional responses from viewers based on 
individual values, experiences, and perceptions of derived 
benefits.  See the discussion of visual impacts in Section 3.15 
and the revised cumulative impacts in Section 4.16. 

Response 91:  The answer to this question is a matter of personal 
opinion beyond the scope of this EIS.   

Response 92:  Your questions are beyond the scope of this EIS.  
See the discussion of potential wind farm impacts in Chapter 
4.  The benefits and cost of MATL to Montana are discussed 
in Section 1.2 and in Section 3.13.  Potential impacts to 
Montana customers are discussed in Section 3.13.    

Response 93a:  A quantitative answer to this question is beyond 
the scope of this document.   

Response 93b:  The line will be available to market power from a 
variety of sources including hydro.  Those holding firm 
contracts would have first priority for access to the proposed 
MATL transmission line.  At this time, wind farms that have 
signed contracts for service from MATL would have first 
access to the line.  However, wind farms do not generate at 
full capacity all of the time.  When they are producing less 
power than the capacity indicated in their firm contracts, 
space would be available on the line for power from other 
sources on a short-term, non-firm basis.  This could include 
power from coal, gas, hydro, and even nuclear power.   

Response 93c:  There is no reason why the line would increase 
Montana’s dependence on fossil fuel energy.  Montana’s 
utilities must meet a certain amount of their supply portfolio 
using renewable energy, as required under Montana’s 
Renewable Portfolio Standard enacted in April 2005 (69-8-
1001 through 69-8-1008, MCA). 
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Response 94:  Potential mitigating measures for 
decommissioning wind farms are indicated in Appendix O.  
However, these are simply potential measures and could not 
be made mandatory by the agencies without passage of 
authorizing legislation or a request by MATL. 

Response 95a:  See Chapter 4 for a discussion of the number of 
turbines that might be located in an area.   

Response 95b:  The optimum number of turbines is beyond the 
scope of this EIS.  

Response 95c:  If the property value of adjacent land is 
dependent upon the views from that property, property 
values could decrease if turbines obscure views.  The degree 
of change in property values could depend upon the site 
specific situation, uses of the adjacent land in question (if the 
land is used for farming or grazing, the value might not 
change), and the availability of similar land in the area that is 
not adjacent to a wind farm.   

Response 95d:  If the neighbors do not want to look at nearby 
wind turbines, they could ask for compensation from a wind 
farm developer but the agencies are not aware of any 
requirements that compensation must be provided by the 
developer for off-site visual impacts.  

Response 95e:  70-30-102, MCA, enumerates 44 public uses for 
which eminent domain can be exercised.  Wind farms are not 
among the uses enumerated. 

Response 95f:  Because the agencies have no regulatory 
authorities for wind farms beyond those listed in Chapter 4, 
the agencies do not anticipate that it would perform any 
further site specific EIS for the wind farms.  If a DEQ permit 
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would be required, an environmental assessment would be 
required to determine whether there is a potential for 
significant impacts to occur.  An EIS would not be required 
without a finding that there would be potential for 
significant environmental impacts.  Likewise, extension of 
transmission lines not defined as “facilities” under the Major 
Facility Siting Act are unlikely to require further 
environmental review by DEQ if the project sponsor obtains 
easements or options from 75 percent of the landowners who 
collectively own 75 percent of the land that would be crossed 
by the interconnecting line.  If extended transmission lines 
would require review by DEQ as a facility covered by the 
Major Facility Siting Act or under another permit, then the 
environmental review process would begin when an 
application is filed. 

Response 96:  The answers to these questions are beyond the 
scope of the EIS. 

Response 97:   The agencies encourage energy conservation; 
however, there is no way for the state to force people to 
conserve.  Inducing decentralized wind and solar 
development is outside the agencies’ jurisdiction and is 
beyond the scope of the EIS. 

Response 98:  Whether Montana is destined for haphazard 
development is beyond the scope of this EIS. 

Response 99:  The locations of the alternatives are mapped and 
described in Chapter 2 of the EIS.  Also, see responses to 
comments 20, 22, and 89. 
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Response 100:  See response to comment 24.  MATL is proposed 
as a merchant transmission line for electricity producers to 
ship their product to market.  Electricity from any source, 
including wind farms, could be transmitted over the line. 

Response 101:  Comment noted.  See response to comment 23 
relative to public participation in the siting of wind farms. 
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Response 102:  Comment noted. 

Response 103:  Comment noted. 

Response 104:  Comment noted.   

Response 105:  Comment noted. 
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Response 106:  Comment noted. 

Response 107:  Comment noted. 

Response 108:  Comment noted. 



MATL Transmission Line EIS 
 

Response to Comments 54 

 

Response 109:  Comment noted. 
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Response 110:  Faulty transmission lines occasionally are the 
cause of fires.  The fault or liability in each instance would be 
determined based on the facts in that particular case.  
However, the agencies note your comment that potentially 
there are additional costs that should be considered, 
although they may be difficult to assess in advance. 

Response 111:  Comment noted.  The land leasing company 
works directly for MATL and their methods and practices 
are not sanctioned or controlled by the agencies. 

Response 112:  Comment noted. 

Response 113:  The agencies worked with consultants to better 
quantify the costs of the line to farmers as indicated in 
Section 3.13. 

Response 114:  Comment noted.  Even if a GPS system could 
guide equipment around a pole, there would be additional 
costs associated with time, fuel, seed, fertilizer, and 
herbicides to work around the poles. 
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Response 115:  Aerial applicators have to consider a number of 
obstacles – existing power lines, trees, and towers. Aerial 
applicators do not charge more for spraying fields with 
obstructions, but they might leave small untreated areas to 
avoid the obstructions (HydroSolutions, July 2007, de Waal 
Malefyt, 1979). They would prefer the transmission line to be 
of single poles and the lowest conductor high enough to fly 
under. Applicators also mentioned a preference that the 
transmission line have cardinal headings of North-
South/East-West (Campbell Aviation, July 2007).  
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Response 116:  Comment noted. 

Response 117:  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 project has 
indicated a willingness to release detailed plans.  USFWS 
provided the agencies with maps outlining the extent of the 
McCormick Ranch Wind Park between the Marias River and 
Highway 2 (Figure 4.1-2 in the Draft EIS).  In this area, there 
is no substantial difference between alternative transmission 
line locations; all would be near the proposed wind farm.  
Based on the scanty information received from prospective 
wind farm developers, it would be speculative to assume 
that one alignment would be better than another relative to 
the ability to interconnect to the MATL line.   See the 
description of wind farm impacts in Chapter 4.   

Response 118:  Comment noted.    
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Response 119:  Comments noted.   
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Response 120:  Comment noted. 

Response 121:  Comment noted.  The mileage of state land 
crossed on a diagonal is indicated below.  

Alternative 2 Diagonal Crossing of State Land 
LOCATION LAND USE TYPE MILES (approximate) 

T37N R5W SEC. 36 CROP 0.5 
T23N R2E SEC. 23 CROP 1.1 
T25N R1E SEC. 16 CROP 0.3 
T25N R1E SEC. 16 CROP 0.5 
T26N R1W SEC. 36 CROP 1.1 
T31N R5W SEC. 2 RANGE 0.5 

T32N R5W SEC. 16 RANGE 1.08 
T35N R5W SEC. 16 RANGE 0.9 
T23N R2E SEC. 25 RANGE 0.5 
T23N R2E SEC. 22 RANGE 0.6 
T23N R2E SEC. 16 RANGE 0.8 
T28N R3W SEC. 18 RANGE 0.3 

 

Alternative 3 Diagonal Crossing of State Land 
LOCATION LAND USE TYPE MILES (approximate) 

T23N R3E SEC. 15 CROP 0.15 
T29N R3W SEC. 31 CROP 0.3 
T29N R4W SEC. 36 CROP 0.5 
T28N R3W SEC. 18 RANGE 0.2 
T29N R4W SEC. 36 RANGE 0.1 
T32N R5W SEC. 16 RANGE 1.1 

 

 

Alternative 4 Diagonal Crossing of State Land 

LOCATION LAND USE TYPE 
MILES 

(approximate) 
T25N R1E SEC. 16 CROP  0.3 
T25N R1E SEC. 16 CROP  0.5 
T25N R1W SEC. 3 CROP  1.3 

T29N R2W SEC. 36 CROP  0.1 
T37N R5W SEC. 36 CROP  0.5 
T23N R2E SEC. 33 RANGE 0.5 
T29N R2W SEC. 36 RANGE 0.09 
T29N R3W SEC. 16 RANGE 0.55 
T31N R5W SEC. 2 RANGE 0.5 

T32N R5W SEC. 16 RANGE 1.08 
T35N R5W SEC. 16 RANGE 0.9 

 

Response 122:  Comment noted.  

Response 123:  Known archeological features have been avoided 
on DNRC lands.  On undisturbed areas where no ground 
survey has been conducted, the agencies would require that 
the areas be surveyed and that sensitive features be avoided 
where possible (see Appendix F, items 2.12.1 through 2.12.3 
and Appendix A of Appendix F for items pertaining to 
cultural resources). 
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Response 124:  Comment noted. 

Response 125:  Comment noted. 
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Response 126:  Comment noted. 

Response 127:  Comment noted. 
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Response 128:  Comment noted. 

Response 129:  Comment noted. 

Response 130:  Comment noted. 

Response 131:  Comment noted. 
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Response 132:  See response to comment 28, Section 3.15, and the 
revised discussion of impacts in Section4.16 for a description 
of potential visual impacts associated with wind farm 
development.  In general, the Rocky Mountain Front west of 
Choteau is located more than 80 miles from the proposed 
MATL line.  If wind farm development were located 30 miles 
from the MATL line, it would then be about 50 miles away 
from the Front and beyond the range of visibility.     

Response 133:  See response to comment 24. 

Response 134:  See the revised discussion of impacts in Chapter 
4.  See response to comment 23 for a discussion of public 
participation in siting of wind farm developments where the 
agencies have no regulatory authority. 
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Response 135:  Alberta typically imports more energy than it 
exports—for more discussion about Alberta’s electricity 
situation, see Section 3.17 and response to comment 33b-d.  
The Western grid is an interconnected whole and there is 
capacity at certain times of the year on all lines exiting both 
Montana and Alberta.  At other times of the year, there is 
little or no excess capacity on existing lines.  Thus, power 
from generation built as a result of MATL would, at certain 
times of the year, have several options in terms of how to 
leave the Montana service area to serve other markets.  At 
other times of the year, that power could be constrained in 
terms of leaving the Montana control areas. 

Response 136:  Comment noted.  The agencies have worked with 
several groups of landowners and most people have been 
willing to work with the agencies and each other to arrive at 
solutions for line location.  

Response 137:  While this option would keep lines in a single 
corridor, it would not be a location that would meet many of 
the preferred location criteria under rules implementing the 
Major Facility Siting Act (see Section 2.1). 

Response 138:  Comment noted. 

Response 139:  Comment noted. 

Response 140:  Comment noted. 
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Response 141:  Comment noted.  MATL has indicated that 
although the current proposal is to build a line that could 
handle 300 MW flowing from north to south and south to 
north, the conductors proposed could be physically able to 
handle additional power in the future, though line losses 
may be unacceptably high (see the responses to comments 
346).  Easement payments are typically not dependent upon 
the amount of power that would flow through a line.   
Similarly, easement payments for a transmission line are 
typically not based on the number of fiber optic strands in a 
cable.  

Response 142:  Comment noted.  However, the text does not say 
that no poles would be located in the 100 –year floodplains.  
Rather the text in Section 3.6 indicates that structures would 
not be located below the normal high-water mark and that 
high hazard areas of floodplains would be avoided.   

Response 143:  Comment noted.  See Section 3.13 for further 
discussion of the costs associated with farming around 
structures. 

Response 144:  Costs of mitigating impacts would be borne by 
MATL because MATL is proposing to build the line.  Only if 
NorthWestern Energy would buy power from the MATL line 
would any mitigation costs show up in the transmission 
portion of the bill for Montana customers. 
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Response 145:  Comment noted.  Single poles are seen as a way 
to reduce but not eliminate impacts to farming activities.  
Because single poles are more expensive than H-frames, in 
developing the alternatives the agencies tried to limit the use 
of single poles to situations where they would reduce 
impacts, principally on cultivated land.  Presence of H-frame 
structures does not interfere substantially with livestock use 
on range and pasture land.  Alternative 2, as proposed by 
MATL, would use 53 miles of single poles.  Alternative 2 
would not include single poles on the other 38.4 miles of 
cropland and CRP land crossed.  Alternative 4 was 
developed by the agencies and would use single poles 
wherever cropland and CRP land are crossed.   The agencies 
regret that some people feel they were treated unfairly.  If 
Alternative 2 is finally chosen for permitting, the distribution 
could be altered in the certificate, or the requirement for 
monopoles could be rescinded by the agencies. 

Response 146:  Comment noted.  The agencies examined the 
suggested alternative crossing of the Teton River (see Figure 
2.6-3).  This alignment would cross a low elevation bend 
along the Teton River and would be more prone to flood 
damage than the modified Alternative 2 which would be 
located a greater distance above the river.  The suggested 
alternative also would cross a landslide feature where the 
river’s location at the toe of the slope makes long-term 
stability of the slope questionable.  Note that the length and 
location of the crossing indicated in the comment would 
necessitate a structure being located somewhere on this slope 
since the landslide is too long to span.  Like Alternative 2 
and modified Alternative 2, some road building would be 
necessary to access at least one structure on the suggested 
alternative. 

Response 147:  Comment noted.  However, such an alternative 
would be located close to a landing strip, would cross farm 
fields diagonally, and cause farm operators to work around 
two diagonal lines rather than one.  See response to comment 
37 as well. 

Response 148:  Comment noted.  See response to comment 145.   

Response 149:  The draft EIS notes in Section 3.15 that major 
visual impact would result where the transmission line 
would cross an area of Class B (above average) scenic quality 
such as the alluvial corridor of the Teton River.  This river 
crossing on state land would be marked to increase visibility 
to low flying airplanes.  

Alternative 4 would be located about one mile west of 
Alternative 3 at the Teton River crossing.  This portion of the 
river corridor is used for dispersed recreation and both 
crossings would be highly visible to people recreating along 
the river.    

Response 150:  See response to comment 8. 
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Response 151:  The proposed line would be operated at 230 
kilovolts.  It is proposed to carry up to 300MW in each 
direction.  MATL has indicated that the proposed conductor 
could handle up to 600MW in each direction while still being 
operated at 230 kV, but this would require upgrading of 
substation equipment and line losses would be roughly 20 
percent or about 115MW (MATL 2007).  The explanation for 
the mention of a 400MW potential loading is that if the 
MATL line would be loaded to 300MW, an extra contingency 
load of up to 100MW must be carried by the line to support 
existing power facilities in the area in case of outages on 
other transmission lines (HDR 2007).  Also see comment 346. 

Response 152:  The idea of placing wind farms in a manner that 
would not intrude on views of the Rocky Mountain Front is 
noted.  Note however, the agencies do not have regulatory 
authority over the location of wind farms and cannot dictate 
their placement.  Also see the description of potential 
cumulative wind farm impacts in Chapter 4.  

Response 153: Comment noted. 
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Response 154:  Comment noted. 

Response 155:  Electricity generated as a result of MATL would 
be sold on the power market, and not necessarily to Montana 
customers.  See response to comment 33 for further 
discussion of potential affects on prices.  The factors that 
affect electricity prices in Montana are complex and 
numerous. 

Response 156:  Comment noted. 

Response 157:  The coal-fired plant proposed near Great Falls 
would benefit a group of electric cooperatives from south 
central Montana as well as the City of Great Falls.  The 
opinion regarding pollution from this plant is noted.  Wind 
generators do not provide firm baseload power similar to 
that which can be produced by a conventional coal-fired 
plant.  However some developers are looking into the 
possibility of converting coal into diesel fuel and using this 
diesel fuel in conventional diesel powered generators as a 
way to firm wind generation. 

Response 158:  Comment noted. 
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Response 159:  Should a line structure be lost due to erosion, the 
line would be out of service until the structure is replaced or 
repaired.  The existing NorthWestern Energy line was not 
paralleled due to concerns with having to farm around two 
sets of structures on either side of the Teton River crossing, 
not the Teton crossing itself.  Lastly, the Major Facility Siting 
Act contains a requirement in 75-20-301(1)(h) “that the use of 
public lands for location of the facility was evaluated and 
public lands were selected whenever their use is as 
economically practicable as the use of private lands.”  The 
proposed crossing would be located on a state section while 
the crossing of the Teton River parallel to NorthWestern 
Energy’s existing transmission line would be located on 
private land on each side of the river.  Comment noted. 

Response 160:  Comment noted. 

Response 161:  Comment noted. 
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Response 162:  Comment noted.  Although some area residents 
would have the transmission line present in their views of 
the Rocky Mountain Front, Alternative 4 does the best job 
overall of avoiding proximity to residences, with 67 
residences within ½ mile of the line.  Alternative 2 would 
have 77 residences within ½ mile, and Alternative 3 would 
have 94 residences.  While both the transmission line and 
wind turbines would introduce strong linear elements into 
viewed landscapes, the structures are typically not clustered 
sufficiently to conceal or hide surrounding mountain ranges 
(see the pictures of the Judith Gap wind farm in the revised 
discussion of impacts in Sections 4.16).  

Response 163:  Comment noted.  Transmission lines could 
adversely affect land values, and that would be a cost to 
Montanans.  Existing evidence suggests that land values are 
not significantly affected by transmission lines.  See the 
revised discussion on land values in Section 3.13. 



MATL Transmission Line EIS 
 

Response to Comments 73 

 

Response 164a:  Comment noted. The benefits and costs of 
MATL to Montana are discussed in Sections 1.2 and 3.13.  
Potential impacts to Montana customers are discussed in 
Section 3.13.  The energy generated as a result of this line 
would be sold on the open energy market.  

Response 164b:  Recent passage of legislation will likely result in 
lower tax rates for MATL.  This legislation also included tax 
reductions for landowners whose land is crossed by new 
transmission lines.   
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Response 164c:  Comment noted.  

Response 164d:  Comment noted.  The agencies note that 
transmission lines could adversely affect land and visual 
values, and that would be a cost to Montanans.  See the 
discussion on visual impacts in Section 3.15.  See the revised 
discussion on land values in Section 3.13. 
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Response 165:  See response to comments 28 and 29and the 
revised discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4.  The 
eastern edge of Glacier National Park lies more than 50 miles 
west of the MATL transmission line.  If wind farms were 
located 30 miles from the MATL line, they would be at the 
limit of visibility for viewpoints within Glacier National 
Park.  

Response 166:   See the revised cumulative socioeconomic 
impacts portion of Chapter 4 for a discussion of property 
values in relation to wind farms. 

Response 167:  See response to comment 168. 

Response 168:  It is unclear how long wind farms would be 
operated.  See the discussion of impacts in Chapter 4.   
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Response 169:  Comment noted.  See the responses to comments 
20, 22, and 29 and revisions to the discussion of impacts in 
Chapter 4.  Short-term, non-firm capacity would likely be 
available to other electricity producers. 

Response 170:  Comment noted.  See the revised discussion of 
impacts in Section 4.16.  

Response 171:  See the responses to comments 20, 22, and 
revisions to the discussion of impacts in Chapter 4.  The 
agencies are not aware of any other developments in the area 
that would come under the agency’s permitting authority. 

Response 172:  Comment noted.  
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Response 173:  Comment noted. 
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Response 174:  See response to comment 8. 

Response 175:  In the special legislative session the “Clean and 
Green Energy” tax incentives package was passed.  See the 
revised discussion of socioeconomic impacts in Section 3.13. 



MATL Transmission Line EIS 
 

Response to Comments 80 

 

Response 176:  Comment noted. 

Response 177:  See response to comment 163.  To the extent that 
the MATL line would lower land values, that would be a cost 
to landowners. See the revised discussion on land values in 
Section 3.13.  Section 3.15 notes that most visual impacts are 
direct and long term and that transmission line structures 
within the immediate foreground of residences would result 
in a major impact.  Homeowners would not be compensated 
for these effects when the line is not on their land. 
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Response 178:  Comment noted. 

Response 179:  Comment noted. 

Response 180:  Comment noted. 

Response 181:  Comment noted. 
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Response 182:   Comment noted.  The three action alternatives 
would be located east of Interstate 15 on the southern portion 
of the project and remains almost 50 miles east of Glacier 
National Park in the north.  The line would tend to attract 
wind farms in the Conrad and Cut Bank areas but not as far 
west as the Rocky Mountain Front.  A rule of thumb is that 
an individual 150MW wind farm can typically afford to build 
only about 30 to 40 miles of interconnecting 230-kV 
transmission lines before the project becomes economically 
infeasible.  With adequate wind resources close to the 
proposed line, it is most likely that wind farms would be 
close to the line rather than being built at a great distance 
from it. There are several other proposed interconnections 
with existing transmission lines between Great Falls and the 
border with Canada, as indicated in Chapter 4.  All three 
action alternatives have been sited in a general southeast to 
northwest direction between Great Falls and Cut Bank and 
would be located east of Interstate 15 for part of their length 
(see mileage information below).  All would cross Interstate 
15 with the proposed line present in foreground views, 
including views toward the Rocky Mountain Front 
approximately 40 miles to the west.  With panoramic 
landscape views common throughout the study area, 
including views toward the Rocky Mountain Front, 
residences located east of Interstate 15 as well as tourists 
driving other highways and roads throughout the study area 
would have the transmission line present in many views.   
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Mileage information: Alternative 2 would have approxi-
mately 53 miles of its total 130-mile length east of Interstate 
15 and would cross the interstate between Brady and 
Conrad.  Alternative 3 would have approximately 50 miles of 
its total 122-mile length east of Interstate 15, crossing the 
interstate between Brady and Conrad.  Alternative 4 would 
have approximately 73 miles of its total 140-mile length east 
of Interstate 15, crossing the interstate north of Conrad. 

Response 183:  Comment noted. 
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Response 184:  Comments noted.  In response to this comment 
the agencies’ staff worked with the Sanders and developed a 
small realignment that would locate structures on range and 
pasturelands and along field boundaries. 

Response 185:  Health concerns are addressed in Section 3.4 and 
4.5.    

Response 186:  Comment noted.   

Response 187:  Comment noted.  See response to comment 184. 

Response 188:  See response to comment 184.   
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Response 189:  Comment noted. 

Response 190:  Comment noted.  Alternative 4 remains on the 
north side of WAPA’s Great Falls to Conrad 230-kV 
transmission line in this area and as a consequence crosses 
subdivided land.  See responses to comments 37, 64, and 66. 
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Response 191:  Comment noted. 

Response 192:  Section 3.13 has been revised in response to 
comments and describes ranges of costs to farm around 
single pole and H-frame structures.  The additional costs of 
maintaining equipment that collides with a structure has not 
been included because no information is available on the 
frequency or extent of damage to equipment.  However, the 
agencies recognize that damage does occur. 

Response 193:  Comment noted.  Locating the line along section 
lines and property lines would add substantially to the cost 
of the line due to the extra angle structures and added 
length.  In addition locating along section lines would 
increase the chances that the line would be located close to 
residences since many of the rural residences are located 
near county roads which in many cases run along section 
lines.  In farmland, extra angles in the line would increase the 
difficulty of aerial spraying near the corners of the line.   
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Response 194a:  Responsibility for enforcing the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act relative to bird mortality caused by wind turbines 
falls to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  The agencies 
would encourage that preplanning studies of avian use be 
conducted prior to designing a wind farm to the extent that 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service recommends that such 
studies be conducted. 

Response 194b:  The market for transmission of power in 
Montana is designed around an hour to hour bidding 
process.  If a wind farm operator contracts with a 
transmission service provider to transmit electricity to 
consumers, the wind farm operator will contractually 
arrange for a specified amount of power to be transmitted 
over a line for a one-hour period.  The consumers will 
purchase and use this amount of power.  In order to meet 
reliability standards the transmission system operator must 
balance the amount of power being generated and added to 
the transmission system with the amount of power that is 
being consumed and removed from the system.  If the wind 
should suddenly drop and the wind farm cannot fulfill its 
contract obligation to deliver a specified amount of power 
within an hour, then the transmission system operator either 
has to add more power from other sources to the 
transmission system on short notice or risk upsetting the 
balance of power production and consumption.  If the 
transmission system gets too far out of balance, then 
brownouts or blackouts are a possibility.  The transmission 
system operator can also face monetary penalties from the 
Western Electricity Coordinating Council for not maintaining 
the proper balance.  Therefore the system relies on standby 
generation (regulating reserves) to quickly make up or fill in 
for these shortfalls.  Typically hydropower and gas-fired 
generation can ramp up quickly to fill in.  Traditionally, coal-
fired generation plants can be used but only to a limited 
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degree because it takes them longer to increase generation.  
Coal-fired plants are more often used to provide a solid, 
steady, longer term base of generation rather than 
responding very quickly to short term shortfalls.  However 
the agencies understand that some developers are 
investigating the possibility of converting coal to a synthetic 
diesel fuel and using this fuel in conventional diesel 
generators to increase generation when the wind drops.  The 
hydropower and gas-fired generation that are typically used 
for regulating reserves are ‘greener’ than coal generation.   

The agencies understand that before MATL would 
interconnect with NorthWestern Energy’s transmission 
system at Great Falls, MATL would have completed 
contractual arrangements with each of the wind farms the 
MATL line would serve, requiring the shippers (wind farms) 
to guarantee that they have access to and would provide the 
additional standby-generation needed for their individual 
wind farms.  The sources of these regulating reserves would 
be up to the shippers.     

See responses to comments 20 and 22.  Electricity generated 
by other means than wind turbines could be transmitted on 
the MATL line, especially when there is a need to stabilize 
the flow of electricity in the system.  The agencies cannot 
specify what sources of electricity can use the line.  
Comprehensive studies of the type suggested by the 
commenter are outside the scope of the EIS.   

Response 195:  Comment noted.  The agencies do not have 
regulatory oversight for the siting of wind farms, therefore 
the agencies would not be involved in putting together 
regulations and guidelines for placing or constructing wind 
farms. 

Response 196:  Comment noted.  While generation plants greater 
than 50 MW in size were once regulated under the Major 
Facility Siting Act, the legislature removed requirements for 
siting approval for most types of generation facilities, 
including wind farms.  Thus the legislative direction given 
DEQ is not to be involved with regulating the siting of such 
generation installations. 
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Response 197:  See the responses to comments 20 and 29 and 
Chapter 4.   

Response 198:  See the responses to comments 20 and the revised 
discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4. 

Response 199:  See responses to comments 20, 22, 29 and the 
revised discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4. 

Response 200:  See response to comment 194. 

Response 201:  With other voluntary guidelines such as those 
developed by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in place and no 
legislative direction to be involved with regulating siting and 
design of wind farms, the agencies have no role in 
developing guidelines for wind farms.  See response to 
comment 196 for a discussion of legislative direction and 
related comment 240.  The desire for development of 
guidelines for development of wind farms has been referred 
to Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks, Montana’s wildlife 
management agency. 

Response 202:  See the revised discussion of cumulative impacts 
in Chapter 4 for a list of potential permits and regulatory 
approvals. If a state permit or approval is required, then the 
permitting agency has the responsibility to review the project 
under the Montana Environmental Policy Act.  This review 
may take the form of an environmental assessment if there is 
no potential for significant adverse impacts or an 
environmental impact statement if the agency finds there are 
potentially significant adverse impacts.  If no permits are 
required, then there would be no environmental review. 
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Response 203:  Comment noted.  Refer to the response to 
comment 201 as well. 

Response 204:  By their very nature guidelines are 
recommendations that others can voluntarily adopt.  
Guidelines cannot require anybody to do anything.  The 
comments correctly indicate that guidelines have been 
developed relative to pre-planning studies of bird 
populations and their movements in the vicinity of wind 
farms.  Voluntary guidelines could be developed by agencies 
with some mission or authority on a topic, for example 
wildlife guidelines by Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks or 
siting on state land by the Department of Natural Resources 
and Conservation.  DEQ does not have this responsibility, so 
probably would not be involved with guideline development 
unless directed by the Governor’s office.  Another set of 
voluntary guidelines would not guarantee that the public has 
any role. 
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Response 205:  Comment noted. 

Response 206:  Comment noted.  Naturener USA (formerly Great 
Plains Wind and Energy), one of the firms with 
interconnection agreements with MATL, has indicated to the 
agencies that some pre-construction avian studies have been 
completed where it is planning to build a wind farm.  
Invenergy plans to complete necessary avian studies when 
its projects are further along.  Wind Hunter’s intentions are 
unknown.   

Response 207:  Comment noted. 

Response 208:  See responses to comments 28 and the revised 
discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4. 
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Response 209:  Comment noted.  See responses to comments 20, 
28, and 29 and the revised discussion of cumulative impacts 
in Chapter 4 for more information.   

Response 210:  Electricity generated and/or transmitted as a 
result of MATL’s proposed line would be sold on the open 
power market, and not necessarily sold to Montana 
customers.  The benefits and costs of MATL to Montana are 
discussed in Section 1.2 and Section 3.13.  Potential impacts 
to Montana customers are discussed in Section 3.13. 

Response 211:  The opinion on the lifespan of wind turbines is 
noted.  See the revised discussion of cumulative impacts in 
Chapter 4 and responses to comments 20 and 28.  

Response 212:  Under the Major Facility Siting Act, DEQ must 
respond to proposals that come under its regulatory 
authority including major transmission lines and pipelines.  
If DEQ finds and determines that a proposed facility as 
proposed or as modified, or an alternative, meets the 
requirements of the Act, it must be approved.  Permitting 
authority over most electricity generation facilities, including 
wind farms, is no longer covered by the Act, at the direction 
of the legislature.  The electricity generation capacity of 
present or future energy developments is outside DEQ’s 
legal jurisdiction or control.  Also see response to comment 
97.  
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Response 213:  The agencies have no regulatory oversight over 
wind farm siting.  It is possible that few if any state permits 
would be necessary if a project were proposed on private 
land with no stream or wetland crossings or encroachments.  
Persons interested in preventing haphazard development of 
wind farms would need to make their concerns known to 
developers as wind farms are sited and planned. 

Response 214:  See responses to comments 20, 22, and 213.   

Response 215:  See the revised discussion cumulative impacts in 
Chapter 4. 
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Response 216:  It is likely that wind farms would be developed 
as a result of the proposed transmission line since three wind 
energy companies currently hold capacity agreements with 
MATL.  Because of these contracts for transmission line 
capacity with MATL, the agencies believe that some wind 
farms are likely to be built over the next two years, though 
few details are available.  Wind farms do not come under the 
agencies’ regulatory authority.  These proposed wind farms 
would account for all of the firm capacity on the proposed 
line.  Consequently, it is speculative to say that new coal-
fired plants would be developed that would be dependent 
on a line where they do not have firm contractual rights to 
move the power from the plants to markets.  There is one 
coal plant proposed in the MATL area, but it was not 
proposed because of the MATL project.  There is no 
indication that other electricity generation will be stimulated 
by the MATL project.  See the revised discussions of 
cumulative impacts in Chapter 4 and responses to comments 
20, 22, and 212.   

Response 217:  Comment noted.  See response to comment 216 
above relative to the development of coal-fired generation 
plants. 

Response 218:  Comment noted.  See the revised discussion of 
cumulative impacts in Chapter 4.   
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Response 219:  Comment noted. 

Response 220:  The benefits and cost of MATL to Montana are 
discussed in Section 1.2 and Section 3.13.  Potential impacts 
to Montana customers are discussed in Section 3.13. 
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Response 221:  Comment noted. 

Response 222:  Comment noted.   

Response 223:  Comment noted. 
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Response 224:  Comment noted.  All of the alternatives carried 
forward for detailed consideration remain on the east side of 
Interstate 15 from Great Falls to just north of Brady.  
Alternative 4 would cross to the west side of the interstate 
about 11 miles north of alternatives 2 and 3.  All the 
alternatives have to cross to the west side of the interstate to 
reach the proposed border crossing.  With respect to visual 
impacts, see response to comment 182.  Although both the 
transmission line and wind turbines would introduce strong 
linear elements into viewed landscapes, is unlikely these 
structures would conceal or hide surrounding mountain 
ranges. 



MATL Transmission Line EIS 
 

Response to Comments 98 

 

Response 225:  Thank you for your opinion.  See the revised 
discussions of cumulative impacts in Section4.1. 

Response 226:  See the revised discussions of cumulative impacts 
in response to comment 24  and in Chapter 4.    

Response 227:  Because the Montana legislature has removed 
DEQ’s regulatory authority over the siting of most types of 
generation facilities, including wind farms, unless wind farm 
developers provide a public involvement process in their site 
selection or unless the wind farms would be located on 
public land, members of the public are not likely to have 
much input in wind farm location.  See response to comment 
23.  Your comment on the location of wind farms is noted.  

Response 228: Comment noted. 
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Response 229:  Where Alternative 3 passes next to this parcel, it 
would parallel the existing NorthWestern Energy Great Falls 
to Cut Bank 115-kV line.  Neither the existing line nor the 
proposed line would preclude use of the 3.8 acres for a future 
home site.  If a residence were present on this parcel, it 
would have Alternative 3 visible in the immediate 
foreground (within ¼ mile), similar to 34 existing residences 
along Alternative 3.  
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Response 230:  Thank you for the information.  The articles have 
been added to the record.  Also see response to comment 22.   
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Response 231:  The commenter was provided a map by DEQ on 
May 7, 2007.  Alternatives 2 and 4 are approximately nine 
miles directly east of Dutton. Alternative 3 is approximately 
12 miles directly east of Dutton.  
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Response 232:  Thank you for your comments.   The agencies do 
not have legal authority to prohibit construction of wind 
farms in any areas.  However, the agencies are not aware of 
any planned wind farms that would connect directly with 
the MATL project that would be built west of Highway 89.  
The wind farms that we have heard of that may interconnect 
with MATL’s line and locations where anemometers have 
been seen, possibly indicating an interest in wind farms, are 
generally located between Highway 89 and Interstate 15 
outside the Blackfeet Indian Reservation from the Conrad 
area northward.  See Chapter 4 for more information.   

In the Cut Bank area, the proposed line and McCormick 
Ranch wind farm, although located west of Interstate 15, 
would still be more than 50 miles from the eastern edge of 
Glacier National Park.  This is beyond the range of visibility 
for wind farms from viewpoints in the park, as indicated in 
the revised discussion of cumulative impacts in Section 4.16.     

Response 233:  Impacts from wind farm development are 
described in the revised discussion of cumulative impacts in 
Chapter 4.  Benefits and costs of the line are described in 
Sections 3.13 and 3.17.  

Response 234:  See response to comment 227. 
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Response 235:  Thank you for the information.  The article has 
been added to the record.  See the response to comment 24 
for more discussion of programmatic reviews. 
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Response 236:  Comment noted.  A map showing alignments in 
the area in question was sent to Geraldine Austin. 
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Response 237:  Comment noted.  See responses to comment 20, 
Section 3.8, and the revised discussion of cumulative impacts 
in Section 4.9. 

Response 238:  Comment noted. Because the state does not have 
regulatory authority over wind farms, there is no agency that 
can require the studies you list.  In order to place any 
controls on wind farm development, the legislature would 
have to authorize state agencies by law to implement them.  

Response 239: While the suggested guidelines may have merit, 
the state has not adopted any of them and is unlikely to 
unless the legislature gives state agencies the authority to 
regulate wind farm development.  Short of this, adherence to 
any guidelines would be voluntary on the part of developers. 

Response 240:  DEQ is not requiring additional study as 
recommended by Al Manville and others because the 
Montana legislature removed DEQ’s regulatory authority 
over the siting of most types of generating facilities, 
including wind farms.  Possible study protocols pertaining to 
avian use and mortality are mentioned in the revised 
discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4.  Also note 
that on July 17, 2007, the Committee Draft Report, California 
Guidelines for Reducing Impacts to Birds and Bats from 
Wind Energy Development, was issued which may provide 
additional guidelines. 
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Response 241:  Comment noted.  With other voluntary 
guidelines in place and under current law, the agencies have 
no role in developing guidelines for wind farms.  See 
response to comment 196 for a discussion of legislative 
direction.  The desire for development of avian guidelines for 
development of wind farms has been referred to Montana 
Fish, Wildlife and Parks, Montana’s wildlife management 
agency. 

Response 242:  Comment noted.  See response to comment 239. 

Response 243:  See response to comment 241. 

Response 244:  Comment noted.  The entire infrastructure 
proposed by MATL is described in the draft EIS.  Additional 
discussions of cumulative impacts resulting from wind farms 
are presented in Section4.1.   
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Response 245:  Comment noted. 

Response 246:  Comment noted. The money saved from 
construction of Alternative 2 compared to other alternatives 
would not go to small rural communities in Montana.  It 
would simply be money saved by the project developers.  
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Response 247:  Comment noted.   

Response 248:  Existing evidence suggests that in general land 
values are not significantly affected by transmission lines.  
To the extent that the MATL line would lower land values, 
that would be a cost to landowners.  See the revised 
discussion on land values in Section 3.13.  The agencies have 
worked with consultants to better quantify the costs of the 
line to farmers.  See Section 3.13 for more information.  

Response 249:  See response to comment 248.    

Response 250:  Comment noted.  The tax cuts would only apply 
to property taxes for the transmission line.  See the revised 
discussion of tax revenues in Section 3.13.  The new state tax 
structure passed in the 2007 Legislative Special Session 
would only apply to property taxes for transmission lines 
that transmit power generated from renewable resources 
such as wind and clean coal plants.  These new lower tax 
rates would not apply to wind farms. 

Response 251:  Comment noted. 

Response 252:  Comment noted. 
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Response 253:  Comment noted. 
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Response 254:  Under the Major Facility Siting Act, no further 
state permits are required after a certificate has been issued. 
“(1)Notwithstanding any other law, a state or regional 
agency or municipality or other local government may not 
require any approval, consent, permit, certificate, or other 
condition for the construction, operation, or maintenance of a 
facility authorized by a certificate issued pursuant to this 
chapter, except that the department and board retain the 
authority that they have or may be granted to determine 
compliance of the proposed facility with state and federal 
standards and implementation plans for air and water 
quality and to enforce those standards.  (2) This chapter does 
not prevent the application of state laws for the protection of 
employees engaged in the construction, operation, or 
maintenance of a facility.” (75-20-401, MCA).  

DEQ addresses the need to safely construct transmission 
lines across roads in its environmental specifications for the 
project (Appendix F, Section 2.6) which require consultation 
with Montana Department of Transportation.  

Response 255:  See response to comment 254.   

Response 256:  See response to comment 254 and revisions to 
Table 1.4-1.   

Response 257:  The agencies agree with the suggested change. 

Response 258:  The agencies agree with the suggested change. 
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Response 259:  See response to comment 254. 

Response 260:  See response to comment 254.  

Response 261:  Your suggested language has been added to 
Section 3.1.2.  The Major Facility Siting Act does not prevent 
the Department of Transportation from requiring permits for 
oversized loads operating off the proposed transmission line 
right of way. 

Response 262:  The agencies agree with the suggested change.  
See Table 3.1-6 for a list of highways crossed by each 
alternative and the crossing points. 

Response 263:  See response to comment 254.  Also note that 
state law allows electric power lines to be built on public 
rights of way as long as the lines are constructed in a manner 
as not to incommode or endanger the use of roads (see 69-4-
101, MCA). 
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Response 264:  Comment noted.   

Response 265:  Comment noted.  The agencies have worked with 
the Denzers and their neighbors to develop possible routing 
options to reduce diagonal alignments through crop land in 
this area.  Section 3.16 describes the mileage of various land 
use categories crossed by the proposed action and the 
Southeast of Conrad local routing option.  In general terms, 
the option would use pasture and range land to a larger 
extent than the proposed action and thereby avoid crossing 
as much cropland.  The costs of this local routing option are 
not great and the agencies are inclined to prefer it over the 
proposed action. 

Response 266:  Comment noted.   

Response 267:  Comment noted.  See the revised discussion of 
potential impacts to use of GPS assisted farming equipment 
and the discussion of impacts to farming in Sections 3.1 and 
3.4 of this document and the response to comment 599.  

Response 268:  Comment noted.  See the revised discussion of 
potential costs of farming around structures in Section 3.13. 
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Response 269:  The information provided was considered in 
quantifying the costs of the line to farmers. 

Response 270:  The information provided to the agencies was 
considered as the costs of the line to farmers were quantified. 
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Response 271:  The information provided was considered as the 
costs of the line to farmers were quantified. 

Response 272:  Comment noted. 

Response 273:  Power could flow both ways on the MATL line.  
MATL’s 300 MW of southbound capacity is underpinned by 
long-term contracts but these contracts continue to be subject 
to the shippers’ confirmation of acceptance.  Also see the 
revised discussion in section 3.13. 

Response 274:  Comment noted.   

Response 275:  Comment noted.   
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Response 276:  Comment noted.  See the revised discussion of 
potential costs of farming around structures in Section 3.13. 
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Response 277:  Comment noted.   

Response 278:  Comment noted. 

Response 279:  Comment noted. 
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Response 280:  Comment noted. 

Response 281:  Comment noted. 

Response 282:  Comment noted. 



MATL Transmission Line EIS 
 

Response to Comments 121 

 

Response 283:  The agencies agree that the availability of the 
MATL line could spur wind farm development in the 
northern part of the study area, as described in the revised 
discussion of cumulative impacts.  The agencies do not know 
of any oil and gas well development in the area that would 
be spurred by approval of the MATL line.   Coal 
development that has been discussed in Montana is not 
directly dependent on the MATL line because the firm 
capacity of the line has not been contracted for by a coal-fired 
generator as indicated in Table 4.1-2.  However the agencies 
acknowledge that power generated from existing or new 
sources could be transmitted over the line on a short-term 
basis.  Also see response to comment 216.  See the revised 
discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4. 

Response 284:  Comment noted.   

Response 285:  See response to comment 283 and also 24. No 
programmatic review is required for the MATL line. 

Response 286:  DOE and DEQ do not have the authority to 
guarantee public participation in wind farm siting because 
they have no regulatory authority over wind farm siting.  See 
response to comment 23. 

Response 287:  DOE and DEQ do not have regulatory authority 
over siting of wind farms.  See the revised discussion of 
cumulative impacts in Section 4.16 for more description of 
potential visual impacts associated with wind farm 
development.  
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Response 288:  Comment noted.  Part of the transmission line 
must be located on the west side of the interstate to cross the 
border and join the rest of the line in Canada.  See the revised 
discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4 for more 
information on potential wind farm developments. 

Response 289:  Comment noted.   

Response 290:  Comment noted.  See the revised discussion of 
cumulative impacts in Chapter 4 for more information on 
potential wind farm developments and potential measures to 
reduce impacts associated with their development. 

Response 291:  Comment noted.  It is also possible that such 
smaller scale development of wind farms would result in a 
proliferation of small turbines scattered across the landscape 
rather than concentrating the development in a handful of 
commercial wind farms.  See response to comment 522.  

Response 292:  Comment noted.  Under the Montana 
Environmental Policy Act, ‘cumulative impacts’ means “the 
collective impacts on the human environment of the 
proposed action when considered in conjunction with other 
past, present, and future actions related to the proposed 
action by location or generic type” (75-1-220(3), MCA).  
Further, “related future actions may only be considered 
when these actions are under concurrent consideration by 
any agency through preimpact statement studies, separate 
impact statement evaluations, or permit processing 
procedures” (75-1-208(11), MCA).  Beyond these 
requirements of law, DEQ cannot speculate on potential 
future energy development.  Federal requirements under the 
National Environmental Policy Act are discussed in Chapter 
4 



MATL Transmission Line EIS 
 

Response to Comments 123 

 

Response 293:  See the revised discussion of cumulative impacts 
in Sections 4.14 and 4.16 for more information on visual and 
socioeconomic impacts of wind farms.   

Response 294:  Comment noted.   
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Response 295:  Comment noted.  The draft EIS presents the 
potential impacts of construction of the transmission line.  
The potential cumulative impacts of wind farms that might 
be connected to the transmission line in the future are further 
discussed in Chapter 4, as far as available information 
allows. 

Response 296:  The benefits and costs of MATL to Montana are 
discussed in Section 1.2 and Section 3.13.  Potential impacts 
to Montana customers are discussed in Section 3.13.  See the 
revised cumulative impacts Section 4.14 for a discussion of 
the effects from wind farms on the local economy. 

Response 297:  See response to comment 296.  Both the 
transmission line and wind turbines would introduce linear 
elements into viewed landscapes.  It is unlikely these 
structures would conceal or hide surrounding mountain 
ranges.  Whether this constitutes industrial development that 
degrades scenic vistas is a value judgment.   

Response 298:  Such a comprehensive study would be outside of 
DEQ’s purview because of the agency’s limited regulatory 
authority.  The Montana legislature could, by resolution, 
order its Environmental Quality Council to perform a study 
of this type. 
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Response 299:  Costs and risks of the MATL project to Montana 
are discussed in the draft EIS.   The benefits and costs of 
MATL to Montana are discussed in Sections 1.2 and 3.13.  
Potential impacts to Montana customers are discussed in 
Section 3.13.  

Response 300:  Comment noted.   
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Response 301:  The agencies agree that 2,000 jobs will not be 
created as a result of the proposed action. The beneficial 
impacts from this project are described as “small and short 
term” to the local area in Section 3.13.3.2.  The income, job 
and secondary benefits were estimated with the best 
information available, and it is understood that many of 
these jobs will go to out-of-state residents.  Also, some 
benefits would be felt outside the study area by customers of 
the line.  See Section 3.13 and the revised cumulative impacts 
Section 4.14 for a discussion of the effects from wind farms 
on the local economy.   

Response 302:  See revised Section 3.13 for estimates on property 
tax savings to MATL as a result of the lower tax rate recently 
passed by the 2007 Montana Legislature.   
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Response 303:  See the revised discussion on land values in 
Section 3.13.  Agricultural lands that have transmission lines 
traversing them do have a potential to have lower real estate 
values. A case study found that real estates values varied 
widely depending upon the amount of disruption the line 
had on agricultural operations (Kroll and Priestly 1992).  To 
the extent that MATL would lower land values, these would 
be costs to landowners.   

Response 304:  The agencies have worked with consultants to 
better quantify the costs of the line to farmers.  See Section 
3.13 for additional information. 

Response 305:  Comment noted.  The decision to approve the 
line, to approve the line with conditions, or to deny the 
certificate for the line lies with the agencies. 

Response 306:  See response to comment 10.   

Response 307:  See response to comment 20, and the revised 
discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4.   
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Response 308:  An alternative location for the line in the area 
southwest of Conrad is described in Section 2.6.   

Response 309:  Further information pertaining to the increased 
cost of farming around the line is presented in Section 3.13.    

Response 310:  Comment noted.  The agencies have worked with 
consultants to better quantify the costs of the line to farmers.  
See Section 3.13 for additional information.  

Response 311:  Comment noted. 

Response 312:  Comment noted. 

Response 313:  Comment noted.  See Section 3.13 for further 
information pertaining to the increased cost of farming 
around the line and the response to comment 303 regarding 
land values. 

Response 314:  Comment noted.  See Section 2.6 for further 
discussion of an alternative location for the line in the area 
southwest of Conrad.   

Response 315:  Thank you for your comment.  The agencies 
attempt to verify the information provided by an applicant 
as far as possible. 



MATL Transmission Line EIS 
 

Response to Comments 130 

 

Response 316:  Thank you for your comment.  The information 
provided was considered as the costs of the line to farmers 
were refined.  See Section 3.13 for additional discussion.  
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Response 317:  Comment noted.  The agencies have worked with 
consultants to better quantify the costs of the line to farmers.  
See Section 3.13 for additional information. See the revised 
discussion of potential effects to GPS equipment in Section 
3.4 and response to comment 599.   

Response 318:  Comment noted.  The agencies have worked with 
consultants to better quantify the costs of the line to farmers.  
See Section 3.13 for additional information. 

Response 319:  See the expanded discussion of effects to aerial 
spraying in Section 3.1.3.2. 

Response 320:  Comment noted. 
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Response 321:  Comment noted.  MATL proposes to reclaim 
disturbed areas and the agencies require these areas to be 
reclaimed.  

Response 322:  Under the Major Facility Siting Act DEQ can 
require mitigation of significant impacts at the time of 
certification.  However, as a matter of policy DEQ does not 
require mitigation (including compensation) of speculative 
impacts that cannot be reasonably predicted prior to a 
certification decision.  With previous certified projects, if 
additional studies were needed to quantify a potential 
impact after a facility was constructed, such study was 
required in the certificate and the degree of mitigation was 
determined after these studies were completed. 

Response 323:  If an alignment is selected that has not been 
surveyed for wildlife and there is a potential for adverse 
impact if wildlife were present, then the agencies would 
require surveys of these areas and if sensitive species are 
found, timing restrictions or other types of mitigation would 
be required as conditions to the certificate.  For example, if 
Alternative 4 were selected, there is a potential for sharp-
tailed grouse leks to be found along Dry Fork Coulee which 
contains pasture and range vegetation.  The area would be 
surveyed for grouse leks by either DEQ or MATL and if they 
are found, construction would not be allowed in an area until 
after the breeding season.  In addition perch preventers 
would be installed on transmission line structures near 
grouse leks to prevent raptors from using the line as hunting 
perches.  Cropland would not be surveyed for sensitive 
wildlife species. 
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Response 324:  Comment noted.  The number of potential stream 
crossings differs between alternatives and final line location 
and design are likely to reduce the number of crossings 
along each alternative.  The number of potential stream 
crossings, those within 250 feet of a reference transmission 
line centerline, is indicated in Section 3.5.  The actual number 
of crossings is expected to be lower. 

Response 325:  Comment noted.  Depending on local conditions, 
it may be more desirable to locate a structure closer than 250 
feet to a stream to avoid impacts to the riparian zone.  For 
example, it may be advisable to locate a structure close to 
one side of a stream on a high terrace without riparian 
vegetation to facilitate a span of the riparian zone.  Limiting 
structure location to more than 250 feet from a stream may 
result in more clearing of riparian vegetation because of the 
sag of the line. 

Response 326:  Comment noted.  DEQ requires that shrubs be 
crushed rather than cleared and that where clearing is 
necessary, that tall shrubs be cut off at ground level rather 
than removed by the roots.  Further soil disturbance and 
earth moving must be kept to a minimum. 

Response 327:  Comment noted. 

Response 328:  See Appendix F. 

Response 329:  Comment noted. 

Response 330:  See response to comment 20 and the revised 
discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4. 
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Response 331:  Comment noted. 

Response 332:  Comment noted.  Locating a line along a highway 
corridor would increase visual impacts to the public and 
tourists traveling the State’s highways.  Such a line location 
may also result in greater public exposure to EMF. 

Response 333:  Comment noted.  See response to comment 8.   

Response 334:  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. 

Response 335:  Comment noted. 
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Response 336:  Thank you for the updated information.  
Revisions have been incorporated into this document. The 
agencies agree with the suggested addition.   

Response 337:  The agencies agree with the suggested change.   
Revisions have been incorporated into this document. 
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Response 338:  The agencies agree with the suggested change.   
Revisions have been incorporated into this document. 

Response 339:  Revisions have been incorporated into this 
document.   

Response 340:  Appropriate changes have been made in this 
document. 

Response 341:  The comment to replace “would” with “may” is 
unclear, and the change will not be made.   

Response 342:  Revisions have been incorporated into this 
document. 

Response 343:  Revisions have been incorporated into this 
document. 



MATL Transmission Line EIS 
 

Response to Comments 138 

 
Response 344:  Appropriate changes are included in Table 
2.3-1.   
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Response 345:  At this time no plans have been made by MATL 
to use the excess fiber capacity for commercial purposes.  See 
Section 2.3. 

Response 346:  In response to a question posed by DEQ about 
MATL’s plans to enlarge the project in the future, MATL 
indicated (letter dated January 4, 2007) that: 

“a. MATL had applied and designed for a path rating of 300 
MW in both directions. 

b. The1590 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.   
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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.  The two attached figures show the 
estimated line losses during winter and summer conditions.   

The comment assumes that there would be a 25 percent 
increase in revenue with little additional cost.  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 confirm 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 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 by installing 
additional series and/or shunt capacitors.  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.   

MATL’s right of way and safety zone are wide enough to 
handle 600 MW.   
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Response 347:  Costs to the applicant as well as costs to society 
are considerations under the Major Facility Siting Act, which 
is the regulatory statute under which one permitting decision 
will be made.  A revised discussion of costs to farm around 
structures is found in Section 3.13.   
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Response 348:  See the revised discussion on land values in 
Section 3.13.  Recent legislation reduced the estimated tax 
revenues from the project.   

Response 349:  The Montana Environmental Policy Act requires 
DEQ to disclose the costs to the applicant of its regulations, 
whether or not the cost can properly be used as a decision 
criterion.  Costs must be considered under the Montana 
Major Facility Siting Act when making a finding required 
under 75-20-301(1)(c), MCA, prior to certification that the 
facility minimizes adverse environmental impact, 
considering the state of available technology and the nature 
and economics of the various alternatives. Easement 
payments made before a permit is issued are the applicant’s 
responsibility.   
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Response 350:  MFSA-2 describes information that an applicant 
must include in its application.  The required information 
includes at least two alternative locations for the facility 
proposed by the applicant and the applicant’s identification 
of its preferred facility location.  MFSA-2 does not 
completely govern DEQ’s selection of a preferred alternative.   
Other required findings are listed in 75-20-301, MCA and in 
ARM 17.20.1607.  MATL’s application contained the 
assessment of public attitudes and concerns required by 
MFSA-2(3.7)(6). 

Response 351:  If DEQ is able to make the findings necessary for 
certification, the findings, including findings on public 
interest, convenience and necessity, will be set forth in the 
Record of Decision.    

Response 352:  If DEQ is able to make the findings necessary for 
certification, the findings, including findings on the need for 
the facility, will be set forth in the Record of Decision.   

Response 353:  Thank you for your opinion.  See response to 
comment 351.  The supplemental draft EIS contains 
additional analysis of the proposed project’s impact on 
farming.  If DEQ is able to make the findings necessary for 
certification, the findings, including findings on minimum 
adverse environmental impacts, will be set forth in the 
Record of Decision.   

Response 354:  Thank you for your opinion.  Discussions 
regarding the significance of impacts on the quality of the 
human environment are found throughout Chapter 3.   
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Response 355:  The Summary describes the proposed action and 
alternatives and Figure S-1 shows their locations.  The 
Summary also lists ten issues that were identified based, in 
part, on public comment.  Table S-5 summarizes the impacts 
of the alternatives, including tradeoffs among alternatives 
and conclusions regarding the issues identified during 
scoping.  The agencies’ preferred alternative was identified 
in the cover letter to the March 2007 document.   

At the time the draft EIS was published, little information 
was available to the agencies regarding cost to farmers.  
Additional information has been procured and is provided in 
3.13.  The reference to Section 4.20 is for the regulatory 
restrictions analysis required by the Montana Environmental 
Policy Act.  The EIS must disclose the economic impact on 
the applicant of additional requirements imposed by the 
agency that are not absolutely required by law.  This 
information must be provided whether or not cost to the 
applicant is a decision criterion under the permitting statute. 

Response 356:  The state has no regulatory authority over wind 
farms, so no state agency is concurrently considering wind 
farm permitting.  While, strictly speaking, the Montana 
Environmental Policy Act would not require wind farms to 
be considered in the cumulative impacts analysis, the EIS 
was prepared jointly by DEQ and DOE, and so must also 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act.  The 
National Environmental Policy Act requires that “reasonably 
foreseeable future actions” be considered in the cumulative 
impacts analysis.  Because some wind generation firms have 
contracted for capacity on the MATL line, it is assumed the 
wind farm development is reasonably foreseeable.  Very 
little information is available about developers’ plans.  
Additional information on the impacts of wind farms is 
provided in Chapters 3 and 4.  ARM 17.20.1604 says that 
DEQ must take into account “the effects of the economic 
activity resulting from the proposed facility.” 
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Response 357:  Wind farms are not under concurrent 
consideration by any agency and, thus, DEQ would not be 
allowed to include wind farms in its cumulative impacts 
analysis under Section 75-1-208, MCA, if it were not 
preparing a joint environmental review document with DOE.  
Pursuant to ARM 17.4.627, whenever a state agency prepares 
a joint environmental impact statement that must comply 
with National Environmental Policy Act and Montana 
Environmental Policy Act, the joint document must be 
prepared in compliance with both statutes.  The state agency 
may accede to and follow more stringent federal 
requirements, such as additional content.  National 
Environmental Policy Act requires reasonably foreseeable 
future actions to be included in the cumulative impacts 
analysis, not just those undergoing concurrent review.  In 
order to comply with the more stringent federal requirement, 
DEQ has prepared this supplement to the draft 
environmental impact statement that, in part, includes a 
cumulative impacts analysis regarding wind farms. 

Response 358:  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 the labor and 
material prices are very volatile presently and cost estimates 
are subject to change in short periods of time. 

Response 359:  Comment noted. 



MATL Transmission Line EIS 
 

Response to Comments 147 

 

Response 360:  Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment 
358 for information on a third party review of MATL’s cost 
estimates. 

Response 361:  The agencies are not required to choose a 
preferred alternative based only on cost to the applicant.  The 
statement in Section 4.5 of the March 2007 document is 
simply a statement of fact of the regulatory restrictions 
analysis required by the Montana Environmental Policy Act.  
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.  The cost to the applicant may be a factor in the 
permitting decision, but it is not the only factor.  
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Response 362:  The Montana Legislature enacted the Major 
Facility Siting Act to implement the environmental 
provisions set forth in Article II, Section 3, and Article IX of 
the Montana Constitution.  DEQ will make its certification 
decision based on the findings required by the Major Facility 
Siting Act in Section 75-20-301, MCA.  These findings will be 
set forth in the Record of Decision. 
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Response 363:  Comment noted. 
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Response 364:  Comment noted. 

Response 365:  Comment noted.  Costs and risks of the MATL 
line to Montana are discussed in the draft EIS.   The benefits 
and cost of the MATL line to Montana are discussed in 
Sections 1.2 and 3.13.  Potential impacts to Montana 
customers are discussed in Section 3.13.   

Response 366:  Comment noted.  See response to comment 365.  
The draft EIS notes that visual impacts of the proposed line 
would be long term.  Visual effects from wind farms would 
also be present for the life of these projects.  DEQ 
environmental specifications (Appendix F) state that when 
the transmission line is no longer used or useful, structures, 
conductors, and ground wires shall be removed and 
disturbed areas reclaimed using methods outlined in the 
reclamation and revegetation plan.  Decommissioning of 
wind farms could occur as agreed to between project owners 
and landowners. 
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Response 367:  Comment noted.   

Response 368:  Comment noted. 
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Response 369:  Comment noted. 

Response 370:  Comment noted.  See response to comment 25. 

Response 371:  Owners of wind farms who have contracted for 
services with MATL are found in Table 4.1-2.  In addition, 
the transmission tariff is set by FERC, not by the agencies. 

Response 372:  Your opinion is noted.  See response to comment 
365. 
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Response 373:  A discussion about MATL tying into the Shelby 
substation as an alternative is found in Section 2.7, 
Alternatives Considered but Dismissed.  Also see the 
response to comment 40.   

Response 374:  Comment noted. 
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Response 375:  Comment noted.  Montana Preservation Alliance 
been added to the list of interested parties. 
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Response 376:  The discussion contained in the draft EIS was 
based largely on extant information available in literature 
and data file searches as on-the-ground information was not 
yet available.  Thorough cultural resource inventories have 
now been completed, identifying all historic properties in 
close proximity to the proposed right-of-way and addressing 
issues such as landscape and traditional cultural properties.  
There is not a serious oversight on our part; the draft EIS was 
not intended to satisfy Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act and the data analysis was not yet available 
for inclusion in the draft EIS.   

Response 377:  In most areas, the existing landscape has been 
completely modified by the advent of agricultural pursuits, 
and both residential and industrial construction.  No 
traditional cultural properties or landscapes were identified 
by the recent cultural resources inventory. 

Response 378:  The cultural resource inventory that was 
conducted addressed historic and prehistoric contexts and 
evaluated site significance within those contexts.  A buffalo 
jump site was identified by the cultural resource inventory.  
As this concern is locale specific, if this alternative is chosen, 
the actual location of the proposed power line will be 
adjusted to avoid direct impacts to the prehistoric site.  In 
almost all cases, avoidance of prehistoric sites is the 
preferred choice of mitigating impacts, and pole locations on 
the selected alternative will be adjusted to avoid impacts to 
sites and features. 
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Response 379:  The March 2007 document was prepared on the 
basis of extant data; communication with the SHPO and the 
public was ongoing in accordance with the required procedures 
of the National Environmental Policy Act/Montana 
Environmental Policy Act processes.  Cultural inventories 
designed to satisfy the requirements of Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), and consultations 
with the SHPO and other required parties were not completed at 
the time and were not included in its preparation.  In July 2007, 
pursuant to the NHPA, DOE initiated consultation with the State 
Historic Preservation Office and with the Blackfeet Nation and 
the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes.   
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Response 380:  An intensive cultural resource inventory 
sufficient to satisfy all requirements of Section 106 of the 
NHPA has been completed and all appropriate cultural 
issues have been addressed in the cultural report.  Formal 
consultations with the SHPO and with the Blackfeet Nation 
and the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes were 
initiated in July 2007.  As stated in response to comment 68 
above, some of the wind generation proposed to be 
constructed in Montana has not yet been designed and 
therefore cannot be analyzed in detail.  Nevertheless, this 
Draft EIS contains discussion of the impacts associated with 
wind farm development in Chapter 4.   

Response 381:  Appropriate cultural investigations and analysis 
will be conducted when such large wind farm projects and 
power line facilities are proposed.  Cultural resource 
evaluations are largely locale specific and speculating about 
the effects of yet-to-be-proposed facilities on cultural 
resources is conjectural.  Details on wind farm locations, 
number of turbines and other project-specific information are 
lacking.  This information is not necessary for certification of 
the transmission line.  Wind farm developers would 
complete necessary cultural resource investigations when 
wind farm projects are proposed and locations of turbines 
and roads are known.  The description of potential visual 
impacts associated with wind farm development has been 
expanded in this document. 
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Response 382:  Cultural resources have been and are being given 
equal and adequate consideration in the planning, 
implementation and construction phases of this project.  Data 
gathering and analysis sufficient to meet the requirements of 
the NHPA were not completed at the time of release of the 
March 2007 document.  DOE has now initiated consultation 
with the SHPO, the Blackfeet Nation, the Confederated 
Salish and Kootenai Tribes pursuant to Section 106 of the 
NHPA. 
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Response 383:  Comment noted. 

Response 384:  Comment noted. 

Response 385:  Comment noted. 

Response 386:  Comment noted. 

Response 387:  Comment noted. 
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Response 388:  Comment noted. 

Response 389:  The agencies recognize the trend of increasing 
size of farming implements but cannot predict with much 
accuracy future equipment sizes. 

Response 390:  The agencies have worked with consultants to 
better quantify the costs of the line to farmers.  See Section 
3.13 for additional information.  

Response 391:  See the revised discussion of potential impacts to 
GPS reception as a result of line construction in response to 
comment 599 and the discussion of impacts in sections 3.1 
and 3.4. 
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Response 392:  Comment noted.   

Response 393:  Based in part on comments received on the joint 
March 2007 document, DOE has decided to prepare this EIS.  
To clarify, this document is a Federal draft EIS and State 
supplemental draft EIS published jointly by the DEQ and 
DOE. 

Response 394:  DOE published a Notice of Intent to Prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement in the Federal Register on 
June 7, 2007 (72 FR 31569). 

Response 395:  An expanded discussion of DOE’s purpose and 
need and the criteria used by DOE in granting or denying a 
Presidential permit is provided in Chapter 1. 
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Response 396:  As noted in response to comment 395, an 
expanded discussion of DOE’s purpose and need and the 
criteria used by DOE in granting or denying a Presidential 
permit has been added to Section 1.2. 

Response 397: As proposed the MATL line has a capacity of 300 
MW in both directions.  Also see response to comment 346 
for further discussion of line capacity.  Public need and 
benefits are discussed in sections 1.2 and 3.13 of this 
document.   

Response 398:  The commenter’s property may have been 
inadvertently omitted from the original public notification in 
December 2005.  DOE directly mailed the commenter a copy 
of the June 7, 2007, Notice of Intent to prepare this EIS and to 
conduct public scoping and will retain her address on the 
mailing list for all future notifications on this project. 

Response 399:  Comment noted.  MATL is not prohibited from 
seeking easements in advance of obtaining approval from 
DEQ. 

Response 400:  See the revised discussion of cumulative impacts 
in Chapter 4 and responses to comments 93b, 216, and 283.  
The agencies have assumed that wind farms are reasonably 
foreseeable as a result of construction of the transmission 
line, but it is not possible to anticipate any other form of 
energy development.  Many of the generation projects 
referred to by the commenter are not yet well defined; 
however, DOE has determined their probability of 
development to be reasonably foreseeable and they are 
therefore considered in the cumulative effects section.  The 
agencies are not aware of future potential plans for energy 
development projects that would be dependent upon the 
MATL line.
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Response 401:  Comment noted. 

Response 402:  Although the capacity of the proposed 
transmission line has been fully subscribed, there is a degree 
of uncertainty regarding the exact design and location of 
energy projects that would connect to the proposed line.  
Chapter 4 contains a discussion of the general impacts 
associated with wind farm development and operation. 

Response 403:  Comment noted. 

Response 404:  Comment noted.  The statement in Section 4.5 of 
the March 2007 document (now in Section 4.20), is simply a 
statement of fact of the regulatory restrictions analysis 
required by the Montana Environmental Policy Act.  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. The cost to the applicant may be a factor in the 
permitting decision, but it is not the only factor. MATL is not 
prohibited from seeking easements in advance of obtaining 
approval from DEQ. 
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Response 405:  Comment noted. 

Response 406:  Comment noted. 

Response 407:  See response to comment 8. 

Response 408:  Comment noted.  See response to comment 8. 

Response 409:  Comment noted.  This EIS does not deal with 
compensation to farmers from wind farms.  See Chapters 3 
and 4 for discussions of the impacts to the local area from 
wind farms.  The agencies have worked with consultants to 
better quantify the costs of the line to farmers.  See Section 
3.13 for additional information.  

Response 410:  Comment noted. 



MATL Transmission Line EIS 
 

Response to Comments 166 

 

Response 411:  MATL’s proposal does not include subleasing the 
easement for buried lines. 

Response 412:  Comment noted. 
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Response 413:  Comment noted.    

Response 414:  See the revised discussion of cumulative impacts 
in Chapter 4 and the response to comment 20.  The impacts 
of wind farm development on wildlife are also described in 
Chapter 4.  No wind farm monitoring program is proposed 
as a result of the agency actions proposed. 
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Response 415:  Comment noted.  The letter written to BPA 
concerns a specific wind farm project proposed not far from 
the eastern border of Glacier National Park.  It raises issues 
about potential impacts that might occur if the MATL line is 
constructed.    

Response 415a:   See the revised discussion of cumulative 
impacts in Chapter 4.   

Response 415b:  Visibility assessments are typically completed 
when detailed information is available for both viewer 
locations and project components.  Although the comment 
identifies viewer locations (Highways 89 and 464 on the 
Blackfeet Reservation, locations within Glacier National 
Park, and along park approach roads), detailed information 
is lacking on the location and design of individual wind 
farms.  Therefore, it is not possible to complete visibility 
assessments for most wind farms at this time.  

A general location is known for the proposed McCormick 
Ranch wind farm, southeast of Cut Bank, north of the Marias 
River and east of the Sullivan Bridge Road.  Applying the 
Sinclair-Thomas matrix to this wind farm, limits of visibility 
could be expected to extend up to 18 miles beyond the wind 
farm.  Portions of this wind farm would be visible from 
viewpoints along US Highway 2 east of Cut Bank (4-6 miles 
distant) and potentially some portions of Highway 89 as it 
leaves the Blackfeet Reservation (15 miles distant), but 
visibility would not be expected to extend to more distant 
segments of Highway 89 or to Highway 464.  Viewpoints 
within Glacier National Park more than 50 miles to the west 
would be beyond the range of visibility for the McCormick 
Ranch wind farm.  Individual developers of wind farms 
could consider mitigation for turbine siting, height, or color 
as desired. 
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Response 415c:  This comment refers to the wind farm being 
considered at that time and does not address the proposed 
transmission line.   
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Response 416:  Comment noted.   

Response 417:  Comment noted. 

Response 418:  Comment noted.   

Response 419:  See response to comment 346. 
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Response 420:  See responses to comments 20 and 22 and the 
revised discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4.   

Response 421:  Preliminary avian studies have been completed 
for the planned Naturener USA wind farm south of Ethridge 
and north of the Marias River.  Invenergy plans on 
conducting recommended avian studies but is not yet far 
enough along in project development of two projects in the 
Conrad and Cut Bank areas to have completed such studies.  
The status of Wind Hunter’s avian study is not known.  See 
responses to comments 22 and 238 and the revised 
discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4 for additional 
information.   

Response 422:  Potential mitigating measures to reduce impacts 
from wind farm development are indicated in the revised 
discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4. and 
Appendix O.  .   

Response 423:  See response to comment 239.   

Response 424:  Comment noted.   
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Response 425:  Comment noted.   

Response 426:  The agencies have worked with consultants to 
better quantify the costs of the line to farmers.  See Section 
3.13 for additional information. 

Response 427:  Comment noted.  See response to comment 8.   

Response 428:  See response to comment 334.  There is no law 
requiring that a portion of transmission lines must supply 
the energy transmission needs of Montana citizens. 
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Response 429:  Comment noted. 

Response 430:  Comment noted.   

Response 431:  Comment noted. 

Response 432:  Comment noted.  The areas where monopoles 
were recommended were selected based on reducing 
impacts, not with regard to the status of easements.  During 
preparation of this document MATL committed to use of 
monopoles on 53 miles of line that would cross farmland 
diagonally (MATL 2007). 

Response 433:  Comment noted. 

Response 434:  Comment noted. 

Response 435:  The estimated cost per mile of construction of the 
transmission line using H-frame and long-span monopole 
structures is presented in Table 2.3-1. 
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Response 436:  See response to comment 358 and Table 2.3-1.   

Response 437:  See the revised discussion of potential costs of 
farming around structures and a comparison of cost to farm 
around structures to the additional costs of Alternative 4 in 
Section 3.13.   

Response 438:  DEQ has worked with consultants to better 
quantify the costs of the line to farmers.  See Section 3.13 for 
additional information. 

Response 439:  DEQ retained the services of an agronomist and 
an engineer to independently examine the increased costs of 
farming around transmission line structures.  Farming cost 
estimates provided by MATL and two commentors on the 
draft EIS were reviewed.  The results of this review are 
presented in 3.13. 
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Response 440:  See responses to comments 437 and 439. 
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Response 441:  Comment noted. 

Response 442:  Comment noted.   DEQ has worked with 
consultants to better quantify the costs of the line to farmers.  
See Section 3.13 for additional information. 
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Response 443:  One finding and determination that DEQ must 
make before certifying the project is that the facility 
minimizes adverse environmental impact, considering the 
state of available technology and the nature and economics 
of the various alternatives.  However, the Montana 
Environmental Policy Act requires that an EIS disclose the 
economic impacts of regulations on an applicant.  The cost to 
the applicant may be a factor in the permitting decision, but 
it is not the only factor.   

Response 444:  Comment noted.  DEQ requires certificate 
holders to adhere to the National Electric Safety Code which 
specifies clearances of supporting structures from other 
objects and vertical clearances above ground, roads, and 
water.  The agencies do not dictate how MATL meets these 
clearances, just that they must be met.   

Response 445:  MATL has proposed a line with the capacity to 
move 300 MW in both directions.  Also see response to 
comment 346.   
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Response 446:  Comment noted.  Please see response to comment 
448. 

Response 447:  Comment noted. 

Response 448:  MATL explained the foundation for this 
statement as follows:  “All of the company’s financial 
resources are directed to the goals of permitting and building 
the MATL project and therefore the company does not have 
“Money for its own purposes.”  Further, the company’s 
financial resources are the debt and equity financing 
provided by bankers and shareholders.  These bankers and 
shareholders have many other alternatives to the MATL 
project to consider for potential investment.  The MATL 
project must provide a competitive return relative to other 
investment alternatives to secure the necessary financing.   

The $800,000 amount is not “cast in stone” due to factors such as 
the appreciation on the Canadian currency, however, the 
amount of this additional expenditure needs to be balanced 
against the widely accepted business practice to build the 
lowest cost transmission system that meets all applicable 
environmental, safety and reliability standards.  This widely 
accepted business practice is a key factor that MATL must 
keep in mind to ensure that its project remains competitive.” 
MATL’s economic analysis determined that the project is 
feasible on the basis of commitments from shippers for long 
term firm contracts for 300 MW northbound.  Although 
MATL’s 300 MW s of southbound capacity is also 
underpinned by long term contracts, these contracts continue 
to be subject to the shipper’s confirmation of acceptance and 
hence MATL cannot rely on the attendant revenue to 
underpin is project.”  To the extent that MATL lowers 
property values, this would be a cost to Montana.  See the 
revised discussion on land values in Section 3.13.  

Response 449: Comment noted.  However, as indicated in 
Section 2.3, no plans have been made to use the excess fiber 
capacity for commercial purposes.    
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Response 450 and 451:  See revised Section 3.13 for estimates on 
property tax savings to MATL from recent changes in the 
law. 

Response 452: Comment noted. 

Response 453:  Comment noted. 

Response 454:  Comment noted. 
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Response 455:  Comment noted.  See the revised discussion of 
potential costs of farming around structures and a 
comparison of the costs of farming around structures to the 
additional costs associated with Alternative 4 in Section 3.13.   

Response 456:  Comment noted.  See response to comment 247. 

Response 457:  Comment noted. 

Response 458:  Comment noted. 
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Response 459:  Comment noted. 

Response 460:  Comment noted.  

Response 461:  Montana does produce more electricity than it 
consumes.  The need for this line as stated in Section 1.2.1 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.”    

Response 462:  Comment noted.  As with many businesses, the 
owner of the business potentially benefits or is hurt from any 
profits or losses, and society as a whole does not directly 
reap the profits or incur the losses from that business.  The 
state and counties would gain tax revenues as indicated in 
Section 3.13. 

Response 463:  Under the Major Facility Siting Act, the decision 
to approve, approve with conditions, or disapprove rests 
with DEQ’s director. 
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Response 464:  Comment noted. 

Response 465:  Updated maps have been provided to Mr. Vargo.  
Your property northwest of Conrad would not be crossed by 
any alternative.  Alternative 3 would parallel the existing 
NorthWestern Energy Great Falls to Cut Bank line about 
1/10 mile west of your property.  If a residence were located 
at the western edge of your property, it would have to be 
impacted due to the proximity of the line.  Alternative 2 
would be located approximately ½ mile to the west of your 
property, while Alternative 4 would be located about 4 miles 
to the east. 
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Response 466:  See response to comment 464.   
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Response 467:  Comment noted.  See the revised discussion of 
cumulative impacts in Chapter 4.  The transmission line and 
planned wind farms would be located well east of the Crown 
of the Continent ecosystem as indicated in the attached 
figure. 

Response 468:  Comment noted.  The potential wind farms 
which are known by the agencies and that would potentially 
connect to the MATL transmission line would all be located 
east of highways 89 and 287.  The proposed transmission line 
also would be located east of these highways.  Also see the 
revised discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4. 

Response 469:  A thorough cultural resource investigation 
designed to meet all data requirements of Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act has been conducted.  The 
investigation included pedestrian inventory of the proposed 
action and analysis of historic/prehistoric context; historic, 
prehistoric and rural districts; landscape issues; traditional 
cultural properties and landscapes; and individual site 
significance.  See Section 3.14 for additional information.   

Response 470:  DOE initiated formal consultation with the 
Blackfeet Nation and the Confederated Salish and Kootenai 
Tribes in July 2007 to identify and evaluate historic 
properties, including those of traditional religious and 
cultural importance.  DOE also has initiated consultation 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act. 
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Response 471:  The potential effects of the transmission line on 
threatened and endangered species is indicated in Section 
3.10.  See the revised discussion of cumulative impacts in 
Section 4.14.   

Response 472:  See the revised discussion of cumulative impacts 
in Section 4.9 for more information about potential impacts 
to birds from wind farm development. 

Response 473:  Comment noted.  Exact locations of wind farms 
and/or individual wind turbines are not known at this time.  
See the revised discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 
4. 

Response 474:  Comment noted.  The discussion of cumulative 
impacts for the proposed MATL transmission line has been 
expanded in Chapter 4. 

Response 475:  A revised discussion of cumulative impacts can 
be found in Chapter 4.  The agencies do not have the 
regulatory authority to require siting plans for wind 
generators.   
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Response 476:  DEQ’s draft EIS (DOE’s draft EA) was published 
on March 9, 2007.  In addition, the comment period was 
extended an additional three weeks.    
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Response 477:   Comment noted.  

Response 478:   Comment noted.  The proposed line would 
potentially serve proposed wind farms and would serve as a 
link between the Alberta and Montana power grids allowing 
power to be shipped in both directions.  In addition to the 
firm contracts with wind farm developers, when wind 
generators are not fully using their contracted capacity, the 
MATL line would be available for non-firm transactions 
allowing power from other sources of generation to be 
imported to or exported from Montana. 

Response 479:  Comment noted. 

Response 480:  Comment noted.   

Response 481:  Comment noted.  
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Response 482:  See response to comment 468.   
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Response 483:  Comment noted. 

Response 484:  Comment noted. 
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Response 485:  Comment noted. 

Response 486:  Comment noted.  The agencies are not aware of 
any other plans for transmission lines in the immediate 
vicinity of MATL’s proposed line. 

Response 487:  Comment noted. 

Response 488:  Comment noted. 
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Response 489:  Comment noted.  See response to comment 468.   
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Response 490:  See the revised discussion of cumulative impacts 
in Chapter 4.  The agencies are not aware of any plans for oil 
and gas well development that would be dependent on the 
MATL line.  As indicated in response to comment 478, the 
MATL line would be available for short-term transactions 
from other forms of generation. 

Response 491:   See response to comment 24. 

Response 492:  The agencies do not have regulatory authority to 
guarantee full public participation in decisions for locating 
wind farms.  The MATL line would be located east of 
Interstate 15 south of Brady but remains west of the 
interstate north of Brady in order to cross the international 
boundary and align with the rest of the project in Canada.  

Response 493:  Comment noted.  The agencies are aware of a 
wood pole line built in the 1930s between Great Falls and 
Havre that is still being used today as a result of ongoing 
maintenance of the line.   

Response 494:  Comment noted. 
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Response 495:  Comment noted. 

Response 496:  Comment noted.   

Response 497:  Comment noted. 

Response 498:  The range of bird mortalities associated with 
wind farm development is indicated in the revised 
discussion of cumulative impacts (see Section 4.9). 

Response 499:  Costs and risks of the proposed MATL line to 
Montana are discussed in the draft EIS.   The benefits and 
costs of the project to Montana are discussed in Sections 1.2 
and 3.13.  Potential impacts to Montana customers are 
discussed in Section 3.13. 

Response 500:  See response to comment 492. 
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Response 501:  Comment noted. 

Response 502:  Comment noted.  The discussion of cumulative 
impacts for the proposed MATL transmission line has been 
expanded in Chapter 4 of this document.     

Response 503:  The range of bird mortalities associated with 
wind farm development is indicated in the revised 
discussion of cumulative impacts (see Section 4.9). 

Response 504:  Comment noted.   

Response 505:  Comment noted.  Guidelines are addressed in 
response to comments 239 to 241. 
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Response 506:  MATL has proposed to build a transmission line, 
not to develop oil and gas.  The agencies do not have 
regulatory authority over oil and gas development and 
cannot speculate on future development or prepare the EIS 
requested in the comment. 

Response 507:  See response to comment 24. 

Response 508:  See Section 2.7 for discussion on building the 
MATL line underground.  This alternative was considered 
but dismissed.   

Response 509:  Comment noted.  Water quality should be 
protected with implementation of storm water controls 
required by DEQ.  Wildlife and wildlife habitat could be 
adversely affected by construction of the transmission line 
and wind farms.  See the discussion of wildlife impacts in 
sections 3.8, 3.10, and the expanded cumulative impacts 
analysis in Sections 4.9 and 4.11. 

Response 510:  Comment noted. 

Response 511:  The agencies have followed the requirements of 
the Montana Environmental Policy Act and the National 
Environmental Policy Act in preparing this EIS. 
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Response 512:  Comment noted. 

Response 513:  Comment noted.  A slight realignment has been 
suggested on Mr. Otness’ land and land just to the northwest 
of his property.  See the discussion in Sections 2.6 and 3.16 
for more information. 

Response 514:  Comment noted. 



MATL Transmission Line EIS 
 

Response to Comments 204 

 

Response 515:  Comment noted.  See the revised discussion of 
socioeconomic impacts in Section 3.13. 
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Response 516:  Comment noted.  Distributed generation would 
not meet the needs of the proposed line. 

Response 517:  Comment noted.  The proposed project would be 
financed privately, and would not contribute to the national 
debt. 

Response 518:  Comment noted. 
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Response 519:  The developers of wind farms near the proposed 
line have not revealed their plans yet.  Wildlife and wildlife 
habitat could be adversely affected by construction of the 
transmission line and wind farms. DEQ has requested this 
information, but does not have regulatory authority over 
wind farms and cannot demand the information.  See the 
discussion of wildlife impacts resulting from the 
transmission line in sections 3.8, 3.10, and the expanded 
cumulative impacts analysis in Sections 4.9 and 4.11. 
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Response 520:  Comment noted.  The agencies have received no 
applications for other transmission lines near the proposed 
line and are not aware of any plans for other transmission 
lines near the proposed line.  If other applications are 
received for transmission lines in the area, the subsequent 
environmental review will disclose the impacts. 

Response 521:  Comment noted.   See Chapter 4.  The agencies 
administer no permits specifically for wind farms as energy 
facilities.  Persons interested in protecting the viewshed of 
the Rocky Mountain Front would need to work with 
individual developers as wind farms are sited and planned. 

Response 522:  Comment noted.  To generate the same amount 
of power (600 MW that would include 300 MW south to 
north and 300 MW north to south) as would be shipped on 
the proposed transmission line would require 9,230 small 
turbines (65 KW each) as opposed to 400 turbines, each 
producing 1.5 MW.  This would require more disturbance of 
land, possibly more fragmentation of habitat and potentially 
have greater visual impacts as the faster turning small 
turbines would have to be more widely distributed.  In 
addition, if the same amount of power would be generated, 
there would still need to be additional transmission lines 
constructed to handle the additional generation even if 
smaller turbines would be built. 
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Response 523:  Because MATL has no firm contracts to ship 
power from the Highwood Generating Station and because 
power from the Highwood Generating Station would be 
used to satisfy the needs of members of the electric 
generating cooperatives in south-central Montana as well as 
the City of Great Falls, the agencies do not believe that the 
Highwood Generating Station is dependent on the MATL 
line.  The agencies recognize that it is possible for power 
from the Highwood Generating Station to be shipped on the 
MATL line when the plant produces more power than the 
owners can use and short term capacity is available on the 
MATL line.  See response to comment 25 that discusses the 
need for the project.   

Response 524:  See response to comment 523. 
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Response 525:  Comment noted. 

Response 526:  See response to comment 8. 

Response 527:  Comment noted.  The agencies are not 
“promoting” the applicant or proposed project.  They are 
responding to MATL’s application as required by law. 

Response 528:   See response to comment 93 for more 
information on how the line might be used for short-term 
transactions when wind generators are not fully using their 
contracts to ship power. Power can be shipped both ways on 
a transmission line simultaneously especially if switches are 
installed at a midpoint substation.   

Response 529:  The need for this line is stated in Section 1.2.1 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 expanding power generation facilities in the vicinity of 
the proposed transmission line, and improve transmission 
access to markets seeking new energy resources.”  A power 
line would still be needed to ship power to and from Canada 
and satisfy the needs of wind generators which have signed 
contracts with MATL. 

Response 530:  Comment noted. 

Response 531:  The draft EIS notes major visual impacts would 
occur where the line passes in close proximity to houses, 
roads and recreation sites.  In general, the presence of the 
line in the foreground distance (within ½ mile) from these 
viewpoints would result in major visual impact.  This 
includes roads traveled by tourists.      
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Response 532:  The agencies have worked with consultants to 
better quantify the costs of the line to farmers.  See Section 
3.13 for additional information. 

Response 533:  Section 3.4.2 describes potential health effects 
from the transmission line.  
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Response 534:  Comment noted.  Moving the line to the west 
appears to conflict with use of a side-roll irrigation system 
just south of the irrigation canal on the proposed reroute. 
Therefore another option in this area is identified in Section 
2.6 and the agencies are accepting additional comment on 
alternatives in this area.  Alternative 4 would avoid more 
homes in this area than the proposed alignment. 
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Response 535:  Comment noted.   

Response 536:  Comment noted. 
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Response 537:  Comment noted.   

Response 538:  Comment noted.  The line is not routed near the 
Rocky Mountain Front.  See Figure 1.1-1 and response to 
comment 232. 

Response 539:  See response to comment 529. 

Response 540:  See response to comment 529.  Whether or not 
unacceptable environmental or medical problems would be 
stimulated would depend on the design and location of 
hypothetical future coal-fired electrical generating plants 
along the route.  The agencies are not aware of future plans 
for coal-fired generation plants that would be dependent 
upon the MATL line. 

Response 541:  The primary beneficiaries of this line will be the 
company that proposes to build this line (Montana Alberta 
Tie Ltd. owned by Tonbridge Power Inc.), and any wind 
developers that build wind generators as a result of this line.  
Those benefits would be realized in the form of any profits 
made from these ventures.  Stockholders of Tonbridge Power 
Inc. and of wind farm companies could also benefit from 
stock ownership if these companies are successful.  Local 
residents and land owners are expected to experience 
benefits and costs from the line.  See Section 3.13 for more 
discussions of the costs and benefits from MATL. 

Response 542:  Your opinion is noted.  Solar power is currently 
more expensive than wind or coal generated power.  While 
there is much discussion and research being devoted to 
decentralized power generation, at this time it is not 
proposed at a scale that would replace the proposed line. 

Response 543:  Comment noted.  
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Response 544:  See the revised discussion of cumulative impacts 
in Chapter 4.   

Response 545:  See the revised discussion of cumulative impacts 
in Chapter 4. 

Response 546:  Comment noted.  See the revised discussion of 
cumulative impacts in Chapter 4. 

Response 547:  The agencies have no regulatory authority to site 
wind farms and little if any regulatory authority to require 
mitigating measures to control how they would be built.  See 
the revised cumulative impacts discussion in Section 4.16 for 
more detail on visual impacts of wind farm development.  
Persons interested in implementation of mitigating measures 
should work with individual developers as wind farms are 
sited and planned. 
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Response 548:  See the revised discussion of cumulative impacts 
in Chapter 4 for further explanation of the types of impacts 
that may occur and Appendix O for possible measures to 
reduce these impacts.  The agencies do not have regulatory 
authority over siting of wind farms.   

Response 549:  Your worst case scenario is not likely from the 
proposed line and planned projects.  Extensive development 
of dispersed wind generation projects may pose a greater 
threat to viewsheds and birds using the area.  See response to 
comments 182 and 522.  Although wind farms associated 
with the proposed MATL transmission line could be located 
west of Interstate 15, the agencies are unaware of any that 
would be located west of Highway 89.  Where developments 
are located depends on project economics, availability of 
transmission capacity, landowner agreements, and the wind 
resource.   
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Response 550:  Comment noted.   

Response 551:  Comment noted. 

Response 552:  Hunting can continue near and around a power 
line.  Health concerns are discussed in Section 3.4.2. 
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Response 553:  Comment noted.  See additional discussion of 
costs associated with farming around structures in Section 
3.13. 
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Response 554:  See the revised discussion of cumulative impacts 
in Chapter 4. 
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Response 555:  Comment noted.  The discussion of cumulative 
impacts for the proposed MATL transmission line has been 
expanded in Chapter 4.  The agencies administer no permits 
specifically for wind farms as energy facilities.  It is possible 
that few if any state permits would be necessary for projects 
proposed on private lands with no stream or wetland 
crossings or encroachments.  Persons interested in protecting 
the viewshed of the Rocky Mountain Front would need to 
work with individual developers as wind farms are sited and 
planned. 

Response 556:  Comment noted.  
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Response 557:  Comment noted.   

Response 558:  Comment noted. 

Response 559:  Use of monopoles and following section lines are 
measures adopted to address land use impacts where 
appropriate.  Many existing lines in Montana use H-frame 
wood poles.  This structure type would be used on the 
MATL line in range land and in selected locations on crop 
land.  The presence of the new line on Carney property 
would not preclude use of the land for hunting. 
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The following comments are summarized from hearings 
conducted on the draft EIS.   

Comment 560:  Commenter strongly opposes cutting across a field 
on a diagonal on the Belgian Hill Alternative.  The field is currently 
in CRP but the contract will run out in a few years.  Commenter 
wants the line to go along the field line or property line with no 
diagonals through the field.  

Response 560:  Comment noted. 

Comment 561:  Monopoles are the same price as dual pole H-
frame structures.  Directly embedded steel monopoles are the 
same price as H-frames. 

Response 561:  See responses to comments 38 and 357. 

Comment 562:  Opposes cutting diagonally across field on Belgian 
Hill Alternative and commenter wants to see the line built along the 
field line or property line.  

Response 562:  Comment noted.  The trade offs between 
alignments in the Belgian Hill Road area are summarized in 
Section 2.6 and 3.16. 

Comment 563:  A bill was introduced in Montana’s recent 
legislative session to give property owners crossed by a new 
transmission line a property tax break as a way for the state to help 
these landowners who are making sacrifices for the public good.  

Response 563:  House Bill 843 would have exempted property 
taxes on lands that are within 660 feet on either side of the 
midpoint of a transmission line right-of-way or easement 
which had a design capacity of 30 megavoltamperes or 
greater and was constructed after January 1, 2007. The type 
of land that was to be exempted was agricultural lands. 
House Bill 843 did not pass the 2007 Legislature.  This 

exemption of property taxes was incorporated into House 
Bill 3 in the Special Session of 2007 and was signed into law. 

Comment 564:  Commenter supports Alternative 4 as it does a 
good job of addressing landowner concerns.  It would take only 4-5 
months to pay off the extra costs of Alternative 4.  

Response 564:  Comment noted. 

Comment 565:  The draft EIS does not compare what the added 
cost would be for affected farmers to farm around this line for the 
next 100 years relative to MATL’s costs to build each alternative.  

Response 565:  The agencies have worked with consultants to 
better quantify the costs of the line to farmers.  See Section 
3.13 for additional information. 

Comment 566:  DEQ did a good job developing Alternative 4 but 
caved into MATL by selecting modified Alternative 2.  

Response 566:  Comment noted. 

Comment 567:  The Belgian Hill Road alignment is through 
farmland, not grassland on the north side of the alignment.  

Response 567:  On the north side of the alignment, north of the 
irrigation canal, the alignment traverses about 2,320 feet of 
grassland and then about 320 feet of cultivated land which 
likely can be spanned.   South of the canal the revised 
alignment runs north-south traversing about 1,030 feet of 
land irrigated with a side roll irrigation system oriented east-
west.  This system would probably have to be broken apart 
and reassembled on the far side of one structure each time it 
is used in the future.  From here, the revised line would run 
north-south along irrigated fields for about 7,900 feet.  South 
of this point the line would be diagonal for about 3,030 feet 
across farm land before rejoining the proposed alignment.  
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The Belgian Hill Road alignment is actually through 
farmland and was identified incorrectly in the draft EIS as 
grassland. The agencies are soliciting comment on these 
alignments and another possible alignment in the Belgian 
Hill Road area.  See Sections 2.6 and 3.16 for additional 
information. 

Comment 568:  Commenter already has 22 H-frames on his land 
which are located on a diagonal and 21 more are proposed.  
Nowhere in the Major Facility Siting Act does it mention that 
MATL’s ability to borrow funds is a decision criterion.  

Response 568:  The Major Facility Siting Act requires a finding 
“that the facility minimizes adverse environmental impact, 
considering the state of available technology and the nature 
and economics of the various alternatives.” 

Comment 569:  Commenter supports Alt 4.  

Response 569:  Comment noted.   

Comment 570:  The draft EIS failed to address the cost to farmers 
who have to farm around the structures for the life of the line. 

Response 570:  DEQ has worked with consultants to better 
quantify the costs of the line to farmers.  See Section 3.13 for 
additional information. 

Comment 571:  Having to farm around structures on Alternative 2 
would cost more than the additional cost of building Alternative 4.  
The commenter estimates it would cost farmers an additional 
$6,522,000 to farm around the structures over the life of the line.  

Response 571:  Comment noted.  The agencies have worked with 
consultants to better quantify the costs of the line to farmers.  
See Section 3.13 for additional information. 

Comment 572:  Page 3-157 of the draft EIS draws a conclusion on 
the cost to farm around structures but it’s hard to quantify the cost 
to local farmers from a Canadian study done in 1970 and then 
converting costs to today’s US dollar values. 

Response 572:  Comment noted.  Additional discussion of 
alternatives in the Diamond Valley area is found in Sections 
2.6 and 3.16.  See Section 3.13 for additional information 
about the cost to farmers. 

Comment 573:  Commenter feels insulted by DEQ’s view that 
annual payments proposed by MATL for farming around structures 
is mitigation for impacts.  

Response 573:  Mitigation is typically viewed as a measure that 
will reduce or eliminate an impact. While the measure 
proposed by MATL would not eliminate an impact, it might 
reduce the impact through compensation. 

Comment 574:  The draft EIS cites MATL’s economic ability and 
demands but does not mention their $28 million per year revenue 
stream to pay additional costs of Alternative 4.  Reconsider 
Alternative 4 after doing a fair economic analysis. 

Response 574:  Comment noted.  See Section 3.13 for additional 
information on farming costs.  The agencies have worked 
with area landowners and identified three additional 
alignments in the Diamond Valley area.  These are described 
in Sections 2.6 and 3.16. 

Comment 575:  Commenter believes the draft EIS is an economic 
statement and not an environmental impact statement.  

Response 575:  Your opinion is noted. 

Comment 576:  Are annual payments to landowners a condition of 
the Major Facility Siting Act certificate?  If so, what is the amount 
per pole?  
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Response 576:  Annual payments are part of the applicant’s 
proposal. As proposed by MATL annual payments would 
vary with placement within a field and the degree to which 
farming practices are interfered with.  Annual payments of 
this nature are a new concept in Montana.  See Section 3.13 
for further discussion of costs to farming around poles.   

Comment 577:  Commenter is opposed to the line if it doesn’t run 
north/south and east/west.  He farms around 44 existing structures.  
Alternative 2 would move the proposed line off his place.  DEQ’s 
proposed reroute in the Diamond Valley area would put the line 
close to 17 existing poles.  Commenter prefers Alternative 2 rather 
than DEQ’s tentative preferred alignment.  

Response 577:  Comments noted.  See Sections 2.6 and 3.16 for 
discussion of local routing options in the Diamond Valley 
area that could be required by the agencies to reduce 
impacts. 

Comment 578:  Commenter would prefer monopoles on his land 
rather than H-frames. 

Response 578:  Comment noted. 

Comment 579:  A member of the local Port Authority commented in 
support of the transmission line because it could add several 
million and possibly a billion dollars to the area economy; the line 
would allow for wind energy generation, and would increase tax 
revenue.  

Response 579:  Comments noted. See revised Section 3.13 for 
updated tax revenues as a result of the passage of House Bill 
3, Tax Incentives for Energy Development which recently 
passed the Montana Special Legislative Session. 

Comment 580:  Commenter supports Alternative 4 because it 
balances impacts and costs; DEQ did a good job developing this 

alternative but made a mistake when it tentatively selected 
Alternative 2 with mitigation.  

Response 580:  Comments noted. 

Comment 581:  On page 2-10 of the draft EIS there is an error 
when it says there was no plan to use extra fiber optic line for other 
commercial purposes.  Six months ago a Tonbridge press release 
said the company was exploring the commercial value of the fiber 
optic overhead ground wire.  If the company used the potential 
revenue from the fiber optic lines, wouldn’t this aid in the recovery 
of extra costs for Alternative 4?   

Response 581:  See response to comment 346.  

Comment 582:  There is an error on page 2-40 where the draft EIS 
indicated that there is a potential upgrade to 400 MW in each 
direction, 800 MW total.  In a MATL press release it was stated that 
the line might be upgraded to 450 MW.  

Response 582:  See response to comments 346 and 626 for 
discussion of line capacity.  

Comment 583:  Any upgrade is a potential revenue increase to 
MATL and should be factored into DEQ’s decision.  

Response 583:  Comments noted. At this time no upgrades are 
proposed.  

Comment 584:  On pages 2-45 though 2-47 four alternatives were 
dismissed solely on the basis of higher costs including guyed 
versus self-supporting angle structures, underground construction, 
use of monopoles, and a tie into Western Area Power 
Administration’s line at Shelby.  Why is it appropriate for the 
agency to dismiss alternatives based upon concern for MATL’s 
costs. DEQ is protecting MATL, not Montana’s farmers.  DEQ 
admits that there would be a higher cost to farmers in the long run 
but the tentative proposed route does not require the company to 
use monopoles placed on field lines.  MATL will be able to recoup 
these higher costs in the long-term.  It is not appropriate for DEQ to 
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rely on the company to some how mitigate these increased costs 
with some yet to be calculated and agreed upon payment. The 
company is not required to make such a payment.  These 
payments need to be specified in the certificate.  DEQ needs to do 
a proper balancing as required by ARM 17.26.1607. 

Response 584:  It is appropriate to dismiss alternatives because 
the Major Facility Siting Act requires a finding “that the 
facility minimizes adverse environmental impact, 
considering the state of available technology and the nature 
and economics of the various alternatives.” The agencies will 
balance factors listed in their administrative rules and 
regulations as required by statute before making a decision.  
The agencies worked to quantify the costs of the line to 
farmers and compare those costs with the costs to MATL of 
pursuing the more expensive alternative (See Section 3.13). 

Comment 585:  Table 13-1-11 describes the positive tax benefits to 
counties but these revenues could be cut by 75 percent if Governor 
Schweitzer’s clean and green energy bill is passed by the 
legislature.  

Response 585:  See revised Section 3.13 for estimates on property 
tax savings to MATL from recent changes in the law.  

Comment 586:  On page 4-18 the draft EIS discusses easement 
payments.  This discussion is not required by the Major Facility 
Siting Act.  

Response 586:  The Montana Environmental Policy Act requires 
that an EIS disclose the economic impacts of regulations on 
an applicant.  Easement payments made on MATL’s 
proposed route would be an adverse economic impact of 
regulation if another alternative is selected.  

Comment 587:  If MATL already paid for ROW access and that 
alternative is not permitted, MATL may lose the money they 
already spent.  To seek easements and pay for routes that have 

not been permitted by DEQ is a business decision MATL made 
which it was free to make and the agency should not base 
decisions about the project on any such payments.  

Response 587:  Comments noted. 

Comment 588:  A commenter provided additional information on 
the number of jobs that may be generated at a wind farm.  A wind 
farm may generate 10 jobs but more likely only one or two jobs.  

Response 588:  Your opinion is noted. See Section 4.14 for further 
discussion of the economic impacts from wind farms.  

Comment 589:  The mayor of Cut Bank fully supports findings in 
the draft EIS and the proposed route.  

Response 589:  Comments noted. 

Comment 590:  A member of the MATL American Advisory 
Committee noted that MATL tried to accommodate everyone.  The 
project is important to Glacier, Toole, Pondera, and Teton counties 
as well as the Great Falls area.  While Great Falls is looking at an 
expensive coal fired generation project, wind power could be 
harnessed for energy but a transmission line is needed for this type 
of generation.  He supports the project.  

Response 590:  Comments noted. 

Comment 591:  A tribal member supports Alternative 3 because it 
is a little closer to the Blackfeet Indian Reservation and thus would 
give a potential advantage to wind projects on the Blackfeet Indian 
Reservation. 

Response 591:  Comments noted. 

Comment 592:  A Toole County Commissioner and member of the 
Port Authority in Shelby supported the MATL project because it is 
necessary for wind farms, several million dollars could be invested 
in Toole and Glacier counties, and this investment could help the 
tax base and possibly lower taxes for other property owners.  
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Further, he supports alternative that causes the least impacts to 
farmers urges DEQ to make a decision quickly so the project can 
move forward.  

Response 592:  Comments noted. 

Comment 593:  The Mayor of Shelby and Director of the Port 
Northern Montana commented that DEQ did a good job looking so 
thoroughly at the alternatives.  MATL has done a good job trying to 
accommodate property owners and farmers.  He supports the idea 
of making annual payments for those having structures on their 
property.  Interstate 15 impacted a lot of farm land but it was for the 
common good and farmers do not get annual payments for 
Interstate 15.   At least MATL is trying to mitigate the impacts from 
the line.  He hopes that this project will lead to a larger tax base 
perhaps resulting in lower taxes.  

Response 593:  Comments noted. See the revised discussion of 
tax revenues in Section 3.13.  House Bill 3, Tax Incentives for 
Energy Development that was passed in the recent Special 
Session of the Montana Legislature modified tax law that 
would affect tax revenue from the MATL line. 

Comment 594:  A Glacier County Commissioner commented that 
MATL has done the best job they can in trying to do the best to 
mitigate negative impacts to farmers. Sacrifice must be made and 
MATL has done an excellent job in trying to minimize impacts.  He 
sees MATL as a watershed event that will bring other projects like 
wind farms and related businesses into the community.  He 
supports the MATL project.  

Response 594:  Comments noted. 

Comment 595:  Don Banyack supported the project but has 
concerns including:  Concerns about H-frame structures and 
wonders why monopoles were not required.  Monopoles might cost 
more but “What the heck is cost nowadays?”  Farmers will be stuck 
working around the poles for life.  

Response 595:  Comments noted. 

Comment 596:  Tim Hoof submitted alternatives to DEQ and 
appreciates that his alternatives were considered and one 
incorporated into the tentative preferred action.  He supports the 
economic development and benefits the line would bring.  

Response 596:  Comments noted. 

Comment 597:  What happens if a land owner doesn’t sign an 
easement contract for the right-of-way?  Would eminent domain be 
used? 

Response 597:  Use of eminent domain is a last resort.  However 
under Montana law (Section 70-30-102, MCA) eminent 
domain can be used for “electrical energy lines.” These 
proceedings are handled through state court.  More 
information on eminent domain can be found in the 
publication “Eminent Domain in Montana” available 
through the Environmental Quality Council and available on 
the internet at 
http://www.leg.mt.gov/content/publications/lepo/edhan
dbook.pdf.  Also see the response to comment 8. 

Comment 598:  When will the routing decision be made?  

Response 598:  DEQ has 30 days in which to issue its decision 
after the final EIS is published. 
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Comment 599:  How would the line affect GPS and computerized 
farming equipment?  Who is responsible for these effects? 

Response 599:  See revisions to Section 3.4.3. The agencies could 
condition approval of the line in a manner that would 
require MATL to investigate complaints and correct GPS 
interference caused by the line.  GPS receivers communicate 
using microwave and radio frequencies. Many factors affect 
GPS use, including receiver/antenna design, type of GPS 
equipment, satellite geometry, when a GPS satellite exhibits 
operational anomalies and proximity of shielding objects. 
Out-of-band emissions by radio, TV, communications, and 
radar transmitters can cause an electromagnetic interference 
problem. Other potential electromagnetic interference 
sources include gasoline engine ignition systems, TV and 
computer monitors, electric motors, fluorescent lights, ac-dc 
converters, alternators, and generators and switching power 
supplies. At the surface of the earth the satellite microwave 
signals are weak and any reduction of signal intensity due to 
scattering by transmission line conductors or noise due to 
corona and/or gap discharges could degrade receiver 
performance or cause loss of signal lock.  

A gap discharge occurs between parts of hardware on a 
power line that are physically close but at different voltages. 
If the voltage becomes high enough, a spark occurs across 
the gap. Gap discharges tend to happen in dry weather and 
are more common in smaller distribution lines. Corona noise 
is caused when large electric fields at the conductor surface 
induce impulsive currents on the transmission line. These 
induced currents, in turn, cause wide band electric and 
magnetic “noise” fields that fill the entire frequency 
spectrum from below 100 kHz to approximately 1000 MHz, 
although they are usually too small to be measured above 10 
– 20 MHz.    

Presently, studies have found that transmission lines do not 
adversely affect most GPS usage and especially when GPS 
with high quality receivers and antennas was used, but the 
possibility exists. Studies have concluded that when 
receivers were used in close proximity to transmission lines 
that one satellite signal was diluted or lost. The loss of one 
satellite signal would not be completely detrimental since 
most GPS receivers rely upon a dispersed constellation of 
satellites to determine position, at least four or more 
satellites. Loss of lock on just one satellite could potentially 
affect accuracy due to an increase in dilution of position error 
caused by poor constellation accuracy. The transmission line 
could possibly cause a loss of signal lock. MATL would only 
be responsible for minimizing potential gap discharges and 
corona noise that has been identified as impacting GPS.   

Comment 600:  Do wind power sites tie directly into the line?  

Response 600:  As currently planned, wind energy sites would 
tie into the proposed Marias substation near the McCormick 
Ranch wind farm southeast of Cut Bank.  

Comment 601:  How far along is MATL in Alberta?  

Response 601:  A hearing began on October 30, 2007 and the 
Alberta Energy and Utilities Board must issue a decision 
within 90 days of the completion of the hearing. 

Comment 602:  How long will it take to construct the line?  

Response 602:  See Chapter 2 in draft EIS. 

Comment 603:  What is the capacity of the transmission line?  
Would the structure design (H-frames versus monopoles) restrict 
future capacity upgrades of the line? 
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Response 603:  Proposed capacity is 300 MW in each direction. 
No, structure design would not restrict future capacity 
upgrades. However, if future upgrades are planned then the 
line should initially be designed so that ground clearances 
would meet National Electric Safety Code regulations.  This 
may affect pole height. Within reason either single or double 
poles can be used to accommodate any required additional 
ground clearances. 

Comment 604:  Is the transmission line a connection into Alberta 
for protection and safety or for wind farm development?    

Response 604:  MATL’s line would help wind generators 
transmit their power to Canada or south to the US market. It 
would provide another transmission path that could be used 
if other lines were out of service. 

Comment 605:  Why don’t all of the turbines in wind farms run all of 
the time?  They seem unreliable.  

Response 605:  Wind turbines do not run all the time because 
they operate within an optimal range of wind speed.  If the 
wind is not strong enough, the turbine would not turn and 
power would not be produced. If the wind is too strong, 
turbines are shut down or depowered to protect them from 
damage.  Like all types of generators, wind turbines are 
sometimes deactivated so that maintenance can be 
performed on them.  Lastly, generation may not occur if 
there is not a market for the power produced.  

Comment 606:  Is wind power cheaper than power from other 
sources?  

Response 606:  Currently, wind generated electricity is fast 
becoming cost competitive with electricity produced by 
natural gas-fired generation.  This is especially the case with 

higher natural gas prices.  However, wind farm developers 
still claim to need a tax credit to operate profitably in most 
locations, so they may not yet be competitive with more 
conventional existing forms of electricity generation such as 
coal and hydro power. 

Comment 607:  Who pays for the line?  Will the cost of the line be 
passed on to taxpayers? 

Response 607:  MATL is financing the line by itself through 
investors. The cost will not be passed on to taxpayers. 

Comment 608:  What is the MATL line going to do to the cost of 
power since approval of the line would open the market to Alberta?  

Response 608:  MATL should have little effect on the cost of 
power in Montana.  This is discussed in the draft EIS in 
Section 3.13. 

Comment 609:  Information in Appendix F appears to be at odds 
with other laws and restrictions.  Does the Major Facility Siting Act 
trump federal laws or other state laws?  

Response 609:  Montana’s Major Facility Siting Act does not 
“trump” other federal laws.  After a Major Facility Siting Act 
certificate is issued, certain other state and local laws are 
preempted.  Section 75-20-401, MCA, states: 

“Additional requirements by other governmental 
agencies not permitted after issuance of certificate 
-- exceptions -- venue for challenging certificate 
issuance. 

(1) Notwithstanding any other law, a state or 
regional agency or municipality or other local 
government may not require any approval, 
consent, permit, certificate, or other condition for 
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the construction, operation, or maintenance of a 
facility authorized by a certificate issued pursuant 
to this chapter, except that the department and 
board retain the authority that they have or may 
be granted to determine compliance of the 
proposed facility with state and federal standards 
and implementation plans for air and water 
quality and to enforce those standards.  

(2) This chapter does not prevent the application 
of state laws for the protection of employees 
engaged in the construction, operation, or 
maintenance of a facility…”  

In addition, the Major Facility Siting Act does not 
preempt state agencies which have an ownership 
interest in land.  For example, when state school 
trust land is crossed an easement or land use 
license is still required from DNRC and the Board 
of Land Commissioners for that property right.   

Comment 610:  Is trespassing allowed outside of easements?  

Response 610:  No. 

Comment 611:  Cascade County commissioner Peggy Beltrone 
testified that the project is needed as a whole, and believes the 
process balances interests of agriculture and businesses along the 
route with the communities along the line with regard to renewable 
energy.  She believes a good process was used in developing the 
project.  

Response 611:  Comment noted. 

Comment 612:  Commissioner Beltrone stated Montana has strong 
wind resource and the wind occurs in an area that has a very poor 
economic record.  

Response 612:  Comment noted 

Comment 613:  Commissioner Beltrone presented information 
indicating that the US Department of Energy has a National goal of 
20 percent wind energy and north central Montana has the 
potential for 5-10 GW of wind generation.   Such a theoretical 5-
10GW development would physically disturb an area 26 miles in 
diameter within an area 186 miles in diameter.  Transmission would 
be needed to transmit this power out of Montana.  

Response 613:  Comment noted. The current proposal is for a 
transmission line with a capacity to move 300 MW in each 
direction as shown in Table 4.1-2 and would not be able to 
handle 5-10 GW.  See Chapter 4 for the revised discussion of 
cumulative impacts from wind farm generation.   

Comment 614:  Montana is in the western transmission grid which 
includes Alberta and British Columbia.  Alberta is a natural trading 
partner but transmission is limited between Montana and Alberta.  
Montana has 600 MW wind generation that has subscribed to the 
MATL line if it is built. 

Response 614:  Comment noted. Montana is in both the western 
and eastern transmission grids.  The dividing line in 
Montana runs from about Fort Peck dam through Miles City.  
Transmission and generation east of this line operates as part 
of the eastern grid and west of this line electricity is 
exchanged in the western grid.  In Montana a small amount 
of exchange between the grids occurs at Miles City. 

Comment 615:  Habel’s worked with MATL to locate the line 
through the Teton River area and this would have prevented further 
paralleling of NorthWestern Energy’s line thus would have reduced 
farming impacts.  DEQ’s tentative preferred alternative surprised 
him and adds a total of 9 additional structures they would have to 
farm around for the rest of his life.  Why does the DEQ alignment 
have to diagonal across his property?  
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Response 615:  Alternative 3 diagonals through more farm lands 
and was located in close proximity to the NorthWestern line.  
In scoping meetings other farmers indicated that another line 
close to the NorthWestern line would cause more impacts to 
farming than a single line would. The alternative 2 crossing 
of the Teton River would be located on state owned land 
while alternative 3 that parallels the NorthWestern line 
would be located on private land.  The Major Facility Siting 
Act requires DEQ to select alignments on public lands when 
such alignments are as economically as practicable as using 
private lands.  

Comment 616:  The commenter supports trade with Canada and 
developing renewable wind resources.   

Response 616:  Comment noted. 

Comment 617:  MATL is not a utility and therefore how can they 
gain the right of eminent domain?  The MATL line would not be 
used to satisfy Montana consumers.  

Response 617:  See response to comment 8. 

Comment 618:  Commercial companies building lines should have 
to pay a yearly rent.  Will private landowners have any recourse or 
revenue if the transmission line crosses their land? 

Response 618:  Comment noted.  See response to comment 8. 

Comment 619:  When the missile silos were constructed the 
government did it the right way; poles are located 30 feet from the 
property line.  If a transmission line is built along the edge of a field, 
it is easier to farm around the poles.  

Response 619:  Comment noted. 

Comment 620:  Commenter feels disenfranchised from the process 
because he leases a parcel of state school trust land and a couple 

of alternatives cut diagonally across this land.  Farming practices 
are changing as farm equipment continues to become larger.  
Fields are larger as strips are combined, chemical sprayers are 100 
feet wide or wider, and therefore having to farm around structures 
is going to cost more.  The commenter will try to negotiate with 
DNRC to lower the lease rate to use state school trust land 
because of the lost production and extra expenses to farm around 
power poles.  

Response 620:  Comment noted.  The agencies have worked with 
consultants to better quantify the costs of the line to farmers.  
See Section 3.13 for additional information. 

Comment 621:  Anything worth doing is worth doing well.  The 
commenter supports Alternative 4 even though it costs a bit more.  
However Alternative 4 is more environmentally friendly.  

Response 621:  Comment noted. 

Comment 622:  Commenter voiced support for wind farms but 
doesn’t want to see transmission lines and wind farms in every 
landscape, especially the Rocky Mountain Front. 

Response 622:  Comment noted. 

Comment 623:  Concerned how energy development is occurring 
around the state in an unplanned, piecemeal fashion.  The public 
and decision makers should have a better sense about what the 
expanded energy grid is going to look line when it is fully built up.  

Response 623:  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.  In Montana, 
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major new transmission lines are planned south of 
Townsend and/or Garrison, west of Broadview, and MATL 
has discussed possibilities for new transmission lines 
between Great Falls and Townsend and from Alberta to 
Havre and Great Falls. 

Comment 624:  The EIS needs to make it clear where the wind 
farms will be located.  

Response 624:  See response to comment 22 and the revised 
discussion of cumulative impacts effects in Chapter 4.  

Comment 625:  EIS does not address what the impacts would be 
from other proposed transmission lines connecting to the MATL 
line nor the cumulative impacts to wildlife from the MATL line and 
other proposed transmission lines connecting to it.  

Response 625:  See Chapter 4 for a revised discussion of 
cumulative impacts.  

Comment 626:  Concern was expressed about future upgrades of 
the transmission line.  

Response 626:  Comment noted. The conductors that MATL 
proposes to use would be able to handle 600 MW but the line 
losses would be so high that this would be impractical.  The 
project will run more efficiently, with low line losses, at 300 
MW (see response to comment 346 as well).  Future upgrades 
are not proposed at this time, but remain a possibility.  See 
response to comment 10 about ground clearance.  

Comment 627:  Commenter supports the MATL project because it 
will benefit all of Montana.  

Response 627:  Comment noted. 

Comment 628:  Commenter stated that MATL has accommodated 
his concerns. 

Response 628:  Comment noted. 

Comment 629:  Why can’t the line border the southwest side of the 
wildlife refuge?  This kind of adjustment would take the line out of 
crop land for about 7-8 miles. 

Response 629:  The mission of the national wildlife refuge 
system is "to administer a national network of lands and 
waters for the conservation, management, and where 
appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife, and plant 
resources and their habitats within the United States for the 
benefit of present and future generations of Americans".   
Under the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement 
Act of 1997, the Secretary of the Interior is required to ensure 
that the mission of the system and the purposes of each 
refuge are carried out, except that if a conflict exists between 
the purposes of a refuge and the mission of the System, the 
conflict shall be resolved in a manner that first protects the 
purposes of the refuge, and, to the extent practicable, that 
also achieves the mission of the System (Public Law 105-57 
Oct. 9, 1997, 111 STAT. 1255).  Benton Lake National Wildlife 
Refuge was established by Executive Order of President 
Herbert Hoover in 1929, as "a refuge and breeding ground 
for birds".  Because power lines pose a risk of killing birds 
that collide with the lines, guy wires, and ground wires, it is 
highly unlikely that the proposed transmission line would be 
considered to be compatible with the purposes of the refuge 
and the federal system of wildlife refuges.  Therefore the 
agencies conclude that there would be a very low probability 
that Fish and Wildlife Service would allow the line to be built 
on refuge lands.  Consequently, an alternative to site the 
proposed transmission line on refuge lands was not carried 
forward for detailed consideration. 
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Comment 630:  MATL said they would do 25 miles of monopoles.  
This would cut the cost of the annual fee given to landowners, and 
would help reduce costs to MATL.  

Response 630:  Comment noted.  MATL has revised its proposal 
so that single pole structures would be used where the line 
would cross 53 miles of cultivated land diagonally.   

Comment 631:  Is there going to be another EIS for each wind 
farm?  

Response 631:  An environmental review, whether an 
environmental assessment or an environmental impact 
statement, is required for most state and federal permitting 
actions.  The state does not have permitting authority over 
wind farm siting, so it is unlikely an EIS would be prepared 
for future wind farms located on private land.    

Comment 632:  Commenter does not dispute the need for the line.  

Response 632:  Comment noted. 

Comment 633:  There are still farming and visual impacts when the 
transmission line follows the section lines even if single poles are 
used.  For example the commenter farms land where the Western 
Area Power Administration’s 230 kV single pole line was built at the 
edge of the field.  In the fall they harrow these fields and when they 
turn they have hit the pole with the outer end of the harrow causing 
extensive damage to the harrow.  

Response 633:  Comment noted.  The agencies concur.  No 
matter which alternative is selected, impacts will result as 
discussed in the draft EIS. 

Comment 634:  An aerial applicator was killed when the wing of his 
airplane clipped a guy wire on Western Area Power 
Administration’s single pole 230kV line. 

Response 634:  Comment noted. 

Comment 635:  What is the potential for this line tying into the 
WAPA line at Shelby?  The commenter has heard that there is 
excess power capacity on the WAPA line.   Is this true?  

Response 635:  MATL determined that tying into the WAPA line 
at Shelby would be too expensive due to electricity shippers 
having to pay two tariffs.  A discussion about MATL tying in 
to Shelby as an alternative is found in Section 2.8, 
Alternatives Considered but Dismissed.  Also refer to 
response to comment 40. 

Comment 636:  Commenter supports the line because the 
economic effect is going to be positive for communities along the 
line.  In addition, when private money comes in for each dollar 
spent it multiplies itself seven times through the community.  By 
contrast, each government dollar brought in is multiplied by two.  

Response 636:  Comment noted. 

Comment 637:  Commenter has a concern about farming around 
the structures.  He likes how MATL has shifted the line to the 
section line making it easier to farm around the poles.  He supports 
the project and the potential for wind farms on Trunk Butte (also 
known as Belgian Hill). 

Response 637:  Comment noted. 

Comment 638:  Commenter who is a member of the MATL 
Montana Citizen Advisory Council supports the project because it 
will help bring good paying jobs and will be a good source of tax 
revenue.  

Response 638:  Comment noted.  See the revised discussion of 
tax revenues in Section 3.13 since the passage of House Bill 3, 
that was passed in the recent Special Session of the Montana 
Legislature. 
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Comment 639:  If the line is built, will an upgrade occur?  Would an 
upgrade require another EIS? 

Response 639:  It is not known if a future upgrade would occur. 
An upgrade is not proposed at this time. An amendment to 
the Major Facility Siting Act certificate would be required 
only if additional right-of-way would be needed.  Thus a 
review under the Montana Environmental Policy Act would 
be unlikely unless the Major Facility Siting Act certificate 
needed revision.  

Comment 640:  The alternatives balance the effects between 
agriculture and wind development. 

Response 640:  Comment noted. 

Comment 641:  Commenter believes that wind power offers an 
opportunity for economic development and he would like to see 
more than four wind projects that are planned north of Great Falls.  
These will have substantial economic benefits for the region and 
there is a possibility of a wind turbine manufacturing facility.  The 
proposed line will strengthen ties between Alberta and Montana 
and strengthen the existing electrical grid.  

Response 641:  Comments noted. 

Comment 642:  The window of opportunity for other projects is only 
open for so long and this project needs to come to a timely 
conclusion before these other projects can move ahead.   

Response 642:  Comment noted. 

Comment 643:  This would be the third line that crosses the 
commenter’s farmland north of the Rainbow Switchyard and he has 
concerns about farming around the new line.  

Response 643:  Comment noted. 

Comment 644:  It’s a 300 MW line not a 600 MW line as indicated 
in the draft EIS.  It is not possible to send power both ways at the 
same time.  

Response 644:  See response to comment 346. 

Comment 645:  This line has limited capacity to handle the large 
amount of wind power that might be generated in the area.  

Response 645:  Comment noted. 

Comment 646:  There is limited capacity to move power south of 
Great Falls.  

Response 646:  Yes, that is true.  There is limited capacity to 
move power south of Great Falls at certain times. See 
response to comment 623.    

Comment 647:   Usually transmission lines are built by the 
generators of power. 

Response 647:  Comment noted. A more recent model is for 
independent transmission line companies to build lines. 
However, traditional integrated companies still build 
transmission lines in their territories. Independent system 
operators in some parts of the country also propose and 
build transmission lines.  

Comment 648:  We are facing unplanned and piecemeal planning 
for expansion of the grid.  Instead of this small line, a larger line 
should probably be built.  Is connecting this line to the Montana grid 
at Great Falls the best idea?  This line should probably not connect 
at Great Falls but connect somewhere further south.  

Response 648:  See response to comments 623 and 346.  MATL’s 
proposed line is sized to meet the needs of its customers and 
allows for a bit of expansion. 
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Comment 649:  MATL is not a utility but out to make a profit. 

Response 649:  The agencies agree that MATL is not a utility but 
is a private transmission line service provider. MATL plans 
on making profits from the services it provides. 

Comment 650:  Senator Baucus has concerns that the needs of 
farmers and ranchers be addressed. He favors production tax 
credits for spurring the development of renewable energy in 
Montana.  He gives serious consideration to the concerns raise by 
the citizens and looks favorably upon positive growth and 
development of this kind of renewable and clean energy in the 
state.  

Response 650:  Comments noted. 

Comment 651:  Since the study area consists of 88 percent 
agricultural land and 69 percent is dry land cropland or CRP land, 
reducing adverse impacts to this category of land should carry 
great weight when comparing the alternatives. 

Response 651:  Comment noted.  See revised estimates of the 
type of land use affected by the alternatives in Section 3.1. 
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COMMENTS ON THE LETTER FROM 
WAYNE BAUER TO 

THE MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
DATED 16 JULY 2007 

 

Mr. Wayne Bauer provided answers in the referenced document to questions posed by the Montana 
Department of Environmental Quality in a letter to him dated 15 May 2007. MALT considers those 
responses to be complete and accurate, but wishes to provide some additional information or 
perspective as noted below:  

10 Question from MDEQ: 

The conductor height listed on page 2-13 does not meet the requirements of the 2007 
National Electrical Safety Code. Minimum conductor to ground clearance should be 22.41 
feet and if they (MATL) take into account the height of modern farm equipment which 
exceeds the standard 14 foot vehicle road height, the conductor would need to be closer to 30 
feet off the ground. Hand written notes that accompanied the comment are attached. See 
comments 19 and 306 also. One response should be prepared for these three comments. 

MATL’s Response: 

Three different calculations of minimum conductor height have been presented: one derived 
by Mr. Shawn Dolan, one by MATL (via its design engineer, SNC Lavalin ATP) and one by 
Mr. Wayne Bauer. All are based on the NESC code for minimum conductor clearance but all 
arrive at slightly different conclusions.  

In order to address this discrepancy MATL approached the firm of Marne and Associates 
from Billings Montana who are specialists in applying the NESC code. Marne reviewed the 
height calculations of Mr. Shawn Dolan and Mr. Wayne Bauer and compared them to the 
calculations of MATL’s design engineer, SNC-Lavalin ATP.  His conclusion is that the 
calculated minimum conductor clearance employed by MATL is correct except for a small 
rounding error.   

MATL employed NESC 232D4 to determine minimum clearance because it is appropriate for 
the configuration of the MATL transmission line.  MATL will install surge protection and 
other voltage control equipment to minimize over-voltage on the line which reduces air gap 
clearance requirements.  With this additional electrical protection, the absolute minimum 
conductor clearance height allowed by code is somewhat lower than as calculated by both 
Mr. Dolan and Mr. Bauer while still maintaining safe clearances.     

As a result of Marne’s assessment, MATL has corrected the round-off error to 21.2 feet and 
has modified the line design to reflect this.  This rounding requirement was introduced in the 
latest edition of Section 23 of the NESC which was published after MATL’s initial height 
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calculations had been completed. The small difference has no practical effect on the design of 
the transmission line. 

As has been identified by Mr. Bauer, the Design Clearance should prudently be greater than 
the calculated Absolute Minimum Code Clearance. In fact, that is the case with the MATL 
line for the following reasons: 

• MATL incorporates a 2 ft safety factor to accommodate variables in the land profile as 
well as construction tolerances. 

• The maximum sag is calculated at a conductor temperature of 100 degrees C. This 
only occurs when 600 MW of power is being transferred over the MATL line at an 
ambient temperature of 32 degrees C.  However, MATL is only permitted to transfer 
300 MW. When transferring 300 MW at an ambient temperature of 32 degrees C the 
sag will be a further 2 ft less than at 600 MW.  

• The maximum design sag is calculated at the full design span between poles. 
However, it is often not possible to optimize the line design because of fixed points 
such angles or dead ends. The conductor will be higher than the minimum clearance 
in these abbreviated spans. 

MATL is designing to standard vehicle heights as stipulated by NESC.  Should a landowner 
have particular requirements for additional clearance, MATL will accommodate these 
known conditions. At crossings where relevant regulations or conventions apply (e.g. when 
crossing railways), MATL will increase the minimum clearance appropriately. 

13. The executive summary lists wind power as being able to provide a firm backup power 
source to NorthWestern Energy. Wind is not considered firm power by transmission 
planning entities such as WECC. Wind is also not seen as a reliable source of capacity. 

MATL’s Response: 

Wind generation is not a source of firm backup power and any such inference would be 
incorrect. This misinterpretation may have originated from the statement that: “The MATL 
line could also create another opportunity for Montana’s largest privately owned 
transmission and distribution utility, NorthWestern Energy, to obtain regulating reserves for 
its transmission system control area.” As has been demonstrated by the wind farms, the 
MATL line is a useful conduit for connecting generation to load. It could similarly be used to 
bring regulating reserves to the NorthWestern system, but by its nature such reserve would 
have to come from a source of generation other than wind. 

19. Conductor height listed on page 2-13 does not meet the requirements of the 2007 NESC. 
Minimum line to ground clearance should be 22.41 feet based on a 14 foot vehicle height. 
Farm equipment typically exceeds this height and lines should be designed to accommodate 
anticipated vehicle heights. A photocopied portion of NESC Clearance calculations was 
attached to this comment and is enclosed. 
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MATL’s Response: 

 Refer to the answer to question 10. 

38. What is the cost of unguyed single pole construction at points of inflection compared to the 
cost of proposed guyed angle structures? Diagrams of the proposed angle structures, both 
single pole and H-frame structures are attached. 

MATL’s Response: 

Refer to MATL Response dated July 17, 2007 to DEQ Supplemental Information Request of 
June 28, 2007, question 1. 

306. In the draft EIS there is a statement that the minimum line to ground clearance of the MATL 
line would be 21.5 feet. This distance is too low to comply with the requirements of the 
governing code of the National Electric Safety Code. The line to ground clearance needs to be 
increased to alleviate the code violation. The NESC requires that line clearances be set to 
accommodate the tallest equipment that one would reasonably expect to work under them. 
Many pieces of farm machinery, when in operation, exceed the 14 foot vehicle heights in 
accordance with the NESC. I (the commenter) am including excerpts from the NESC and 
clearance calculation worksheets for you reference. For 230 kV line crossing farmland, line to 
ground clearances around 30 feet would be more practical. The referenced worksheets are 
attached. 

MATL’s Response: 

 Refer to the answer to question 10. 

385. DEQ seeks an opinion on the costs (estimate) comparing proposed H-frame construction, 
single pole long-span design (with a concrete base), and single pole design (with direct 
embedded poles). The estimate would assume construction across flat to gently rolling 
farmland and access along the right-of-way from nearby farm or country roads. The estimate 
would be compared with those provided by MATL in application materials submitted to the 
department. These materials are attached. You would be expected to contact MATL and 
MATL’s engineering contractor to understand and document how MATL derived its costs 
estimates including its application. 

MATL’s Response: 

Refer to MATL Response dated July 17, 2007 to DEQ Supplemental Information Request of 
June 28, 2007, question 1. 

385a. Are the conductors proposed by MATL appropriate to the 600 MW line envisioned in 
MATL’s application (300 MW in each direction with the potential to eventually handle 400 
MW in each direction)? If not, how would the opinion of costs change in response to 
comment 385? 
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MATL’s Response: 

Refer to MATL Response dated July 17, 2007 to DEQ Supplemental Information Request of 
June 28, 2007, question 2. 

358b. When the transmission line can handle 300 MW in each direction, is it appropriate to refer to 
it as a 600 MW line? 

MATL’s Response: 

No. The 300 MW rating is the end-to-end Path Rating as designated by WECC. 

360. Would the opinion of cost change if the line were designed to handle a maximum of only 300 
MW in each direction? Is so, how much would a line capable of handling only 300 MW cost? 

MATL’s Response: 

The MATL line is designed and is being permitted to move 300 MW end-to-end, 
bidirectionally. The cost of the line reflects this designed capability. 

700. One of the alternatives suggested following the hearings would place the conductors near a 
grain storage bin. The bin in question is located at T25N, R2E, SW1/4 OF SW1/4 Section 29 
(see attached map). How close to the bin could the line be built and still meet code 
requirements? 

MATL’s Response: 

MATL will adhere to NESC requirements as well as any other pertinent regulations when 
designing its line in proximity to grain storage bins or any other structures.  Alternatively, 
MATL may offer to move the grain bin at its expense, to a new location, acceptable to the 
owner and away from the proposed route. 

Lastly, DEQ requests calculation for the induced short-circuit current for a sprayer that is 130 feet 
wide when it is positioned parallel to and beneath the proposed line in to locations: a) near a 
structure, and b) at mid-span. 

MATL’s Response: 

MATL has not checked HDR’s calculation of a 0.79 mA induced current, but MATL has 
investigated whether or not an induced current at this level represents a health hazard.  The 
value of 0.79mA is well below the safety limits stipulated in IEEE Standard 80-2000 
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