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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.




MATL Transmission Line EIS

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.

Response to Comments
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Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd.
230-kV Transmission Line Project
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HOW TO COMMENT AND PARTICIPATE AFTER THE MEETING
VIEW THE DRAFT EIS ONLINE AT www.deq.mt.qov/MFS/MATL .asp

SUBMIT WRITTEN COMMENTS TO Mr. Greg Hallsten
Director’s Office
Montana Department of Environmental Quality
PO Box 200901
Helena, MT 59620-0901

SUBMIT COMMENTS, QUESTIONS OR CONCERNS VIA EMAIL TO MATL@mt.gov
PROJECT CONTACTS:
Greg Hallsten, MEPA Coordinator

Tom Ring, MFSA Coordinator
Ellen Russell, US Department of Energy

406-444-3276
406-444-6785
202-586-9624

Individuals needing an alternatively accessible form of information should contact Mr. Hallsten at
the address above.

Montana Department of Environmental Quality

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.

Response to Comments
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Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd.
230-kV Transmission Line Project

Please consider these written comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
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Comments may be submitted orally or in writing at the public hearing. See back of sheet
for more information on submitting comments after the hearing.

COMMENT DEADLINE APRIL 9, 2007

Montana Department of Environmental Quality

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.

Response to Comments
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Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd.
230-kV Transmission Line Project

Please consider these written comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement:
Comment 5
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Response 5: Comment noted. Thank you for your comment.
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Response 6: The beneficial impacts from this project are
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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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Comments may be submitted orally or in writing at the public hearing. See back of sheet
for more information on submitting comments after the hearing.

[CA)
COMMENT DEADLINE APRIL 9, 2007

Montana Department of Environmental Quality

Response to Comments



MATL Transmission Line EIS

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

Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd.
230-kV Transmission Line Project

v : provide a procedure for acquiring property on which to
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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
ond 7€ ’LK‘(}’ fule. inle cicc : o lines as a public use. Section 70-30-102, MCA, does not
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Uc‘ ch yoge [ i ° o e enterprise and a publicly owned utility.
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VIEW THE DRAFT EIS ONLINE AT www.deq.mt.qov/MFS/MATL asp Before private property can be taken, Section 70-30-111,

SUBMIT WRITTEN COMMENTS TO Mr. Greg Hallsten MCA, requires the condemner to demonstrate that the public
Director's Office . . . . . .
Montana Department of Environmental Quality interest requires the taking based on the following findings:

PO Box 200901
Helena, MT 59620-0901

1. the use to which the property is to be applied is a use

SUBM :
IT COMMENTS, QUESTIONS OR CONCERNS VIA EMAIL TO MATL@mt.gov authorlzed by law,

PROJECT CONTACTS:

Greg Hallsten, MEPA Coordinator 406-444-3276 2. the taking is necessary to the use;
Tom Ring, MFSA Coordinator 406-444-6785

Ellen Russell, US Department of Energy 202-586-9624

3. if already being used for a public use, that the public
Individusls neecing an atsmatively accessibie forn ofnformation shou contact . Halsten at use for which the property is proposed to be used is a
e address above. i
more necessary public use; and

Montana Department of Environmental Quality 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.

Response to Comments 5
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As indicated above, an electric transmission line is a use for
which condemnation is authorized by law. Inregard 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

Response to Comments
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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.”

Response to Comments 7
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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.

Response to Comments
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Response 15: See response to comment 8.

Response 16: Comment noted. Thank you for your comment.
[Comment 15
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7. Ruff Woods is a forest along Highway 1. What
vertical clearance is required for a phase Cgmment ; 2
conductor of a 19.9/345KV effectively grounded sonthuct)
wye line running along the highway and:

Segment 6: Clearance Development Answers

Comment 19
(Continued) |,

a.  within the highway R/W?

18.5'-Category 9—See Table 232-1, Column 4

There are two ways to consider this lem:

b. on private R/W? 18.5"-Category 4 25.0' Truck Height 185  Normal Road Clearance
140' Included in Code Cl -14.0' Reference Height for a Truck
8. What clearance above a roadway is required for a | [230kV/1.732=132.79] = nominal phase-to- (See Appendix A, Table A2) .
),( span of 230kV conductors? neutral voltage. 1.0 Needed Extra Above Table Value 45 Over the Reference Height
+2.0 Planned Road Elevation Change +250'°  Actual Truck Height (See
[132.79 x 1.05=139.4k V] = maximum Append,‘sx A, Table Al)
operating voltage. 13.0' Total Extra Needed @ Worst +2.0' Planned Road Elevation Change
Case Condition

1139.4-22=117.4kV] = kV above 22kV-to- 185 Table Value

ground
=315 =315

[117KV x 0.4"/kV=16.9"] = 4' voltage adder U WASSEEECE T

18.5" + 4'=22.5"

9. Now assume that a 230kV line in the Light Loading District has a
maximum design temperature of 156 deg F. We know that the
conductor will change in sag with time and with temperature.
Assume that the sag change from initial unloaded sag of 4.6 feet at
60 deg F down to final unloaded sag at 60 deg F is 1.5 feet. When
the conductor temperature increases to 156 deg F, the conductor a. The basic clearance
sags a further 6 feet lower, i.e,, the sag at 156 deg Fis 4.6 + 1.5+ 6 | at closest approach is 18.5

=12.1 feet. feet. To this must be added
the voltage adder of 4 feet
(as calculated in Answer 8).
This gives us 22.5' as the
lowest conductor position
allowed above the road
under any circumstances.
b. Add the difference
between worst case sag and
a.  What is the least clearance allowed above the road during initial S'fmsms sag (7.5 to
maximum sag conditions? the required clearance (22.5")
to get the required height
b. If you originally install the conductor at 60 degrees F initial sag, ?bove u'.e road at initial
how high above the roadway must it be to meet the vertical installation of 30 feet.
clearance requirements?
¢ How high is the line of sight between the 230 kV conductor ) Add the initial sag of
attachments above the road? 4.6 feet to get the height of
the LOS above the roadway

Now assume that our 230kV conductor is initially installed 12 feet | Of 34.6 feet.

below the level of an overhead shield (static) surge protection

‘wire.
d. What is the height of that shield wire above the roadway at d.  W+=a2
initial installation?
232 A-3

This text is for illustrative purposes only. Refer to the actual wording of the 2002 NESC.
© Copyright 2002 Clapp Research, Inc.

Worst case total final sag @ 32
degrees F with 1/2" radial ice

Worst case total final sag @32
degrees F with 1/2" radial ice

Less Initial Sag @ 60 degrees F -1.91' Plus required "not-less-than" 431.50°
clearance
= Sag change from 60 degrees F =5.57" = Required Line-of-Sight (LOS) =38.98'
initial to 32 degrees F final with between conductor attachment
ice points
Plus required "not-less-than" 43150 Less Initial Sag @ 60 degrees F _ 191
clearance
= Required clearance at 60 =37.07 = Required clearance at 60 =37.07"
| degrees F initial sag degrees F initial sag
CD A1

This text is for illustrative purposes only. Refer to the actual wording of the 2002 NESC.
© Copyright 2002 Clapp Research, Inc.

Response to Comments
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Great Falls Public Hearing on MATL EIS, March 29, 2007

Thank you for the opportunity for submitting public comment on this praposed project.
I've already sent in several comments and references via email to the DEQ office, and [
plan to submit a few more written comments before April 9.

Nearly everybody nowadays is “FOR™ wind energy, and so am 1. But as with so many
things, the devil is in the details, and a lot of details seem to be lacking in this EIS.

Tonight, a lot of us probably have way more questions than we have statements, because

the MATL EIS seems quite vague and incomplete about cumulative effects.

[f this is going to be the only EIS for future wind energy development in northcentral
Montana, doesn’t it seem essential that before the transmission line is approved, the
public should know much, much more about the specific locations and size of the wind
farms themselves, and the cumulative effects of those wind farms, which would have a
much bigger overall impact on the landscapes, etc, than the transmission line?

An article in the Chotean Acantha mentioned “eminent domain™ as a factor, if this project
is approved. So it seems important to have a lot more details right now, before moving
forward with this, if indeed there will be no more environmental studies done for future
wind farm developments, beyond this EIS.

Doesn’t it seem important that the public should have a much mote comprehensive
document about what is planned, not only in the NEAR future (which the plan barely
mentions), but also in the distant future, say 5 or 10 years down the road. in terms of the
cumulative effects of adding capacity to the transmission line, the locations of future
feeder lines, and specific locations of where large wind developments would occur?

The current draft EIS seems to do well at showing alternatives for the transmission line, [Comment 21 |
bulit’s very vague about the specifics of wind farms. It barely mentions a couple of _
possible locations in the short term, buf it seems very inadequate in addressing the

impacts of cumulative effects that large industrial-style wind farms might have in the
future - effects that undoubtedly would have a far, far greater impact than the MATL

transmission line by itself or the MATL line with the two wind farms mentioned [or the

Cut Bank and Shelby areas.

I hope that DEQ and DO, in this process, will ensure that the public gets much more

detailed information on planned and potential wind farms and their cumulative effects;

and also in the process T hope you will guaraniee that the public will have a very sirong

voice in determining where future wind farm developments should, or should not, occur.
And of course, I'm thinking here of the very special, spectacular and relatively )

uncluttered landscapes directly east of Glacier National Park and the Badger-Two
Medicine area and the Rocky Mountain Front.

Gene Sentz
Choteau, Montana 59422-0763
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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.

Response to Comments
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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.

Response to Comments 12
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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.

Response to Comments
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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.

Response to Comments 14
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Response 33a: Comment noted. See comment 25.

Response 33b-d: Refer to response to comment 25. The primary

SHEFFELS FARMS, Inc.

PO Box 1545 Great Falls, MT 584031545
Office: (406) 761-8805 Shop: (406) 761-4882

March 29, 2007

Mr. Tom Ring

Facility Siting Program

Montana Department of Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 200901

Helena, MT 59620-0901

RE:  Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Montana Alberta Tie Ltd 230 kV
Transmission Line (EIS)

Dear Mr. Ring:

The following comments are a result of the collaborative efforts of the landowners
involved the Sheffels farming operation. First we would like to extend our appreciation
for the extensive work in the preparation of the EIS document. Three areas of concern
remain after review of the document: 1) The actual need and benefit to the residents of
Great Falls and Montana, 2) the impact on our current and future farming operation, and
3) the questionable right to eminent domain.

Questionable Benefits to the Residents of Montana

1. “Montana makes more electricity than it consumes. The amount of new

generation that would be able to be shipped south into Montana is currently

unknown due to potential transmission constraints south of Great Falls. It also

may result in more electricity flowing north from Montana into Alberta than from
Alberta to Montana,”*

2. “Due to constraints on the current system where MATL would tie in at Great

Falls, the full capacity of 300MW to the south would not be realized ™ It appears

most all of the benefits go across the border. It will be possible for our cheap
hydro electric power to be shipped to Canada where they can realize greater
profits at the cost to the Montana consumer. This is especially important when

! EIS page 1-8
% EIS page 16

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

Response to Comments
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Comment 33b = z — > .
(Cont ) realizing that wind farms provide intermittent power and other power sources will

be necessary to provide a steady load to Canada.

3. The financial goals of the project do not take into account the best interests of the
Montana electrical consumers. We believe there is a hidden agenda in that the
primary goal is not to supply cheap electrical power, or to service wind energy,
but to provide an opportunity to make monetary plays on the energy spot market.
Financial gains made in the spot market do not lower costs to Montana users. All
that results is that our cheap hydroelectric power is sent to Canada.

4. Where is the economic development? New job creation is limited from the
project, as little economic benefit would be realized once the project is completed.
Certainly we all welcome wind energy, but MATL's ability to service any
significant wind energy is highly questionable.

Impact to Our Farming Operation

1. There is a conflict between the map depicting Alternative Route 3 in Figure 2.5-2
and the description of the route as described on page 2-27 of the EIS, first

paragraph under “Description of Alignment”. The Alternative Route 3 describes
diverting from Alternative 2 near the Great Falls Shooting Sports Complex and
continuing north along the eastern side of the complex. This description is not as
shown on the map. This significantly changes the line and the impact to the land
owners in the area. Which one is right? Since we are not sure which is the
correct line, further study will be necessary to determine the impact of Alternative
Route 3 to our farming operation.

2. We support Alternative 1, providing for no action on the proposal. | In the event

the transmission line is to prevail, we would prefer the route depicted in
Alternative 4, as it avoids crop land where possible and requires single pole

construction. Alternative 4 would only be acceptable if the route is changed to be

Tocated south of the existing transmission lines. This would avoid lands that are
currently platted iin a subdivision in Township 21 North, Range 4 East, Section

20. 1

3. It will be imperative that single pole construction without guide wires be used on
all crop land. The width of the equipment used on our farm make it very difficult
to maneuver around double poles. Double poles also require greater use of soil
sterilants to maintain weed control around the poles, adding to the environmental
impact.

4. Modem farming methods dictate the use of gps equipment. Power lines can
create interference resulting in erratic readings from the equipment.

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

Response to Comments
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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.

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:

Response 35: Comment noted.

Response 36: Comment noted.

Response 37: Alternative 4 remains on the north side of existing Single Pole Structure Guyed Unguyed
transm}ilssion lines lralllong the southerr;1 edge of Sectioln 21, Small Angle $15,000.00 $ 35,000.00
Township 21 North, Range 4 East. There are several reasons )
for this. First, to locate the MATL line on the south side of Medium Angle $20,000.00 $50,000.00
existing lines the MATL line would have to cross WAPA’s Deadend $30,000.00 $100,000.00
existing single pole 230-kV line twice. While not impossible,

’Fhese Crossing§ are likely to be done with very tall structures Three Pole Structure Guyed Unguyed
in order to maintain adequate clearance between the two

lines. Because of the visual sensitivity associated with the Small Angle $30,000.00 $50,000.00
Missouri River recreational corridor and conservation Medium Angle $40,000.00 $70,000.00

easement bordering the Missouri River, the agencies opted to Deadend $50,000.00
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 % of Section 28, Township 21 North, Range 4 East.

$120,000.00
Source: HDR 2007

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

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.

Response to Comments 17
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Comment 40

In closing, we emphatically do not see the need for additional transmission lines in our
area, when the existing lines are not utilized to capacity. We were informed that MATL
could use the existing lines, but were reluctant because surcharges would be placed on
their use. Further research needs to be done to study the use of the existing lines.

Respectfully submitted,

% Sheffels

Doug C

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.

Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd
230-kV Transmission Line Project

Please consider these written comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement:
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Comments may be submitted orally or in writing at the public hearing. See back of sheet
for more information on submitting comments after the hearing.

COMMENT DEADLINE APRIL 9, 2007

Montana Department of Environmental Quality
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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 I1I, 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.

Response to Comments
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Response 53: Your comment is noted but is beyond the scope of
this document.

SCHEDULE F Profit or Loss From Farming | Bt fsanoimd
(Form 1040) 2@06
P Attach to Form 1040, Form 1040NR, Form 1041, Form 1065, or Form 1065-B.
Department of the Traasury Attachmant
Internal Flevenus Servica » See Instructions for Schedule F (Form 1040). Sequence No. 14

Name of proprieter

Soclal sacurity number (SSN)

A Principal product, Describe in one or two words your principal crop ar actiity for the current tax year.

B Enter code from Part IV

> 1]

© Accounting method:

() [] Cash

2) [ Accrual

D Employer ID number (I

E Did you “materially participate” in the operation of this business during 20067 If “No,” see page F-2 for limit on passive losses. [1Yes []No

Farm Income—Cash Method. Complete Parts | and Il {Accrual method. Gomplete Parts Il and Ill, and Part |, line 11.)
Do not include sales of livestock held for draft, breeding, sport, or dairy purposes. Report these sales on Form 4797.

1

3

4 Sales of livestock, produce, grains, and other products you raised ,

Sales of livestock and other items you bought for resale , "
2 Cost or other basis of livestock and other items reported on line 1.

Subtract line 2 from line 1

5a Cooperative distributions (Form(s) 1099-PATR)

Ba Agricultural program payments (see page F-3) .
7 Gommuodity Cradit Corporation (CCC) loans (see page F-3):

I

@ GCC loans reported under election

b CCC loans forfsited .

lea| ]

5b Taxable amount
6b Taxable amount

8 Crop insurance proceeds and fmaral crop disaster paymsnts (see page F-3):

a Amount received in 2006

© It election to defer to 2007 is attached, chack hers b [

9 Gustom hire (machine wark) income 2
10 Other income, including federal and state gasc\me or lue\ tax cmdn or refund (5ee page F 3)

"

37

Gross income. Add amounts in the right column for lines 3 thmugh 10. If you use the acorual method, amer

the amount from Part IIl, line 51

8b Taxable amount

8d Amount deferred from 2005

Te Taxable amount

Farm Expenses—Cash and Accrual Method.
Da not include personal or living expenses such as taxes, insurancs, or repairs on your home.

Car and truck expenses (see page
F-4), Also attach Form 4562
Chemicals . . . ..
Conservation expenses (sse
page F-4) .
Custom hire (machine wurkj
Depreciation and section 179
expense deduction not claimed
elsewhere (ses page F-4) |
Emplayee benefit pragrams other
than on line 25
Feed %
Fertilizers and lime
Freight and trucking,
Gasoline, fuel, and oil 2
Insurance {other than health)
Interest:

a Mortgage (paid to banks, efc.)

b Other | |
Laer hired fless errpbymem ooty

25 Pension and profit-: shanng

plans 5
13 26 Rent or lease fsse page F 5)'
a Vehicles, machinery, and
14 e e e
15 b Other (land, animals, etc) .
27 Repairs and maintsnance .
28 Seeds and plants
16 28 Storage and
30 Supplies
31 Taxes .
3z Utilities
33 Vetennary, breemng a'\d meducune
34 Other expenses [specify):
a
b
¢
d
23b e N .
hT 1

Total expenses. Add lines 12 through 341, If line 341 is negative, see instructions .

Net farm profit or (loss). Subtract lina 35 from line 11.

* If a profit, enter the profit on Form 1040, line 18, and also on Schedule SE, line 1.

If you file Form 1040NR, enter the profit on Form 1040NR, line 19,

* If a loss, you must go to line 37. Estates, trusts, and parinerships, see page F-6.

Il you have a loss, you must check the box that describes your investment in this activity (see page F-8).
* If you checked 37a, enter the loss on Form 1040, line 18, and also on Schedule SE, line 1,
If you file Form 1040NR, enter the loss on Form 1040NR, line 19,

* If you checked 37b, you must attach Farm 6188. Your loss may be limited.

37a [ All investment is at risk.
37b [ sama investment s not o risk

Response to Comments

25



MATL Transmission Line EIS

2428 West Kent
Missoula, MT 59801

March 30, 2007
Greg Hallsten

Montana Department of Environmental Quality
Director’s Office

P.O. Box 200901

Helena, MT 59620

Dear Mr, Hallsten:

Tam very concerned about the haste at which wind energy is being promoted in Montana,
My basic concems are the impacts upon birds and the view-shed of our lovely State. 1

have just learned that an Environmental Impact Statement on the Montana Alberta

Transmission Line ( MATL) is being prepared. Apparently, The EIS says nothing about
the huge proposed industrial wind farms that will be located along the ransmission line.

These 400 foot-tall turhines will be very visible and I have many cancerns about their

impact on migratory birds,

We need to be sure that Montanans will have ample opportunity to comment on these

wind farms | The US Fish & Wildlife Service has developed guidelines to avoid and
minimize-wildlife impacts fronrwind turbines T strongly recommend that Montana
adopt some type of guideline that would regulate wind farms. These guidelines should
require !:xrensive pre and post surveying to determine actual impacts upon migratory bird
populations. Pre-surveying would identify if an area is a potential flyway, if endangere;

3 . d
species are involved, and if it is an Important Bird Area.

If this project goes forward, please make sure that it has the best interests of ail
Montanans.

Sincerely,

arry E. Weeks

RECEIVED

pop 02 2007

DEQ
DIRECTOR'S OFFICE

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

Response to Comments
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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.

Response to Comments 27
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March 20, 2007 AR 3 0 5007
Montana Department of Enyir ntal Quali DiQ
Dirctor's Office 1ot Quality DIRECTOR'S OFFICE
P.0. Box 200901

Helena, MT 59620-0901

Richard H. Opper, Director

Dear Mr. Opper:

Glacier Electric Cooperative, Inc. would like to offer its unequivocal support for the
Montana Alberta Tie Line. Inour opinion, it is one of the Most promising and beneficia]

Construction of the tie line, and the associated wind generation facility, will create a
Positive impact on our area in many ways,

As a utility, it will offer an Opportunity to interconnect, if the necessity arises, to utilize 50
the capacity of the transmission line. It will also provide an Opportunity for us to
participate in the maintenance of the system in the future,

ent 61
the maintenance angd Operations stages. The activity associated with the construction
Economically it wil] help our county, which has been suffering from a severe economic
recession for many years, by Improving the tax base which wil] assist all local residents,

Last, but most signiﬁcantly, it will benefit the entire state of Montana by providing a

[Comment &3 |
desperately needed transmission path for power created by new generation facilities that
will develop in the vicinity of the new line, and elsewhere in Montana and in Alberta,

Response 58: Comment noted.
Response 59: Comment noted.

Response 60: Comment noted.

Response 61: Comment noted. The benefits of thg Mgﬂilé line to
esi/lontana are discussed in Section 1.2 and Section 3.13.

Response 62: Comment noted. The benefits of thet Mg?; line to
esi/lontana are discussed in Section 1.2 and Section 3.13.

Response 63: Comment noted. The benefits of thez Mﬁg"l;l?: line to
esi/lontana' are discussed in Section 1.2 and Section 3.13.

28
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We congratulate the Montana Alberta Tie Line group on their innovative and progressive
approach and wish them every success with the construction and operation of the
transmission line.

(LB

Jasen R. Bronec
General Manager

.

Response to Comments
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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

ONTAN ; m of WAPA’s Great Falls to Conrad 230 kV line. A map
M Il"«l‘iN Gz received from the Cascade County Planning office has the
March 30, 2007 Pl

location of the proposed mill southwest of the existing

transmission lines. See response to comment 37.
Montana Department of Environmental Quality Director’s Office
Attn: Greg Hallsten
g : Comment noted.
Helena, MT 59620-0901 Response 65:
: i MA .
e Commenton MATL Response 66: The three parcels you describe were rezoned from
agricultural to light industrial on April 10, 2007.

Dear Greg,

| am writing the department regarding our opposition to the Alternative 4 route if it was
to cross the middle our property. T

We are in the process of building a new plant and building on the properties near
alternative 4 (see attached map - Draft Alternatives Near Rainbow Switchyard). If the
new line went down the middle of our property it would be on top of our new multi-
million plant expansion starting this summer. We would recommend the line not g0
through the property but around it.

Per the map we were supplied by Tom Ring, it shows the new line to the north of the
existing lines and our property. - We are not apposed to this.and would not affect our

buildings. We are not apposed to Alt routes 2 or 3 either.

Most importantly, we are also part of the new agriculture park area and selected this land

for the use of the rail spur that this property borders. If the lines were to run through this
property, it would eliminate development of the property. In doing so, MATL would be

limiting the city’s approximate $4 million dollar rail spur investment for the agriculture

park that they would need to be compensated for.

T'can be reached at 406.771.9229 if you would like to discuss in detail.

RECEIVED

nop 0 4 2507

Montana Milling DEG

DIRECTOR'S OFRICE

Visit our website at: wwwimontanamilling.com - email: info@montanamilling.com
2123 VAUGHN ROAD - GREAT FaLs, MT 59404 - 406-771-9229 - 800-548-8554 TOLL FReE - 406-455-1580 pax z3

30
Response to Comments



MATL Transmission Line EIS

Bull A G11 Bunsix3
Bull A 0gg Bunsixa
aull AY L9 Bunsixg —
¥ eAeUISHY
€ anjeUIRlY —

_Emhzur‘sw moquiey

pieAyosymg moquiey ayy
JeaN SoaAljeudl|y Jeiq

A

0.25
Miles

0.125

0

Legend

Existing Transmission Lines

s Alternative 2

—— Alternative 3 === Major Highways
e plternative 4 || Highlighted Parcels

31

Response to Comments



MATL Transmission Line EIS

Response 67: See the revised discussion of impacts in Chapter
4and responses to comments 20 and 22.

Matl Line Comments March 29, 2007

T el Response 68: The impact analyses in Chapter 4 has been revised.

:f':i:sESIlnl\eni'ers‘;%O‘l However, information pertaining to the development of
wind generation in the vicinity of the proposed transmission

A combined Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS - Montana Department line lacks sufficient specificity to adequately analyzeot]lalrbme

of Environmental Quality) and Environmental Assessment (EA - US Department : . nv project-specific impacts. D

of Energy) (“DEIS-EA") evaluates the proposed merchant transmission line size, Iocafclon, and ma Y pro] p . p_ ified in th

between Lethbridge, Alberta and Great Falls, Montana known as the Montana agrees with the commenter that the impacts identified in the

Alberta Tie Limited (MATL) transmission line. 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.

The DEIS/EA evaluates the transmission line but does not address the
cumulative impacts of the wind farms proposed in the document.

The owners of the proposed transmission line (Tonbridge Power) have held an
“open season” for third parties to bid on capacity and, according to the DEIS/EA
(Section 2.6), several wind farms have contracted with Tonbridge Power.

The DEIS/EA mentions cumulative impacts (Section 4.1) and states “Impacts
from potential wind farms have been addressed in a general sense in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement on Wind Energy Development on BLM-
Administered Lands in the Western United States (BLM 2005).

The referenced BLM document gives guidance for site-specific EIS studies and
documents, but contains no information on wind farms in the MATL area,

The DEIS/EA does not contain any evaluation of proposed impacts on the human
environment and mitigation procedures for the planned wind farms that will utilize
the MATL transmission line,

The Department of Energy is obliged by 10 CFR 1021.101 to comply fully with

NEPA and the Council on Environmental Quality. The CEQ has defined B T
cumulative effects as

The impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact
of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions regardiess of what agency (Federal or non-
Federal) or person undertakes such actions (40 CFR 1508.7)

The purpose of DOE's EA is to decide whether to prepare an EIS or issue a
FONSI, 10 CFR 1021.321 (b).

32
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Comment 68

MATL Line Comments March 29, 2007, Fred Bodholt, page 2 (Continued)

The wind farms identified in the DEIS/EA are “reasonably foreseeable”, therefore
the DOE, in order to comply with NEPA and the CEQ regulations, is obliged to
reject a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) as there is no information in the
DEIS/EA to determine “that the proposed action will not have a significant effect
on the human environment, 10 CFR 1021.322 (a)

| strongly urge the DOE to require the applicant to provide an EIS that includes

the cumulative impacts of the proposed wind farms identified in the DEIS/EA.

The contents of the requested EIS should follow the Final Environmental Impact
Statement on Wind Energy Development on BLM-Administered Lands in the
Western United States (BLM 2005).

Among other things the EIS should evaluate the

¢ Visual impact on the approach to Glacier National Park and Historic
trails in the vicinity

e Visual impact on important tribal sites

¢ Potential impact on migratory waterfowl and raptors

» Potential impacts on significant wetlands in the upper Milk River and
Cut Bank Creek drainages

Federal and State Agencies, Tribes and the public will be better informed and will

pe able to comment on the entire project when the anticipated wind farms are
included in the DOE Environmental Impact Statement.

Respectfully,

@

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

Response to Comments
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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.

Response to Comments

34



MATL Transmission Line EIS

To: Peggy Beltrone, Cascade County Commissioner
From: Larry Flowers and Suzanne Tegen, NREL
Date: March 28, 2007

Dear Peggy,

This letter includes the results from our Jobs and Economic Development Impacts (JEDI)
analysis for 600 MW of wind (400 turbines that are 1.5 MW each).

The JEDI analysis assumes that the new wind energy project is made up of six different

smaller projects of approximately 100 MW to 120 MW each, It should be noted that this

would spread the economic benefits to a number of communities rather than all of the

benefits being concentrated in one area. The JEDI analysis focuses on the jobs and =
economic impacts created for the people of Montana.

Local Economy

The total “balance of plant” construction costs (excluding the wind turbine equipment
costs) awarded to local contractors will be approximately $350,000 per turbine, or more
than $125 million during construction. During the 1-2 year construction period,
Montanans will earn approximately $40 million for wind plant construction.

During the operational phase of the wind generation (over 20 years of operation),
Montanans will earn approximately $4.5 million annually from plant operations and
maintenance expenditures.” The wind projects will generate another $5.5 - $6 million per
year in county revenue along with another $2 million per year in payments to local
landowners, bringing the annual operational total to approximately $12 million.

Employment Figures

Construction

The new wind power plants will provide jobs to local construction workers, as well as
jobs related to local purchases of goods and services (such as cement suppliers, rebar
providers, etc.). The construction phase will support approximately 1,060 direct jobs for
Montanans during the 1-2 year period. There will also be new jobs for out-of-stafe
workers; however those are not included in this analysis.
Permanent (ongoing full-time equivalent jobs throughout the life of the plant

The new wind plant will provide 50-60 permanent jobs for skilled operations and

naintenance staff. An additional 50-60 jobs will be supported in meeting the annual

direct electrical, mechanical and other service needs at the plant and in meeting other

Jlant material and equipment needs,

This includes wind plant construction workers, cement truck drivers, road crews, etc. This does not
nclude jobs created that are filled by workers from outside Montana,

This includes field technicians, , administrative staff, mechani | and electrical services,
notor fuel purchases, etc.

Response 71: Comment noted. The information provided is
appreciated.

Response 72: Comment noted. The agencies appreciate the
information provided.
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Inaddition, the local economies will benefit from the indirect’ and induced* job creation

and earnings, resulting from direct expenditures listed above, The added benefits include

over 1000 jobs ($24 million in eanings) during the construction period and 110 jobs
($2.5 million/year) during the operational phase of the plant.

The following graphic representation shows the estimated in-state economic impacts
from new wind generation in Montana, Inputs and assumptions for Montana Jobs and
Economic Development Tmpact (JEDI) analysis are:
*  Wind capacity factor = 35%
¢ 600 MW or 400 1.5-MW wind turbines
*  energy output of 1.84 TWh (1,840 GWh) per year
*  Annual-direct operations and maintenance costs = $12.50/kWiyear
*  Construction cost=$1,700/AW (or $2.55million/1.5-MW turbine)
*  Property taxes = ~$9,000/M W/year
* Landowner royalties = $5,000/turbine/year = $2 million/year

We hope these results are useful for you. Please let us know if you have any questions.
Thank you,

Larry Flowers

(303)384-6910
Suzanne Tegen
(303) 384-6939

? Indirect jobs and earnings refer to the increase in economic activity that occurs when a contractor, vendor
or manufacturer receives payment for goods or services and in-turn s able to pay others who support their
business. For instance, this includes the banker who finances the construction contractor, the accountant
who keeps the contractor’s books, and the facturers and other suppliers that meet their material and
equipment needs,

* Induced jobs and eamings result from the spending of those persons directly and indirectly supported by
the project. This includes benefits to grocery store clerks, retail salespeople and child care providers
among others.

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

Response 74: Comment noted. The agencies appreciate the
information provided.
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27 March 2007

Richard H. Opper

Director

Montana Department of Environmental Quality
P.0. Box 200901

Helena, MT 59620-0901

i G

Your department recently released the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Montana Alberta Tie Ltd. 230 kV Transmission Line. This proposed line has significant
impact on property owners who farm along the various alternative locations of the line. The
document is complex and requires detailed review of the analysis undertaken by your staff,

Pursuant to ARM 17.4.620 the agency shall allow for a 30-day comment period
which, for this project, currently closes on 9 April 2007. However, your agency may extend
this period up to an additional 30 days upon application of any person for good cause,

The following landowners whose property lies either in the study area, or have land
upon which the line may be physically located, seek such a 30-day extension for good cause
on the following grounds:

~ Farmers have just moved into “high gear” for the growing season. At the
time of the release of the report most were already busy with hauling grain,
preparing for spraying and seeding operations, etc. At the present time many
are in fact spraying. Unless we are fortunate enough to have a week of snow
or rain (we can always hope!), very few of us will have the luxury of time

indoors to adequately study the report.

— The developers of this project have the statutory authority to exercise
eminent domain over our property to build and operate this line. Such “taking”
is an awesome power which should not be granted unless those affected have
a meaningful chance to review the project at issue. Thirty days in the middle
of our farming scason is not sufficient to read and comment on a detailed 300-
page reporl.

— The concept of a “merchant line” and our now deregulated electric utility
world involve somewhat unique facts and issues, MATL's line is the first of
its kind in the state, and those of us on the ground should be afforded adequate

Response 75: The comment period was extended an additional
three weeks in response to this request.
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time to really study the substance of your agency’s report.

We think our request is reasonable under these circumstances. Please consider the
importance of this review to those of us on the ground. We respectfully request you extend
the comment period to 8 June 2007. Thank Yyou very much for your consideration.

Signature Name (please print) ___Address
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Cut Bank Public Schools COMMITIED 70
SCHOOL DISTRICT 15 = GLACIER COUNTY EXCELLENCE
101 Third Avenue SE

Cut Bank, Montana 59427

(408) 873-2229

FAX (408) 873-4691

March 27, 2007

Montana Department of Environmental Quality
Director’s Office

P.0. Box 200901

Helena, MT 59620-0901

Richard H. Opper, Director

Dear Mr. Opper:

Economic development is crucial for the State of Montana and especially those of us east of the
divide and along the U.S. Highway 2 corridor. As superintendent of schools in Cut Bank, | have
witnessed a rapid decline in enrollment for our schools and I can say that our school community
ig very imterested in economic development opportunities.

The MATL project and the accompanying wind farms would have an impact on our school
systems in a variety of ways. First, construction phases could bring direct enrollment increases
and would help us with school financing, Second, a project such as this one would have an impact
on our overall taxable valuation which would increase the value of each Jevied mill. Third,
projected maintenance crews for the MATL and the corresponding wind farms will attract new
families to the area.

As you can see this project is very important to all those who participate in our school system.

With such a great p ial impact to schools and the sur ?ﬁ:mpﬁ iti wem?ery
hopeful that this project will begin very soon. However, since we also represent many who would

be directly impacted by the project itself, I would also request that the utmost consideration be

given to those who own the land where these projects will pass through and reside. Farmers will

certainly lose some of their productive ground and views will be obscured.

I'am very hopefial the MATL project will be completed and the wind generation facilities will

also buiit. | am confident both projeets can be completed with minimal impact on the
envir t and residents alike. | age the Department of Environmental Quality to adopt,

a5 quickly as possible, the “Proposed Action” approach as the preferred routing alternative to the

project.

Sincerely,

Wade J , Superintendent

Cut Bank Schools

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.

Discover Cut Bank o Response 80: Comment noted.

Maxch 27,2007 Response 81: Comment noted.
Montana Department of Environmental Quality

Director’s Office T

P.0. Box 200901 . Response 82: Comment noted.
Helena, MT 59620-0901 ‘

Attn: Greg Hallsten

© Dear M. Hallsten: :
-
The Cut Bank Area Chamber of Commerce would like to go on record, once again, offering its full
support for the eleciric transmission line proposed by Montana Alberta Tie, Ltd. (MATL), Qur
organization is 110 members strong and is dedicated to the promotion of the Cut Bank area, We firm-
ly believe construction of this line will have a positive and lasting effect on not only our communi-
ty, but the Golden Triangle area. ‘ ‘

This transmission line holds the key to the development of a number of wind park projects in this
area, most notably the McCormick Ranch Wind Park, which will be located in both Glacier and Toole
Counties. The development of wind power as a clean and green, renewable energy source will great-
ly enhance our stagnant tax base, potentially reducing property taxes for all our residents-whether
they be farmers, ranchers, small business owners or individuals struggling to make ends meet on a

fixed income.
Due to the nature of this project, we are well aware the number of permanent jobs created will be

limited, but any increase in job opportunities trickles down into our communities by way of
increased school enrollment and additional consumer buying power.

Please be assured, the Cut Bank Area Chamber of Commerce is not insensitive to the ag producers
whose operations are affected by this project or to those who have expressed concern over the pro-
ject's impact on the environment and historic and/or culturally significant areas. We are hopeful the
preferred alternative now being discussed will result in a “win-wind” situation for all parties

involved,
Comment 82

Thank you for the opportunity to express our support for this project. We encourage you to adopt

the P_;elf:md Touting alternative for this project so that construction may get underway as soon as
possible,

— Cut Bank Area
\wnzy) Chamber of Commerce

P. 0. Box 1243 » Cut Bank. MT 53427 « (4n/\ A72.4na4
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Response 83: Comment noted. Already signed means the

e landowner has signed a right-of-way agreement or an option

230-kV Transmission Line Project

with MATL.
Please consider these written comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement:
T 8 & Jagheinss ol Boms buwnbe Response 84: Alternative 4 would be located within % mile of
that  hus  alveady  saned  witih  MATL . your residence and within %2 mile of your neighbor to the
We e e m{ - %ie” ales oot south and would result in major visual impact (see Section

‘ ; - ( 3.15). Overall, Alternative 4 does the best job of avoiding
have J).'-orﬂlxl QuLit .Mﬂ:u.'f' e Farm lan o .. . . . el e
! ‘ close proximity to residences, with 67 residences within 2

B abell woth  MATL 4o meve i mile of the line. Alternative 2 would have 77 residences
Ains  West do keep it [om vaan =3 within Y2 mile, and Alternative 3 would have 94 residences
_next fo ur Mot AE s shiwn i
Altecnntlve 4 1':) ve Dy 5ot

" e h"ﬁ\f)in\{ 5»&5)9&--‘*' Ty Jii f"; RO o )

f?e:\!'.jrlmm'f‘ SE\Jlmr.d- i) {\F;'}cuvc )‘71,,?) That
mives The, Eiae Aupties  oMest saed has Jess

_Lm!.}'tcr e uuw%‘ 3 other hsmes, Th/s

i

E&Ql-‘&nmen“’ o bR it plsaied b}, 2y Hemegooner] §

" .
!‘““J'J""““" n("-'_jh b . Altcvpative w'CLL]cF gviss

betuwiean MVT honne cum,'( m\lf nc-«)hlf--r ta: Fhe

Siuth ( m.Ke Ho_gnn}, Then Travel Bost aavoss

Aty pv'ciﬁu—f*ry‘ & This rote ' het A QJ\;’U‘)‘?
Neme K09 [ B
Address ALY Se {? wer Mol IQQ/

city_ Vsl e Stete ] Zip_ 3743 ¢

Comments may be submitted orally or in writing at the public hearing. See back of sheat
for more information on submitting comments after the hearing.

COMMENT DEADLINE APRIL 9, 2007 RECEi\,ED

nop 02 2607
Mentana Department of Environmental Quality
DEQ
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Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd.
230-kV Transmission Line Project
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' THARK yew i ¢

HOW TO COMMENT AND PARTICIPATE AFTER THE MEETING

VIEW THE DRAFT EIS ONLINE AT www.dea.mt.gov/MFS/MATL .as

SUBMIT WRITTEN COMMENTS TO Mr. Greg Hallsten
Director's Office
Montana Department of Environmental Quality
PO Box 200901
Helena, MT 59620-0901

SUBMIT COMMENTS, QUESTIONS OR CONCERNS VIA EMAIL TO MATL@mt.gov

PROJECT CONTACTS:

Greg Hallsten, MEPA Coordinator 406-444-3276
Tom Ring, MFSA Coordinator 406-444-6785
Ellen Russell, US Department of Energy 202-586-9624

Individuals needing an alternatively accessible form: of information should contact Mr. Hallsten at
the address above.

Montana Department of Environmental Quality
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Gene & Linda Sentz

From:  Gene & Linda Sentz [friends@3rivers.net] RECEIVED
Sent:  Sunday, March 25, 2007 9:25 PM

To: Gene & Linda Sentz APR 0 2 2007

Subject: LA Times: Debating wind energy z
Dept. Environmental Qual
! uality

Env. M:
Los Angeles Times, March 25, 2007 anagement Bureau

hrtp:/hwm,latim_es,comf'newsfscicnce;’envirun_mcmfla-mu-windlirnarZS .1.2561926.story ?coll=la-news-
environment

i |
Turbines fan debate over wind energy

A plan to erect 50 windmills near a national monument spurs an outcry in the Palm Springs area.
By Janet Wilson
Times Staff Writer

Ina blustery stretch of desert two hours east of Los Angeles, where many of the world's first power-
producing windmills were built, a plan for more turbines has triggered a backlash that echoes a national
debate over the merits of wind energy.

A proposal to build about 50 windmills next to Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National
Monument has aroused passions in a region already dotted with 3,000 windmills, with opponents
charging that the wind energy industry has neither delivered the promised power nor spared the
environment,

The industry, which was born in California, now has projects in 40 states and $8 billion in investments
over the last two years, according to the American Wind Energy Assn.

Supporters say wind power has come of age and will help slow global warming, while critics contend
that it has delivered only a quarter of its promised energy, proved lethal to wildlife and, in the view of
many residents, blighted the landscape.

Around the country, Internet blogs and anti-wind energy websites hum with angry postings about
projects on picturesque ridgelines, seascapes and farmlands from New England to Texas.

Politicians and celebrities have weighed in. Sen. Edward M. Kennedy (D-Mass.) and his Nantucket
Island neighbors have so far successfully fought installation of offshore turbines,

’_l'hcir opposition, in turn, has prompted criticism that rich liberals are all for alternative power providing
it doesn't mar their views.

In his S8an Gorgonio Pass community above the 10 Freeway, homeowner Les Starks has led the local
opposition.

"T!mey're going to take a national monument ... and turn it into an industrial slum," Starks shouted, his
voice nearly drowned by blustery gusts as he eyed the stark mountain front soaring above Palm Springs,
then zeroed in on a bony ridge 4,000 feet up.
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"They want to bulldoze that mesa, put in these enormous wind turbines ... and make lots and lots of
money."

Steve Christensen, owner of the mesa where the windmills would be erected, said all he wants to do is
produce clean electricity in a region already dotted with windmills.

"We've got windmills to the north of us, windmills to the east and west of us, windmills everywhere but
to the south," he said. "Why are they picking us out?"

Christensen, a cjvil engineer from Cypress, Texas, said his father bought the land half a century before
Congress designated the surrounding slopes as a national monument. He said residential or commercial
development on the squall-scoured mesa would be impossible,

"If you had a house or car or anything on there it would literally strip the paint off," he said.
San Gorgonio Pass is one of the windiest spots in North America, according to federal researchers.

The 3,000 existing turbines produce enough energy to power almost 25,000 homes for a year, sai.d
California Energy Commission spokeswoman Amy Morgan. But that is a fraction of their advertised
capacity.

Although politicians and environmentalists concede that there are drawbacks to wind energy, most argue
that the fallout from the turbines is minor compared with the global harm threatened by burning fossil
fuels.

"Alternative energy is the policy of the U.S. government, the state of California and this county," said
Riverside County Supervisor Marion Ashley, who is considering four new projects, including
Christensen's.

"I sort of like my air-conditioner to keep running during the summer." And, he added, "These wind
farms create a huge tax base.”

Wind energy companies will pay $3.8 million in state and local business taxes this year, said Riverside
County's chief deputy assessor, Michael Beaman. and more in property taxes.

According to public records, renewable energy companies — including wind, solar and geothermal —
have received $93.8 million in subsidies from California ratepayers.

At the federal level. energy companies also receive generous tax write-offs, and production subsidies
absorb start-up costs of windmills — new ones can cost $1.2 million apiece — and help reduce taxes on
profits from traditional power sources.

Advocates say that wind companies receive a fraction of the billions given to coal and oil companies,
and that they are vital to an industry with high infrastructure costs that emits no greenhouse gases and
uses a free, readily available power source.

"The private sector does this stuff for money. This is America," said John White, a longtime
environmentalist who heads a nonprofit consortium of environmental groups and renewable energy
companies.
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Critics, however, argue that wind projects subsidized with public funds deliver a fraction of the
promised power.

For example, in 2003, San Gorgonio wind farms boasted of 413 megawatts of capacity, but actually
produced a quarter of that electricity.

Advocates concede that turbines have produced full power just 10% of the time, but said newer
machines provide some power 60% of the time. Today, wind energy provides less than 1% of the
nation's power.

Converting 5% to wind "would require ... almost 10 million acres, most of it rural and wiId,llurncd aver
to 400-foot-high machines and their motion, noise and lights.” wrote Lloyd Crawford of National Wind
Watch, an online coalition of anti-wind power opponents. "That's not a green solution, but a huge
disaster.”

In California, turbines as big as minivans have caught fire in midair and crashed 200 feet to the earth.
Broken propeller blades don't budge, no matter how brisk the breeze. Thousands of hawks, eagles and
songbirds have been ground up by turbines,

Favorite picnic sites and scenic back roads were closed to the public after government land was leased
for private windmills,

Near San Gorgonio Pass, residents complain of a ceaseless high-pitched whine from windmills and, at
night, bright, revolving lights.

"It's like having a disco going ... all night long," said Joyce Manley, a retired Los Angeles schoolteacher
who lives within half a mile of hundreds of windmills.

Claude Kirby, a real estate agent for the Palm Springs office of the Bureau of Land Management, said
the early days of wind power were problematic because of equipment failures and get-rich-quick
schemes.

"You had a bunch of rogues ... who were more inferested in investment tax write-offs than actual wind
energy,” he said.

But he said that just as car engines evolved from the original slow-moving, smoke-belching Model Ts,
the new, mammoth wind turbines have quieter blades that turn slowly to protect birds, can capture far
more energy and do not break down as often.

Foes say Kirby is one of the main reasons the rogues arrived. "He's the one who leased them all the
land," Manley said.

Kirby said he is proud of the leases he has for 1,224 turbines on 3,589 acres, netting the public annual
rent of $640,610, adding, "I'd rather see wind turbines than black smoke from a coal plant.”

John Geesman, a member of the California Energy Commission, conceded that wind projects have
suffered growing pains from on-again, off-again tax credits and an imperfect technology. But he said the
industry is overcoming its early problems.
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"I think wind will be an extraordinary contributor to California's future energy mix." Geesman said.

Randall Swisher, head of the American Wind Energy Assn., said "the California experience is different
than any other state in regard to being home 1o first-generation technology which didn't work all that
well — some of the first-generation turbines didn't work at all."

Swisher said newer, larger turbines replacing flawed smaller ones are the solution. But they still don't
produce 100% capacity because the wind doesn't always blow.

Still, he said, there is no stopping the fact that wind energy has come of age, with widespread public
support.

"This is not a marginal, boutique industry any longer," he said. "It's a serious contributor to the nation's
electric power needs."

Environmental groups are among the supporters.

"The most significant threat to the environment, which dwarfs everything else, is global warming, and
the environmental community is united in supporting renewable solutions," said Julia Levin of Audubon
California.

She said the specter of the loss of a fourth of the world's species from global warming in coming
decades, predicted in numerous studies, trumps other concerns.

But even wind-power proponents say that some places should be off-limits to the production of green
energy.

"These are great big turbines; you can't hide 'em. Not every community is going to be comfortable
hosting a wind project,” Swisher said. "That's the reality, and that's a conversation that has to go on
between the wind industry and the local community.”

One of the livelier conversations is taking place in the shadow of the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto
Mountains National Monument,

"You can build wind facilities in bad places," said Sierra Club Executive Director Carl Pope, a fan of
wind energy who contends that a national monument is an inappropriate setting.

Christensen, the landowner who wants to build more windmills, said that when the monument was
created in 2000, Congress included language saying development on adjoining properties should not be
banned. But local officials are skeptical.

“I'm wary," said Ashley, the Riverside County supervisor.

He said a wind farm would mar a breathtaking, mountain-rimmed backdrop at the geographic gateway
to Palm Springs that is an important tourism draw. "At a certain point," he said, "you have to draw the
line."

*

Response 85: Thank you for the information. The articles
have been added to the record.
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RECEIVED Response 86: See response to comments 20 and 29, and the
revised discussion of impacts in Chapter 4.
APR 0 2 2007
March 31,2007 To: MATL@mtaqov Dept. Environmental ouaf:
Env. Menagement BaaaY Response 87: Refer to response to comment 23. Because the
To: Mr. Richard Opper, Director; Mr. Tom Ring; Mr. Greg Hallsten; et al, Dept of Environmental . 4
Qualty, PO Box 200901, Helana, Moniana 39620-0905  tobpertamm ow eaamtcnn Montana legislature has removed DEQ’s regulatory

ghallsten@mt gov

authority over the siting of wind farms, unless wind farm
Dear Director Opper, Mr. Ring, Mr. Halisten, et al:

developers choose to provide a public involvement process
| previously sent a similar letter via email; but please alsc accept this one as a sequel, since I've : : 1 1 11‘1d farms WOUld be
added in quite a few things herein. Thanks. n thelr site SEIGCtIOH :i)r unleis the ;Vth bl hkely to
ic land, members of the public are
There are a growing number of people who have serious concerns about the proposed MATL located on pUth la / . d f l ti E
transmission line and specifically where future wind farms might be sited. There seem to be a 1M 1 m location.
number of serious questions to ge answered and additional studies that should be done before have hmlted lnput In win ar
DEQ approves this project, which potentially would initiate construction of the largest industrial-

scale wind farms in Montana between Great Falls and Alberta and potential expansion of this line
with feeder lines and additional wind farms all over northcentral Montana, Please include in the

public record these comments with regard to the proposed MATL project. Response 88 Comment noted.

The more I've tried to picture the proposed MATL line from Great Fails to Lethbridge, the

more concern | have about exactly where, and how many, major large-scale highly-visible wind
farms would be sited along that line and along other feeder lines if the project expands into a
regional energy development grid -- how far away they might be west-and-east of such
transmission lines, and what cumulative effects including visual impacts -- especially to the
viewsheds of the Rocky Mountain Front, the Sweetgrass Hills, Glacier Park, and to other special
areas like the Lewis & Clark fight site, Camp Disappointment, the Baker Massacre site, etc, and
to the wonderful wide-open prairies of the Great Plains — that this major transmission line and
potentially 400 or more 300-foot-tall wind turbines would have on these landscapes, which
overall have changed very little from two centuries ago when Meriwether Lewis, George
Drouillard, and Joseph & Reuben Fields were the first white men to see them.

On a clear day in this Big Sky Country of Charlie Russell, one can see a hundred
miles in nearly every direction. From any of the high buttes one climbs from the
plains, or from the eastern foothills & peaks of Glacier Park and the Rocky
Mountain Front or from the Sweetgrass Hills, this form of major industrial
|development (i.e. large-scale wind farms) would be visible for miles and miles
|and therefore would have a very major visual impact on what is now relatively
wide-open uncluttered scenery.

This large-scale development proposal would have a huge potential impact on northcentral
Montana's open landscapes adjacent to and including the world-renowned Grown of the
Continent ecosystem

If the MATL transmission line is built, how much input will the public have with regard
to where future wind farms could or could not be sited? If wind developers receive

substantial government subsidies, the public should have a strong voice in deciding the

siting of future wind farms — where they should, and should not, be located.

It’s also interesting that a company like Tonbridge Power, which stands to profit in the
hundreds of millions (half a billion or more?) from this venture threatens not to build it if
they have to follow an alternative that might cost them a few million extra. If the
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Comment 88
_— - . (Continued)
Iransm:s:;19n line is to be built, DEQ and DOE should certainly demand that it make the
very least impact on the farmers involved and the environment & landscapes involved,

and not an alternative that Tonbridge wants. If they can’t do it the best way, don’t do it!

What are projections for what all this energy development might look like ten years from
now? How much expansion would there be? How many wind turbines might there be?

What do most Montanans want it to look like? Big companies are looking at the whole

o_f eastern Montana as potentially “one giant wind farm.” It’s a gold-rush mentality of
giant rich enterprises, to make big profits from our area. It’s also tied in with coal and oil
& gas development, coal-bed methane, ete. What is DEQ’s and DOE’s detailed analysis
of the projected cumulative impacts? How will all this affect the cost of electricity for
Montana consumers? Might it actually increase? (Remember Montana Power convinced
itself and the legislature and the governor that deregulation would be great. Now we
know it was not great for Montana consumers, and not great even for Montana Power.)

What kind of huge economic tax subsidies will energy corporations get from the Federal
and State governments? How will those subsidies compare with the economic benefits

that are being touted as big projected benefits that some Montanans would receive?

Who, mainly, would be the Montanans getting these benefits? Who will be the out-of-
staters and foreigners getting benefits. and how do these figures all compare? How might
other Montanans be harmed - not only farmers and ranchers who have to deal with
power poles, but how about the general sight-seeing public? What are the psycho-
sociological impacts on people, if thousands of wind generators go up?

With large outside corporations coming to develop for big profits, are local Montanans in
the same position as were the native American tribes a hundred fif ly years ago. when the

white man began overrunning what had always been Indian territory? Comment 91

Everyone, especially environmentalists and conservationists, generally favors "green"
renewable energy. It's politically correct and popular, although it’s obviously NOT the
panacea it’s purported to be. But this proposed wind development and the scale of
potential future expansion boggles one's imagination; and we should all be asking some

hard questions about the overall wisdom of it
sdom of i

Who specifically is this going to benefit the most? What are the economic implications
ofsu.bsidizing such a large undertaking, and will those subsidies result in the long-range
bgst interests of all Montana citizens? What are some of the real negative impacts it
mlgl'g have for Montanans, especially if most of this new energy is to be exported out-of-
state?

pr much heritage are Montanans willing to sacrifice to supply Canada and Nevada

with “clean” energy? And will the line carry hydro energy as well as wind? Will this
private venture actually increase Montanans’ dependence on fossil fuel energy, if our

hydro and wind energy is exported out-of-state?

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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When huge wind farms are constructed, they're going to be there for lifetimes. Are there an

! , 1 Y | [C t 94
guidelines for EVER removing such facilities when they're no longer usable? If so, what are
they? If not, shouldn'’t there be detailed policies concermning that?

) C
E How many turb:ng.-s would there be in one Iocationﬂcw many should there be? hat about
?nvate przpe‘rty :g;ts? If one property owner makes deals with developers to construct wind
arms on his land, how will that affect the property values and rights of neighboring property
owners? How much will their land be devaluedt if they don't want to see wind turbines

next door? Will they be compensated? If so, how?|&po wind farms fall under "eminent domain”
as apparently the transmission line will, if it is appmved?ubsequent to approval, are site
specific EIS’s planned for future wind farms and extension transmission facilities?

Sinc; Montana already produces twice as much electric power as Montanans consume,
specifically where and how much of our state's wide-open spaces do Montanans wish to sacrifice

for additional electricity to export out-of-state to keep the bright lights of Holl
c . lywood and Vegas _
burning? What conservation measures should out-of-state buyers of Montana's ‘clean” energy

have to promise to take, for Montanans to sacrifice our natural landscapes to produce it for them?

What abogl energy conservation as a first priority, rather than additional energy production? As a

second priority, how about local-decentralized small-scale wind and solar developments rather

than large-scale corporate development? Why assume that bigger is better? For national
security precautions, isn't decentralized energy development much safer?

The wind farms that have developed near Pincher Creek, Alberta, definitely are an

eyeful. Numerous people have commented on the visual impact those large turbines have

on the viewshed of that part of the Canadian Rockies. We don’t know how Alberta is

dealing with energy development, but it looks like they have not done much
comprehensive planning. Is Montana destined for haphazard development that may not

be in the best interest of our citizens and our landscapes? ’

1 an_d others strongly urge that DEQ require a much more detailed, comprehensive
environmental impact statement which shows not only the altemative routes of the
MATL transmission line but which also shows exact locations for proposed wind farms
in the near and distant future, and specifies how many turbines would be in each setting
and the cumulative effects, etc. of all this proposed development and potential future )
developments. Such a plan should analyze in detail these cumulative effects, so that the
overall positive & negative economic, visual, and aviary impacts are within reason, at
lgasl for any future planned transmission lines and wind farms west of Interstate Hwy 15.
The current MATL EIS does not adequately meet those standards. Let's not tolerate
haphazard development across some of Montana's and North America's most scenic

vistas.

I'hzis is not about just one transmission line. This is about potentially developing a whole
region of Montana for large-scale energy development of all kinds — wind, oil & gas, coal
-~ aJl-ld the cumulative effects of visual impacts, habitat fragmentation, ete, that goes along
with 1t.

There is a definite need for a large-scale programmatic EIS first, to determine for the

whole region all the known and cumulative effects of this kind of development. Then, a

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,
site specific EIS for this particular project could be done to determine whether this is one

of the places where development can, or cannat, occur without undue cffects.  [CommmmiTos including wind farms, could be transmitted over the line.
(Continued)

Now is the appropriate time for the public to request (and even demand) such a

programmatic EIS, including a complete and comprehensive cumulative effects facilities Response 101: Comment noted. See response to comment 23

siting plan for all proposed and potential developments. Especially if windfarm . . .. . . iye .

development is the real purpose for the MATL transmission line, all known and projected relative to pubhc part1c1pat10n in the Sltll’lg of wind farms.

details about windfarms should be incorporated as an integral part of the MATL EIS and
approved before any construction begins on the proposed MATL line.

If this transmission line and other future potentially huge projects go forward,

please let's make sure it's all done in the best economic and ecological interests of ALL

Montanans and for Montana’s landscapes, with all the foresight it deserves, and
guaranteeing FULL PUBLIC PARTICIPATION & INPUT in the siting of all future wind

farm and transmission line developments (e.z, NOT along the Rocky Mountain Front,

please).

Thank you for this opportunity to submit public comment. Respectfully,

Gene Sentz, PO Box 763, Choteau, Montana 53422-0763 friends@3rivers net
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Montana-Alberta Tie Lid.
230-kV Transmission Line Project

Please consider these written comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement:
Cun_propen ” (s Jocaded o Foudenra A,
Sg‘a(mp L2, ,2?.4/ 4U] Lasd Yo 56:7.[@:1 . e
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Name 4 Zyuiond £ ﬁMéﬂ.{dﬁ.
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Comments may be submitted orally or in writing at the public hearing. See back of sheet
for more information on submitting comments after the hearing.

COMMENT DEADLINE APRIL 9, 2007 RECE‘V ED
pop 0 % 2067

nED

Montana Department of Environmental Quality

Response 102: Comment noted.
Response 103: Comment noted.
Response 104: Comment noted.

Response 105: Comment noted.
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Montana-Aiberta Tie Ltd.

230-kV Transmissicn Line Praject

Please consider these written comments on the Draft Envi ronmeﬂsﬂﬂpact Statement:

Comment 106 Z%/’.7/ '/ 2ol M /é‘(m%f 2o/ Ty dedd @Mofj

Namm }f/m&- W QJJ/Z///M/
Address C}éﬁ? x SHy

City WJZ/ State ﬁZﬁ ZiRﬂZQ_aﬁ,’_

Comments may be submitted orally or in writing at the public hearing. See back of shest
for more information on submitting comments after the hearing.

COMMENT DEADLINE APRIL 9, 2007
RECEIVED

Mentana Deparlment of Environmental Quality [oo 09 2567

Response 106: Comment noted.
Response 107: Comment noted.

Response 108: Comment noted.
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npProue Ur UZiLlop Doug Banka 406-278-3580 p.1 Response 109: Comment noted.
Mr. Greg Hallsten PEAriv.
Director’s Office ”?C{* VED
Montana Department of Environmental Quality APR 0 < 2567
PO Box 200901 o
Helena, MT 59620-0901 BiRicToR OFfics
April 3, 2007
Mr. Hallsten,

I would like to share a couple of comments with you concerning
the proposed power line connecting Lethbridge Alberta and Great
Falls Montana. I am not concerned with the line itself but as to
the proposed direction and installation of the line. As of the
today I am encumbered with § power lines on my farm. I am also
encumbered with BN Railroad, Interstate 15, an irrigation system,
4 underground oil and gas lines, 2 fiber optic lines, and several
ballistic missile cables among other things.

Of the 8 power line systems that criss-cross my property [ have 1 -
230KV line (30 + single poles), 1 — 115 KV line (24 double poles
H-structure), 2- 69 KV lines (single pole), and several small
distribution lines. The total number of poles is in hundreds. [am
VERY familiar with the farming techniques of having to farm
around poles.  Of the total poles that encompass my farm the H
structure (115 KV) Northwestern Energy line has 24 poles that
diagonal across my farm. Of those 24 poles (12 sets), only 5 sets
arc on farm ground. Those 5 particular sets are the most difficult
to farm around and are the most problematic for weeds control and
for pest control (i.e. gophers and grasshoppers etc). The problem
lies in the diagonal direction of the NW Energy line. All of the
other major transmission lines follow roads and boundary lines and
cause little to no issues. They are easy and simple to farm NEXT
to rather than trying farm AROUND them. When I have to spray
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e vone mank toererassan Ew Response 110: Faulty transmission lines occasionally are the
cause of fires. The fault or liability in each instance would be
(Continued) determined based on the facts in that particular case.

(Continued) .
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.

around an H structure, I have to spend valuable time going
around and over spraying several acres. When I have to spray
next to a line the time loss and double spraying is NIL. Any
ONE of the H-structures that I farm around is more time

consuming and difficult than ALL of the remaining balance of Response 111: Comment noted. The land leasing company
transmissions lines that I encounter in my farming practices. works directly for MATL and their methods and practices
Another issue that I have concems about is the possibility are not sanctioned or controlled by the agencies.

(however slight it might be) of a fire from a shorted insulator on a
pole. We have had power line insulators short out and cause pole
fires and damage to surrounding property. I am concerned with
who would burden that responsibility and who would cover the . )
damages. My insurance company told me that the power line Response 113: The agencies worked with consultants to‘better
company is at fault and the power line company said that it does quantify the costs of the line to farmers as indicated in

not happen often and the fire is an act of GOD. Neither comment .

afforded me any comfort. Section 3.13.

Response 112: Comment noted.

My last comment concerns the tactics by the leasing company who Response 114: Comment noted. Even if a GPS system could
used high pressure and aggressive threats towards people into . : around a pole, there would be additional
signing agreements. They threatened legal action towards people gulde equleent . . P 1 ’ d. fertilizer, and

and used the Right of Eminent Domain as the basis for the costs associated with time, fuel, seed, fertilizer,

intimidating tactics. herbicides to work around the poles.

Comment 112

am in favor of only straight-line directions of the proposed power
line or a line that followed roads etc. = I do not wish to be
burdened with the cost of having to farm around such structures TR
Just because MATL does not have the desire to alter the line in a
straight-line format. The few dollars per pole compensation
proposed by MATL does not cover the cost involved by a farmer
to operate around them. In some comments by MATL
representatives they told me that the use of GPS would solve the
issue of having to go around any poles. I am now operating the
most precise GPS system on the market and it does have any
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N0 UT Ul UZi lbP uoug Hanka

406-278-3580 p.3

allowances for power poles or trees in its computer-operating
program.

I would like to thank the Department of Environmental Quality for
the time is listening to my concems. [f you have any questions for
me please do not hesitate to call me at the numbers below.

Sincerely,

Douglas Banka

688 Business 15
Conrad, Montana 59425

Home phone  406-278-7829
Cellphone  406-576-7829
Fax number  406-278-3580
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Response 115: Aerial applicators have to consider a number of

Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd. . L. . .
obstacles - existing power lines, trees, and towers. Aerial

230-kV Transmission Line Project

applicators do not charge more for spraying fields with
Please consider these written comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement: ObStI'UCtiOI'IS, but they mlght leave small untreated areas to
ould be di s-ZH)/ avoid the obstructions (HydroSolutions, July 2007, de Waal

Malefyt, 1979). They would prefer the transmission line to be

afeited by 'A#S Lin L piles

Mgﬁiw Yo mile of single poles and the lowest conductor high enough to fly
of i e - g8 4 e OE - BN /&J P under. Applicators also mentioned a preference that the
deaes o mile Ssc o zg"]/u 4 &) 4e transmission line have cardinal headings of North-

Ll gike £ SE 4 Sec. 2220 W/ ﬂ N South/East-West (Campbell Aviation, July 2007).

£dye ol o MM See 727079,

ﬁu-m me ne Ch £S5 r..JquJ DﬂbL l'f—’&

AEr'a e cégg ¢ ?gsz e cJts

350 mv s——

CoulJ L‘: Veav’ \‘C_’a's_/iu o oU R ’Da_m ro
I

Jy

‘f'[e,_ uﬂfo‘z‘s -f X:'U"S. ’r;;; -

Aexes on) 4R -Qnm:’« -Qn.em —?
Name an RAE ?- wbaé ! CCD‘"T):

Address QOZ'Q M?A:..DA)I ?é E--
City DnuRﬁL State m-r-Zip g942g

Comments may be submitted orally or in writing at the public hearing. See back of sheet
for more information on submitting comments after the heating.

RECEIVED

[Pp 0 4 2607

COMMENT DEADLINE APRIL 9, 2007

Montana Department of Environmental Quality
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Response 116: Comment noted.
Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd.

230-kV Transmission Line Project . .
Response 117: The agencies attempted to contact potential

developers of wind farms that have contracts with MATL for
puld ‘ 4 : 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

Comment 115
(Continued)

. ,_+ L)L F- Highway 2 (Figure 4.1-2 in the Draft EIS). In this area, there
L ol P b is no substantial difference between alternative transmission
ot AT ¥ ne aneue line locations; all WO}ﬂd be near the proposed wind farrr}.
ceh - 3 Based on the scanty information received from prospective
3 .8 m ou . . .
~ 4 . 0 Oaopesad olh #4 wind farm developers, it would be speculative to assume
& .
—— e e, ‘6? o =~ that one alignment would be better than another relative to
Roite 2" 32 will be muck aliser 7, - i )
- s i A e Al the al?lh"fy to mtej'rconnect.to the MATL line. See the
m Zhy with *2 o3, Lor youn 5 description of wind farm impacts in Chapter 4.
Comment o W 75 CONWIENT AND FARTICIPATE AFTER THEMEETING =~ Cow®id=emisen
VIEW THE DRAFT EIS ONLINE AT www.deq.mt.qov/MFS/MATL as Oaup Response 118: Comment noted_

SUBMIT WRITTEN COMMENTS TO Mr. Greg Hallsten
Director’s Office
Montana Department of Environmental Quality
PO Box 200901
Helena, MT 59620-0901

SUBMIT COMMENTS, QUESTIONS OR CONCERNS VIA EMAIL TO MATL@mt.gov

PROJECT CONTACTS:

Greg Hallsten, MEPA Coordinator 406-444-3276
Tom Ring, MFSA Coordinator 406-444-6785
Ellen Russell, US Department of Energy 202-586-9624

Individuals needing an alternatively accessible form of information should contact Mr. Halisten at
the address above.

Montana Department of Environmental Quality
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FROM DAHLMAN ACRES, INC. FAX NO. :1-486-463-2446 Apr. BS 20897 11:24fM P2

Response 119: Comments noted.

4-6-07

State of Montana
Department of Environmental Quality

Fax 444-1499
Helena, MT.
Dear Sir:
Re: MATL Transmission Line

As a property owner who will be effected by the construction of this line, I wish to eXpress some
thoughts and concerns.

1 am certain this may be the beginning of a corridor in the future. Traveling through the State of
Washington ] took a number of pictures of four (4) large transmission lines running parallel to
each other. With such a installation this would cause a great deal of expense for the farmer
operating these acres. Most farmers and ranchers are not opposed to this line, however as you are
well aware, how it is constructed will effect our next generations for decades. I would
respectfully request that you require the following: Single pole placement on all farm ground and
on CRP, land as well. We do not know what the future brings as those acres may be farmed once
again.

Wherever the line travels on farmed ground, it will impact the operating cost to the farm
operation.

Thank you for your consideration to the concemns of the farmers involved.

(oo F Q.

Adam F. Dahlman

Box 343

Dutton, MT. 59433
Telephone (406)463-2444
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
AND CONSERVATION

BRIAN SCHWEITZER, GOVERNOR

— STATE OF MONTANA

o / IRECTOR'S OFFICE (406) 444-2074. PO BOX101601

1625 FLEVENTH AVENUE

FAX: (406) 444-2684 HELENA, MONTANA 59620-1601
April 5, 2007 3
9, %""6‘
; : Q% ¥ /"/@
Dept. of Environmental Quality Sh, g 0
C/O Tom Ring '%”p,,-.e H@)
PO Box 200901 R
Helena, MT 59620-901 Y
78, %,
f@q"o/é’

RE: DNRC Comments on MATL Draft EIS

Dear Mr. Ring:

DNRC has had an opportunity to review the proposed Montana Alberta Tie LTD (MATL)
Draft EIS and the altemative routes. We have conducted a preliminary review of the
state lands involved under all alternatives and do not anticipate problems with
implementing any of the proposed action altematives. Overall, Alternatives 2, 3,0rd
have only minor impacts to the management of state lands because they would affect
primarily grazing lands and only minor amounts of crop or CRP land on state ownership
would be impacted.  If an action alternative is selected in the Record of Decision,
DNRC will require MATL to submit Easement Applications for the affected state land,
conduct a site specific review of each tract and require site specific mitigations for each
easement application. We expect those site specific mitigations will be standard
stipulations proven to be effective in minimizing potential local impacts to resources, for
example, limiting operations to a specific time period to avoid conflicts with planned
farming activities. The State Land Board has the ultimate authority for granting
easements on state land. Below are our general comments,
» DNRC supports the use of “mono-pole” structures on CRP and cropland. And

believes “mono —pole structures should be required on CRP and cropland under

all alternatives.
¢ [ DNRC supports routing the power line on field boarders, property boundaries[Comment 121

and/or sections lines when feasible to minimize negative impacts on cropland

segmentation of land ownership and unusable corridors.
»—Construction should be timed in-a manner to minimize damage fo area soils, [Comment 122

crops and/or rangelands.
» —Archeolegical-sites on-DNRC fands should be avoided whan placing support

structures when possible.

y

Please keep us informed as to any new developments or decisions regarding this
project. DNRC appreciates the opportunity to comment on this project.

Sincerely,

MARY SEXTON
Director

Response to Comments
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Response 120: Comment noted.

Response 121: Comment noted. The mileage of state land Alternative 4 Diagonal Crossing of State Lal\r;I(IjLES
crossed on a diagonal is indicated below. LOCATION LAND USE TYPE (approximate)
T25N R1E SEC. 16 CROP 0.3
Alternative 2 Diagonal Crossing of State Land T25N R1E SEC. 16 CROP 0.5
LOCATION LAND USE TYPE | MILES (approximate) To5N RIW SEC. 3 CROP 13
T37N RSW SEC. 36 CROP 0.5 T29N R2W SEC. 36 CROP 0.1
T23N R2E SEC. 23 CROP 11 T37N REW SEC. 36 CROP 05
T25N RIE SEC. 16 CROP 0.3 T23N R2E SEC. 33 RANGE 0.5
T25N R1E SEC. 16 CROP 0.5 T29N R2W SEC. 36 RANGE 0.09
T26N R1W SEC.. 36 CROP 11 T29N R3W SEC. 16 RANGE 0.55
T31IN RSW SEC. 2 RANGE 0.5 T31N REW SEC. 2 RANGE 05
T32N RSW SEC. 16 RANGE 1.08 T32N REW SEC. 16 RANGE 1.08
T35N RSW SEC. 16 RANGE 0.9 T35N REW SEC. 16 RANGE 0.9
T23N R2E SEC. 25 RANGE 05
T23N R2E SEC. 22 RANGE 0.6
T23N R2E SEC. 16 RANGE 0.8 Response 122: Comment noted.
T28N R3W SEC. 18 RANGE 0.3

Response 123: Known archeological features have been avoided
on DNRC lands. On undisturbed areas where no ground

Alternative 3 Diagonal Crossing of State Land survey has been conducted, the agencies would require that
LOCATION LAND USE TYPE MILES (approximate) the areas be surveyed and that sensitive features be avoided
T23N R3E SEC. 15 CROP 015 where possib.Ie (see Append%x F, items 2121 th‘ro.ugh 2123
129N R3W SEC. 31 CROP 0.3 and Appendix A of Appendix F for items pertaining to
cultural resources).
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 11
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Response 124: Comment noted.
Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd.

230-kV Transmission Line Project
Response 125: Comment noted.

Please consider these written comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement:
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Comments may be submitted orally or in writing at the public hearing. See back of sheet
for more information on submitting comments after the hearing.
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Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd.
230-kV Transmission Line Project

Please consider these written comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement:
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Name M\/ -;) - w{ & n/.,)fzud // “{f .ncd--)
Address f/df‘ /:Mﬂazl (g /f«? @g
city_Lalide state M7 _zip 57956

Comments may be submitted orally or in writing at the public hearing. See back of sheet
for more information on submitting comments after the hearing.

RECEIVED
APR 05 2607

DEQ

COMMENT DEADLINE APRIL 9, 2007

Montana Department of Environmental Quality

Response 126: Comment noted.

Response 127: Comment noted.
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April 3, 2007

Mr. Greg Hallsten

Director’s Office

Montana Department of Environmental
P.O. Box 200901

Helena, MT 59620-0901

Northern Rockies Medical Center, Tnc.

RECEIVED

Quality AR 05 2607

DEQ
UIRECTOR'S OFFICE

RE: Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd. 230-kV Transmission Line Project

Dear Mr. Hallsten:

Comment 128

Northem Rockies Medical Center, Inc. would like to offer its support to the Montana-
Alberta Tie Ltd. In our opinion, its project is very beneficial with a lot of potential for

the local area and the State of Montana,
Quality to adopt the “Proposed Action”
the project as soon as possible.

We encourage the Department of Environmental
approach as the preferred routing alternative to

Construction of the tie line, and the associated wind generation facility, will create a
positive impact on our area in many ways. Socially, it will create jobs both during the

construction phases and after completion in the maintenance and operations stages. The

activity associated with the construction itself will create additional business for local

merchants and suppliers. Its employees, who have commercial health insurance, will be a

positive benefit to our medical center; which has a high write-off rate due to a large

percentage of the patients living at poverty or just above.

Comment 130
The MATL project will help reverse economically the effects of our county being in a
severe economic recession for many years. Also, we believe that the project will improve

the tax base-assisting all local residents.

The most beneficial part for the entire state of Montana is that it will provide a
desperately needed transmission path for power created by new generation facilities that
will develop in the vicinity of the new line and elsewhere in Montana.

We applaud the Montana Alberta Tie Ltd, on its pioneering and progressive approach.

We wish it much success with the constructiop and operation of the transmission line,
s Cleititty ] 04

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

940 Wilder Ave. Choteau is located more than 80 miles from the proposed
At 2007 MATL line. If wind farm development were located 30 miles

pril 4, 2007 . . ;

from the MATL line, it would then be about 50 miles away
Mr. Greg Hallsten T
Brirector's Offtve from the Front and beyond the range of visibility.
MT Dept. of Environmental Quality
PO Box 200001
Helena, MT 59620-0901 Response 133: See response to comment 24.
Dear Greg Hallsten,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposal to build a major Response 134: See the revised discussion of impacts ;n C}l;lle?pter

transmission line, the MT-Alberta Tie Line (MATL), between Great Falls and iscussion of public
Lethbridge. 4. See response to comment 23 for a d p

icipation in siti ind farm developments where the
With the MATL comes the possibility of industrial scale wind developments, part1c1pat10n mn Sltlng of wind fa P

Both of these portend enormous impacts to the MT landscape. My main concern relates agencies have no regulatory authorlty.
to the Rocky Mountain Front. There is no grander scenery in this state. The area where

the plains meet the mountains is dramatic and awe-inspiring, Its beauty has a profound

effect on many, including myself. This magnificence must be protected. Consequently,

I'd like to ask that all fusture energy development such as transmission lines and wind

farms be situated near or east of Interstate Hwy 15,

Please conduct a broad regional programmatic EIS that deals with transmission
lines, wind farms and other energy development in north central Montana, Energy
development would bring many cumulative impacts to the whole region and these
impacts need to be addressed. DEQ needs to complete such an EIS to protect the interests

of the state and the people in the area. Besides a programmatic EIS, full public ® ]
participation must be guaranteed on all such siting issues.
This past weekend my husband and 1 camped and hiked in Sun Canyon on the
Rocky Mountain Front. Driving there on Route 287 from Helena, there is breath-taking
view of the whole Front when cresting a particular hill. I hope it stays breath taking,
Sincerely, )
Y L Wiy R
Sara Toubman

RECEiVED

£PR 05 2007

DEQ
DIRECTOR'S OFFICE
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PO Box 3
Dutton MT 59433
April 4, 2007

Mr, Greg Hallsten

Director’s Office

Mt. Dept. of Environmental Quality
PO Box 200901

Helena MT 59620-0901

Dear Mr. Hallsten:

The MATL transmission line is proposed to be built to make a financial gain for a
private company at the expense of Montana and the Montana farmers. The line
is to run to a substation on the north side of Great Falls.

Alberta has a 23% surplus in electricity and needs a market for it. Northwest
Energy has a surplus and has no plans to build any new lines until the year 2012.
If the MATL line is built, there is no place for the electricity to go.

After reviewing the alternatives, it appears the only thing this has done is to turn

neighbors against neighbors.

The combination of these altemnatives to form one line parallel (within 250 feet) to

the existing line with single poles for everyone. This should be from east of
Dutton to the south side of Conrad. This would stop the building of new corridors

and makg it possible for the poles to be next to each other. MATL said, “the
could build it within 50 feet of the existing line.”

The first information, in writing, | received on this project wasn't from the
} , B 138
Department of Energy or MATL, but from the lawyers office in Helena.

MATL wishgs to build this line with 3 %4% money, double poles, and receive a
75% tax write-off. Why don't they just ask for the State?

It would be wrong to build this at the expense of the farmers and ranchers.

MATI__ alsq wants to be able to increase the power 25% to 800mw at no
additional income to the land owners. The same goes for the fiber optic line,

where they are looking at selling off part of it to others.

RECEIVED
FPP 06 2567

Dea

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.

Response to Comments

66



MATL Transmission Line EIS

Response 141: Comment noted. MATL has indicated that
although the current proposal is to build a line that could

It says in the DEQ impact study that MATL will put no poles in the 100 year flood handle 300 MW flowing from north to south and south to
lain. | don't know how they cal lish this. c 1142 :

Tokr, Bivecanilni, o asompliiye. The food ot 1363 hat e north, the conductors proposed could be physically able to

A handle additional power in the future, though line losses
The only mention of money from MATL was $275.00 for the easement. This is a .
price from prior to the 1940's. One would be foolish to accept this. may be unacceptably high (see the responses to comments
Itis wrang fo expect qutana consumers to pay for mitigation in order for the [Eomment 144 | 346)' Easement payments are typlcally not dependent upon
MATL line to have a reliable connection to the electrical transmission system. the amount of power that would flow through a line.
It is not right to give some of the land owners single poles and not others. This is Similarly, easement payments for a transmission line are
discrimination to the land owners, where one has irrigated land, another has dry : 1 1 i
land, and the third has pasture. typically not based on the number of fiber optic strands in a
Alternate (3) is the best for the Teton River area. If this is not possible, the line cable.
should cross the Teton River exactly in the northwest corner of the section of T 146
s@ate land. There is a graded road on the State of Montana land on the south
it river, This oadis wide enough for a 24' combine to ravelfrom he Response 142: Comment noted. However, the text does not say
river bottom to the hill top. i i

that no poles would be located in the 100 -year floodplains.

Again, the line should be east of the NW Energy line. This will have less impact Rather the text in Section 3.6 indicates that structures would

on all the home owners from east of Dutton to south of Conrad.
Avoid discrimination — single poles for all.

Visual impact of Alternate (4) on the Teton River is devastating for view,
recreation, and airplanes.

Don't believe a private company qualifies for eminent domain.
How did a 230kv line become an BOOmw fine?

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.
Sincerely,
ﬁ,&a, & Response 144: Costs of mitigating impacts would be borne by
Robert J. Camey 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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M. Hallsten after reading articles in the area papers and talking
with landowners I must express my opinion. I don’t believe
independent power companies from another country should be
selling their electricity to people in the U.S. We should provide for
ourselves. We already have enough power in the state of Montana
to provide for ourselves. Plus we send power out of state.
Northwestern Energy already charges us to much for our power
what would more electricity do for us? It won’t lower our rates. I{
is creating a monopoly for big companies, making them big dollars
for them, but who pays for all this. The little guy.

__Comme nt 156
Why support anything from Canada? They didn’t support the Iraq
war.
The Great Falls area is also planning a coal fired plant, who
benefits from, that not the locals. [ don’t agree will)h that eithe
Who wants pollution? Why not use wind generators.

This is not being done for the good of Montanan’s it is for
someone else. People are being pushed around by big corporations
not for Montanas benefit,

If MATL power line does go thru, why not follow the other line

that already exists. I hunt on the Teton river where the line will
cross . According to the map where it will cross that area is a very

erodible area, what happens when it washes out? Why not follow

where the other line already exists? | You know it doesn’t take a lot |

of common sense to make most of the land owners happy, “more
expense” yes but we aren’t profiting, the big corporations are.

They want to get by as cheaply as possible for their own profit, not
ours,

Thanks for listening

Marlon Shortman
Box 163 RECE,VED
Dutton Mt 59433 APR 0 6 2607

e DEQ
IRECTOR'S Offyce

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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Tom king HDEME
3 April 2007

Mr. Tom Ring, MFSA Coordinator

Montana Department of Environmental Quality
PO Box 200901

Helena, MT 59620-0901

Dear Mr. Ring,

First again I would like to thank you as I did in person at the DEQ/MATL meeting in Cut
Bank !ast week. You are the only person in this whole situation that took the time to not
only listen to our concerns involving MATL but also implemented a plan to relieve our
concerns,

We support DEQ’s alternative route that would bypass the Karcher/Hoof properties,

Sincerely,
REr-,
QrLEE  Muinss Cfliniin, YD
Aby
Joseph J. Karcher Jr. & Diane C. Karcher D, b6 gy
PO Box 354 E‘*Dz, Eni
Cut Bank, MT 59427 i, Man;ggg;ﬂnraf

RECEIVED | -“iVED
APR 05 2067 -
LEQ
DEQ 2IRECTOR'S OFFICE
SIRECTOR'S OFFICE

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

Mantana-Alberta Tie Ltd.
230-kV Transmission Line Project

Please consider these written comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement: overall Of avoiding proximity to residences, Wlth 67
\ﬂrspnfn! W #4 woll ek 4 s ive residences within %2 mile of the line. Alternative 2 would
eyewie . The yiew we enjoy now s of fhe have 77 residences within %2 mile, and Alternative 3 would
Muf Hosatin Front ol Jhee fines  would qed! ‘ 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).

obscure 4y prukss Yiewd

The  Piruncisl pmibiations it ey entiil  yoould i
he Hﬂacteﬁ‘hbfc 05 well. M thi fime ther < ns
_Lgcu{ b delermine Jhe ederd b whith  our fand
Would depredafe a5 o (et of his endener:

Cleacly b5 poposel s unwelome . Thank Response 163: Comment noted. Transmission lines could
for your fime.  If fhewe are gny } uestions, T adversely affect land values, and that would be a cost to
Can_aaswes plae feel free o ontd  he @ 637-344. Montanans. Existing evidence suggests that land values are
not significantly affected by transmission lines. See the
‘[}}wﬁ@.l % revised discussion on land values in Section 3.13.

BT
) i
1

Name ix)\:‘!z’l"l‘ < Al LL)DDJ
Address 13%4 dij %\f tead

City Covad State _ M7 zip _ 54435

Comments may be submitted orally or in writing at the public hearing. See back of sheet
for more information on submitting comments after the hearing.

% N i
COMMENT DEADLINE APRIL 9, 2007 & i‘" f:{ “E&D
FRLE8 sgoy
Montana Department of Environmental Quality b
EQ

Dite o
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Response 164a: Comment noted. The benefits and costs of
MATL to Montana are discussed in Sections 1.2 and 3.13.

;ﬁ“ “;r} k}a}gg ILLMzurcr
I . . . .
A s MT S0t Potential impacts to Montana customers are discussed in
Section 3.13. The energy generated as a result of this line

ﬁjf 7 )é{' : : @d},’ J: <00 7 would be sold on the open energy market.
= ]

PEG RECEIVED Response 164b: Recent passage of legislation will likely result in

/M,Y_ -, D70 o T e s lower tax rates for MATL. This leglslat%on also included tax
reductions for landowners whose land is crossed by new

P DEQ : t . .
ransmission hnes.
i e DIRECTGR' H
} : /{Q&(ug % A o 5 OFFICE

mw M&Q el

Gy gpecict ooty on
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i
L
i
:
I

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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04/06/2007

To: Mr. Richard Opper, Director

Mr. Tom Ring
Mr. Greg Hallsten J : %}1
Dept. of Environmental Quality : P Yo =D,
P. 0. Box 200901 . é\?%,_a {-‘6’ %
Helena, MT 59620-0901 / LiS fe SO
% 7
. G 2>
Dear Sirs: ¥, %,
%%
1 would like to address the wind farm issue from several angles: “%%%3 .
%
1) As a concerned resident of Glacier County.
2) As a hiker,
3) As a concerned parent.
4) As a Realtor.

5) As a student of Montana history.

Having grown up on a farm in Teton County, Montana, just north of Great Falls, I find
myself being more and more concerned about the MATL line which will run from Great
Falls to the Canadian border. [ have called Glacier County my home for over 30 years so
T'am very familiar with both areas that will be impacted by these proposed wind farms.
Initially, I found myself excited that someone was going to finally utilize the wind power
in Montana. But the more and more I looked into it, I found that these 400° towers have
downsides and that most, if not all of the energy would be leaving the Big Sky Country to
help light Las Vegas. Plus these huge towers would be also at the Eastern gateway to
Glacier National Park. I hike in Glacier National Park and do not want to climb uptoa
vista of wind farm towers.

[ As a Realtor, I also question what this will do to adjoining and area land values. Would
you want one next to you? [ would not. I suspect that wind farms DO NOT increase the
land around them. Has anyone looked at what values are now in the Judith Gap area?
That should be something else that is checked BEFORE charging ahead with the MATL

| line or the wind farms.

L had the privilege of taking Montana History from K. Ross Toole at the U of M in
Missoula. He said over and over again that Montanans repeatedly made the mistake of
|being used by outside interests. 1 understand that the power from these wind farms may
|not even stay in the state and may even go to light up Las Vegas. Are we again repeating
| history and doing something that we will regret and that will diminish Montana for the
 benefit of someone else’s pocketbook? Onee these wind farms are inplace, they will be
here forever so I believe we Montanans should be absolutely sure that this is what we [5om=rr7ag
want and know ALL of the impacts it will have on this area.

So, I believe a lot of thought and research needs to be put into this decision BEFORE my
children and grandchildren wish we had.

Regards,

-~ 5
il

(J’J@u (C'rt |

Colleen Erickson

P. 0. Box 55

East Glacier Park, MT 59434

406-226-5555
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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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@ ‘ ‘ Centrel Moriana Field Offce | - 4064539434 fax: 06-453-9434 Response 169: Comment noted. See the responses to comments
MGNTANAW]LDERNESSASSOCIAT[ON 1400 First Avenue North mwacent@wildmontana,org .. . . . .
- ‘ Great Falls, MT 50401 DA b 20, 22, and 29 and revisions to the discussion of impacts in
April 2, 2007 . Chapter 4. Short-term, non-firm capacity would likely be
1 available to other electricity producers.
Mr. Greg Hallsten, ‘
Director’s Office, : . .
' ggnmzwm of Environmental Quality - RECEIVED Response 170: Comment noted. See the revised discussion of
Box 200901 : ' ! . .
Helena, Montana 59620-0901 hpp 09 267 impacts in Section 4.16.
: - DEG
RE: Montana Alberta Tie Line : DIRECTOR'S OFFICE
; ' Response 171: See the responses to comments 20, 22, and
Dear Mr. Hall L. . . . .
- revisions to the discussion of impacts in Chapter 4. The
The following comments are submitted on behalf of the Montana Wilderness : lopments in the area
Association, Island Range Chapter. The Montana Wilderness Association was formed in agencies are not aware of any Othel; deve opn :
1958 by a fow individuals concerned about the loss of wild public lands within the State that would come under the agency’s permitting authority.

of Montana. Since then the organization has grown to aver 6,000 dues paying members,
most of whom live in Montana and utilize public wildlands.

Anyone concerned about global warming and the need to.move toward cleaner Response 172: Comment noted.
renewable energy sources should welcome the interest in wind energy. As Canadian -
Author, scientist, and broadcaster David Suzuki has said, “It means we are finaily getting

somewhere,” ok
At the same time, it is appropriate to voice coneerns about the impact the

proposed transmission line, and the wind farms and other energy facilities it serves, will
have on the surrounding landscape. While the EIS describes the proposed routes of the
transmission line, it neither provides information about possible locations of the wind |
farms nor does it say if the transmission line will serve other energy facilities.

Since the turn of the century efforts have been made to profect the Rocky
| Mountain Front by keeping its largely undeveloped character intact. Public and private
ﬁmding]msbemsemmdforeomvaﬁmeammshpmvmtﬂwdevelopmemof
su_bdivisionsandfnrh:yoﬁsofpmposedoi]andgm leases that are being retired. It
wouldbetheukﬁnmle&myifwh:dfmmalmgﬂnRockyMﬁmthmmuﬂuplmﬁng
'ala:gerovemﬂﬁsuaihantmmghndszpeﬂmngaswellsandoﬂnfmm

Its possible for wind-gencrated eleciricity to be developed in a manner that
doesn’t impair some of our most renowned viewsheds. But without knowing where the
windfmmswiﬂbelouﬁed,mdwhtmhwdwekqmammhhgpmpnsedfmﬂum
ilisimpossibk:mknow!mwtbemeil]beimpncm A comprehensive look at the
}roposed&wehpmﬁismodndmﬂmcmnhﬁveimmofﬁepmjwtmdstobe
addressed in the analysis. :

As noted in an article titled Comulative Impact Assessn

Environmental Policy Act: An sis of Recent Case Law by D. Smith,

“Evidence is increasing that the most devastating environmental effects may result not

Voomimita | The Montana Wildernace Acenriatinn adimnatan the mehdin ned Sodde ot 103
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Response 173: Comment noted.

& ‘Comment 172
“Evidence is increasing that the most devastating environmental effects may result not
from the direct effects of a particular action, but from the combination of individually
minor effects of multiple actions over time (Council on Environmental Quality,

1997.p.1).

A backlash toward wind generated electricity is developing in parts of the country where

wind farms and transmission lines are sprouting up on some of the nation’s last
undeveloped landscapes. It is important that Montana develops wind energy in a manner

that preserves our increasingly rare and valuable natural landscapes.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment and anticipate learning more about your
agency’s intentions.

i

Montana Wilderness Association
Island Range Chapter
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FaRLE  Uli/daz

SHENSNE VR REEERR Response 174: See response to comment 8.

Response 175: In the special legislative session the “Clean and

J.C. O’Brien & Soms, lne Green Energy” tax incentives package was passed. See the

Great ﬁﬁ;“iiﬂfn"ﬁ 59404 revised discussion of socioeconomic impacts in Section 3.13.
Y

Ph 406 452-9471
FAX 406 452-4069

FACSIMILE MESSAGL
DATE: April 9, 2007

TO: Department of Environmental Quality

MATL@mt.pov
Att: Mr. Greg Hallsten

PHONE/FAX: 406-444-4386
SUBJECT: Comments on the Draft EIS for the MATL transmission line
NUMBER OF PAGES INCLUDING COVER: 2

Here are some written comments and questions regarding the propased
Uransmission line, By way of qualifications, I am a land owner and have farm land
immediately South of Conrad which is scattered about in various sections. While it
seems from the maps that this line will nul cross our property, we are ina position where
every thing else, which goes by, crosses our land. We have had seme very sad
experiences over the years with public utilities, pipelines, fiber optic cables and various
other well-intentioned utilities impacting our land.

I'am all for this country developing sources of non-polluting energy, and I assume
we all are. This project, however, raises some questions, which should be answered
before it is allowed to proceed. Here are a few of my concems, in no particular order of

A

1. If the permits being requested are granted, then does that convey the right
of eminent domain to a private Canadian Corporation? If so, would they
then use that right to follow their preferred alternative and go diagonally
across farmland wherever they wanted tn?

2. Since the tax incentives that Governor Schweitzer had wanted to give to
altemnative energy developments and transmission lines were not granted
by the Montana Legislature, will Tonbridge Power continte with the
project? They have stated that they would not. Also, somewhere in the
Draft EIS it stated that if they were forced to go with Alternative 4, the
line would probably not be built. They stated in their progiess repurt, fall
of 2006, that they were advancing procurement of long lead-time
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B2/1b/28B6 17:43 Ablb- 4 /=2bY3 FARE  BZivZ Response 176’ Comment noted_

Response 177: See response to comment 163. To the extent that

Comment 175 | | “omponenis and had awarded contracts for the construction of sub stations the MATL line would lower land values, that would be a cost
at Lethbridge and Cut Bank. There seems to be some discrepancy here, . . . land val :
Could it be possible that they will build the line anyway, even if it is not to landowners. See the revised discussion on land values in
subsidized by the taxpayers of Montana? Section 3.13. Section 3.15 notes that most visual impacts are
3. Alternative 4 has 27.0 miles of the alignment crossing non-irrigated direct and long term and that transmission line structures
[Comment 176 | cropland at a diagonal versus almost twice that amount at 52.8 miles in . . . .
R | Alternative 2. Either is too much. If the project can’t afford to go on within the immediate foreground of residences would resulc’ic
section lines because of the economics, then it should not be built, Of 3 i 1 Homeowners would not be compensate
course this doesn’t even begin to a.ddrr;ss the esthetic and visual impacts of In a major 1mpact. . . . P
the Jine. Those of us who will have the line in our front yard but not on for these effects when the line is not on their land.

our fandl will have to live with the impacts forever. We, of course, will not
be compensated for the impacts on the land values caused by the line.
This is a major concern to all landowners in the vicinity of the liue. Figure
3.15-5 is a dramatic example of the visual impact of the line.
Page 4-9 discusses the long term impacts to land. T think that a
significant impact, not mentioned, would be a decrease in land values just
by having the line in the vicinity.

MESSAGR i intonded only for the use of the add may contain inf that & priviloged and If you are
nmt_hc intended fecipicnt, you are hereby notified thet any dissemi of thig ication is stricily . If you have
reccived this communication in crror. please natify us immediately.
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\a' R T By S P

(Lo =3
GAIN DEVELOPMENT, INC. 4 North Cenitral Ave. » PO Box 1329

Cut Bank, MT 53427

(406} 873-2337 Phone
(406) 873-2241 Fax
gain@northernte].net

1
Montana Department of Environmental Quality Dfsp, N g <op >
: : Sf; Q.
Richard Opper, Director V. g Ve,
P. 0. Box 200901 qngs;?f’f}(a "‘Q
Helena, MT 59620-0901 Sy Burua’:';fk
GQU
Dear Mr. Opper,

Comment 178

GAIN Development, Inc. would like to inform you of our total support of the Montana Alberta
Tie Line. GAIN is a development corporation made up of banks, utilities, local retail businesses,
many professional people and oil and gas businesses. We represent the citizens of Cut Bank and
the surrounding area.

= T 5 e , > x t179
We believe that the tie line and the wind facility will benefit the entire area, not only Glacier
County but the surrounding counties as well. Tt will benefit Montana by providing energy created
by wind generation.

The construction of the tie line and any wind generation facilities that are connected with it will
provide many jobs, and will benefit the business communities all along the line,

We encourage the Department of Environmental Quality to adopt the proposed action as the
preferred routing alternative to the project TR

We look forward to working with you.

Singérel / é(/
Kathy mW

President

RECEIVED

MAR 29 2007

DEQ
DIRECTOR'S OFFICE

Response 178: Comment noted.
Response 179: Comment noted.
Response 180: Comment noted.

Response 181: Comment noted.
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Hallsten, Greg

From: rifishermt [rifishermt@bresnan.net]
Posted At: Monday, April 09, 2007 1:33 PM
Conversation: Montana Alberta Tie line

Posted To: MATL

Subject: Montana Alberta Tie line

Richard Fisher

3015 Acacia Way

Great Falls, Montana 59404-3692
rifishermt@bresnan.net

Comment 182

If at all feasible, I would prefer the line be placed east of Interstate 15.

My comment is very simple and brief.

I do imagine the reasons for the developer wanting the line to be placed as close to the
towns that could be served and where the wind farms may be located as users of the line.
However, in the best of all alternatives, placing the line to the east keeps it on the
opposite side from the landscape view of the Rocky Mountain Front for tourists and
residents alike. We are blessed to have this majestic inspiration of this one-of-a-kind
landscape. Whenever possible, that view scape should be preserved.

This is of further merit since Montana exports as much as 50% of the electrical power
generated in the state. Thus, we should not sacrifice our greatest assets, our last best
place, to assuage the avarice of non-Montana cities and industries. Exporting is
important, but not to the sacrifice of and harm to our irreplaceable natural resources
The tourist business is of far more benefit and return on investment than the electrical
generating business.

Instead of the line following the wind farms, let the line placement attract the wind
farms out of the view scape.

Thank you.

Richard Fisher

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.

Response to Comments

82



MATL Transmission Line EIS

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

Please consider

My

Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd.

230-kV Transmission Line Project
these written comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
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Comments may be submitted orally or in writing at the public hearing. See back of sheet

for more information on submitting comments after the hearing.

COMMENT DEADLINE APRIL 9, 2007

Montana Department of Environmental Quality

have approximately 73 miles of its total 140-mile length east
of Interstate 15, crossing the interstate north of Conrad

Response 183: Comment noted

LIVED
1y LT

(e
HRECTOR'S OFFICE
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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.

Apr U¥ uf uanrp Carolyn Uonatn HUb=£{1=01D1 p.
To: Montana Department of Environmental Quality Prora ol
Fax: 406-444-438¢é
From: Robert Sanders and Wilma Sanders RECEIVED mamg:g e
Phone-Fax: 406-278-3100
Date: April 9, 2007 APR 09 2007
Re: Comments on MATL Impact o

We, Robert Sanders and Wilma Sanders, the undersfaiioian8 SWHEELGh Section 25 20N 4W,
Sections 30 and 31 20N 3W oppose the currently proposed Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd. :
transmission line ALT2 west of Conrad. We oppose this route due to possible health risks and

economic loss to farmers,
In Section 30, the MATL ALT2 project would diagonally cross 80 acres of cropland belenging

to Robert and nearly 80 acres of cropland belonging to Wilma. These fields have been flood
ngamd in ﬁle pa.st and should an owrer possess water shares could be u'ngated aga.m Hnwever,
ill

by !gechmcal means virtually impossible. There will be increased expense in crop production,
lowered crop yield, and lowered land value on these fields.

The MATL Alt 2 proposed route also borders a 240-acre parcel in Section 31 owned by Wilma. |
Already there is a 115 kV power line with double poles crossing 2 154-acre crop field in this [Comment 185 | W
parcel. The proposed 230kV transmission line added to the present line leads to health concerns.

At the time this project was presented by MATL s agent, Delores J. Oakland, both of us (Robert

and Wilma) signed the right-of-way agreements out of fear of eminent domain. There were no

alternate routes presented to us at the time of our discussion with Ms. Oakland. We also did not

realize that adjustments might be possible for the line to be moved to where it would follow

property lnes and not diagonaly cross through exoelent cropland.

‘We would strongly encourage the Conrad Realignment Segment C2 found on page 3 of
Appendix A of the March 2007 Draft Environmental Statement for the MATL Transmission

Line. This Realignment would avoid diagonally crossing much valuable farmland property. We

would gladly refund any payments made us to date if this Conrad Realignment C2 route is

chosen.

If the MATL Alt 2 route west of Conrad is chosen over the Conrad Realignment Segment C2

alternative route, we request that the transmission line be placed cn section or property lines, not
diagonally across our or anyone else’s similar cropland. We further request that single poles be

used wherever the line crosses or borders our cultivated land.

signed_HZA. T Clanhire Date 4 - - Ao

Robert E. Sanders

Sismdlk;fma_&_t&%; Date
Wilma M. Sandert’

Response 186: Comment noted.

Response 185: Health concerns are addressed in Section 3.4 and

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

Response 188: See response to comment 184.
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rage 1oLl

Halisten, Greg

From: Briggs, Joe [ibriggs@co.cascade.mi.us]

Posted At: Monday, April 09, 2007 12:40 PM

Conversation: Comments on the proposed MATL power line from Great Falls to Lethbridge
Posted To:  MATL

Subject: Comments on the proposed MATL pawer line from Great Falls to Lethbridge

Mr. Greg Hallsten,

Sir, on behalf of the Cascade County Commission, | would like to offer the following comments

regarding the MATL power line.

We remain convinced that the development of this line is a critical element in the development of wind
eénergy resources throughout North Central Montana and are very supportive of both the process which
has been utilized and of the construction of the line itself.

As we have reviewed the proposed routing, we do have one concern which we would like to bring to
your attention. In addition to the development of wind energy, we have also been working to atiract value
added agricultural to the area North of Great Falls. Currently, the malting plant is the only plant in
operation, but a second valued added plant is in the permitting and zoning process phase. This new
plant would occupy three parcels of land currently owned by Duane L Vick which lie directly North of the
rail spur.

As proposed, alternative #4 cuts across the North East corner of the Eastern most of these three lots. If
alternative # 4 is ultimately deemed the best route, it is critical to the success of this new venture that the
impact on their three lots be minimized. We would ask that the line be kept as far East on their property
as is possible so as to not disrupt their operations. As currently shown on the maps provided, the MATL
line would be located North and East of the existing transmission lines. This configuration does not
represent an issue to the new plant, but relocating the line to the South and West of the existing
transmission lines would likely destroy the viability of the project.

Thank you for your work on this project and your attention to this concern. Comment 190
Feo B

Crseadds @wz{y Commsiaranes

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

April 5, 2007

DEQ Director's Office
Attn Greg Hallsten
P.O. Box 200801
Helena, Mt 59462

Dear Sir,
‘

As my family has listened and watched the continuing drama of this power
line, it has become clear to us that it is going through. This may be of huge
economic benefit for the counties and a few others, but seen through the
eyes of the farmer and rancher, it one more assault on their private land
ownership rights. If someone is going to go traipsing across their

property, landowners should be paid top dollar for the constant aggravation

and compromises that must be made in their daily lives.) It is not to their

benefit to have H frames set up on their property plus going across

diagonally is an insult. So what if it costs more to put up mono-poles, the
cost to the farmer if he hits it with one piece of equipment is lots of dollars
that will not be recouped. Time and maintenance on the equipment and
the hassle should be quantified in the payment as well. The mono-pole
must be the type of power pole installed and it is also necessary to put it
along section or property lines in ALL lands that are farmed.

We are grateful that in the end the power line will not be going through our
property as it was first proposed, but cannot stop from objecting to the

abuge our neighbors will have to put up on their property and possibly their
equipment, if the changes above are not made mandatory prior to the DEQ

allowing the power line to proceed.

Singerely,

Karen and Dick Miller
P.O. Box 821
Cut Bank, Mt 59427

“ECEIVED

wp 0§ 2007

DEQ
JIRECTOR'S OFFICE

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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Hallsten, Greg

From: Joan Birch [bluejayb@centric.net]
Posted At: Tuesday, April 10, 2007 2:36 AM
Conversation: Response to EIS for MATL
Posted To:  MATL

Subject: Response to EIS for MATL

Joan Birch

1101 Howell St.

Missoula, MT 59801

email: bluejayb@centric.net

April 9, 2007
Dear Mr. Hallsten,

| have learned of particular proposals in the EIS regarding transmission lines that would conduct
electricity generated by wind farms in Montana to places in need of that kind of energy.
These are some of my concerns:

There is talk of the transmission lines, but little is said of the huge wind farms with 400 ft. high wind
turbines.

There needs to be a comprehensive study of how migratory birds and other wildlife would be affected
by these turbines and the very large area they cover (20,000 acres, for instance). That must be done
BEFORE plans to construct the turbines is begun.

The electricity generated by this wind technology is said to be a "green" method of
providing electrical power to large regions...most outside of the state of Montana,

Itis my understanding that it must be a steady and 100% reliable source of electric power...but that there
must also be an ancillary source, or sources, that can be used when there's little or no wind. Using coal-
fired plants as the ancillary source certainly cancels out the claim that the wind-technology would be
"green”! If diesel-powered generators are a possibility, then that should be used. Maybe MATL could use
its persuasive powers to speed up the research now underway to make coal burning much, much cleaner
than it has been so far. Without an adequate reduction of the serious pollution coming from coal-fired
|_plants, they should not be used at all. =

Montanans must have a voice in putting together regulations and guidelines for placing and
constructing the wind farms.

If we are to succeed in this venture, there is crucial groundwork that must be done in order for it to be
done well, and responsibly, and for the general good.

We rieed to learn from the wind farms in California and Europe, for instance, what mistakes they have
made, and what the state of the art is in the technology involved and the guidelines that must be followed
for the good of everyone. Otherwise millions of people will have electrical power from a new source, but
that benefit could easily be overshadowed by the harm that could be done. Would it in truth be a benefit,
or would it do more harm than good to the millions of people who believe this proposal will benefit them?

| believe that if you act to take into account some of the criticisms that have come your way, and if you
make a concerted and thorough-going effort to learn from the mistakes and progress experienced by
wind farms already in existence elsewhere, it is indeed quite possible that you will help steer us in the

direction of developping a significant new source of energy...not just here, but in other countries. Commant 196

With best wishes for the success of a venture that you, and millions of people worldwide, can be proud of
and grateful for,

Joan Birch

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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Hello Five Valleys Audubon Members,
Thanks for letting me speak this evening. Here is the letter T sent to Jim and Larry earlier this week.

My name is Jessie Sherburne. T have been doing a lot of research lately on raptors and wind farms and
[ want to encourage everyone to take advantage of the public comment period that is open until April 9
on the Environmental Impact Statement on the MATL (Montana Alberta Transmission Line.) Please
read the public comment letter from Gene Sentz, a Choteau resident, as well as the president of the
Friend of the Rocky Mountain Front, that T am attaching at the end of this e-mail. It is very well
written and worth reading. It profiles some very strong reasons why the MATL line may not be the
best choice for Montana or Montanans.

Some things to think about:
The EIS on MATL only covers the transmission line. It says nothing about the huge proposed
industrial wind farms that will border the

transmission line as soon as it goes in.| We need to call for a cumulative impacts staie outli
all of the risks to migratory birds and other wildlife posed by the transmission line and the wind
farms.

More information on future impacts due to additional windfarms need to be made public before this
MATL line goes through. The wind developpers are being very vague on the size and location of these
wind farms. Some have been proposed to cover 20,000 acres and have as many as 350 turbines that are

each ~400 feet tall. Comment 199

Industrial wind power requires an ancillary source of power that is constantly operating to pick up the
slack when the wind ceases to blow. This ancillary source could be anything from a coal-fire plant to
a diesel generator. In order for the ancillary source to be able to start up at a 5-15 minute notice, it

needs to be running 100% of the time. This doesn't sound like a green source to me. Comment 200
g gre

It would also be helpful if Monlana adopted voluntary guidelines that woulld regulate wind farms such

as the voluntary interim guidelines released by the US Fish and Wildlife Service in 2003 called
Guidelines to Avoid and Minimize Wildlife Impacts from Wind Turbines. Right now in Montana, 1T a

windf arm is constructed on private land, all the wind companies need is to get approval from the
landowner to begin construction. If a wind farm is constructed on state land, they have to perform an
Environmental Impact Statement and if that is approved then they are given the go ahead by the state.

Other states, like California, are already in the process of adopting voluntary guidelines. Montapa

could teo! Comment 203
Comment 204

Voluntary guidelines would allow Montanans to have a voice in what happens at these wind farm
sites. Guidelines could require wind farm site supervisors to perform extensive pre and post surveying
to determine actual impacts on migratory bird populations. The pre surveying would indicale if an area
is a potential flyway, endangered specics breeding area or important bird area before a wind farm is
installed . This is a necessary step to prevent making the same mistakes (like Altamont Pass) again.
Post construction surveying would indicate if a wind farm is placed in a good spot with low bird/bat
mortality or a bad spot with high bird/ bat mortality. There are a few standard sur cv methods that
could be adopted by wind farms (see above mentioned guidelines released by US Fish and Wildlife
Service 2003) so that their mortality data could be compared to other sites statewide, or to other sites
in other states,

Comment 188

ng

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.

Having white sirobe lights installed on the tops of turbines rather than red blinking lights has been

shown in some places to reduce bird fatalities. This could also be a voluntary guideline. Response 206: Comment noted. Naturener USA (formerly Great
These are all options that would make wind farms in Montana more bird friendly and environmentally Plains Wind and Energy)l one of the firms with
Egﬂunsct:cisln“lg:i)sgwﬁg\f .irgotlhz ]lli‘::cl:; 2zgl;i{llihrj;;e}?:;£ t?:;ti‘;ﬁ:ﬁ; 1\:0121? 3:)822112 this the interconnection agreements with MATL, has indicated to the
e i Ikl e s agencies that some pre-construction avian studies have been
i h‘cing L‘Ol'L:ﬂ;&j-t:fC-d ! T-h?pel?}?-]?din charge of MATL and this EIS need to hear this from us. Please Completed where it is planning to build a wind farm.
S - o Invenergy plans to complete necessary avian studies when
v e its projects are further along, Wind Hunter's intentions are
MATL@mt.gov . unknown.

Thar_aks,

ée;;;:t me if you have any questions: jsherb@gmail.com (406)-250-7380. Response 207: Comment noted.

March 18, 2007
Mr. Richard Opper, Director, Dept of Environmental Quality, PO Box 200801, Helena, MT 59620-0901 Response 208: See responses to comments 28 and the revised

ropoer@mt.gov discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4.
Dear Mr. Opper:

Here is a public comment letter | sent yesterday to DEQ. | just wanted you, as DEQ director, to be aware that
there are a growing number of people who have serious questions as to the speed at which this proposed MATL
project is progressing. There seem to be a number of serious questions to be answered and additional studies
that should be done before DEQ approves this project. | hope you will take these comments into consideration.

Thank you. Comment 207

Best regards,
Gene Sentz, Choteau, MT 59422-0763  friends@3rivers.net
March 17, 2007

To: Mr. Tom Ring and Mr. Greg Hallsten, et al, Montana Dept of Environmental Quality, PO Box 200901,
Helena, Montana 59620-0901

Iring@mt.gov; ghallsten@mt.gov; MATL@mt.gov

Dear Mr. Ring and Mr. Hallsten, et al:

Please include in the public record these comments with regard to the proposed MATL transmission line

The more I've thought about, and tried to picture, the proposed MATL line from Great Falis to Lethbridge, the
more concern | have about exactly where major large-scale highly-visible wind farms would be sited along that
line, how far away they might be west-and-east of such a line, and what cumulative effects, especially to the
viewsheds of the Rocky Mountain Front, the Sweetgrass Hills, Glacier Park, and to other special areas like the
Lewis & Clark fight site, Camp Disappointment, the Baker Massacre site, etc, and to the wonderful wide-open
prairies of the Great Plains that this major transmission line and potentially 400 or more of those 300-foot-tall
wind turbines would have on these landscapes, which overall have changed very littie from two centuries age
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Response 209: Comment noted. See responses to comments 20,
when Meriwether Lews, George Drouilard, and Joseph & Reuben Fields were the frst white men to see them. 28, and 29 and the revised discussion of cumulative impacts
Comment 208

(Continued) in Chapter 4 for more information.

On a clear day in this Big Sky Country of Charlie Russell, one can see a hundred miles in
nearly every direction. From any of the high buttes one climbs from the plains, or from the

eastern foothills & peaks of Glacier Park and the Rocky Mountain Front or from the Response 210: Electricity generated and/or transmitted as a
Sweelgrass Hills, this form of major industrial development (i.e. large-scale wind 7 .
farms) would be visible for miles and miles and therefore would have a very major result of MATL's proposed line would be sold on the open
visual impact on what is now relatively wide-open uncluttered scenery. This large-scale i 1 Montana
development proposal would have a huge potential impact on northcentral Montana's open fandscapes adjacent power market’ and nOt necessarlly SO d tO
to and including the world-renowned Crown of the Continent ecosystem. customers. The benefits and costs of MATL to Montana are
Comment 210 . )
; mlg;; seem ironic for enviranmentalists or conservationists to question any sort of "green” renewable energy, discussed in Section 1.2 and Section 3.13. Potential lmpaCtS
but the scale of this proposed wind development boggles one's imagination; and we should all be asking some . . .
hard questions about the overall wisdom of it; i.e. who specifically is this going to benefit the most? And what to Montana customers are dlscussed m SeCthH 313
are some of the real negative impacts it might have? If these huge wind farms are constructed, they're going to
be there for lifetimes.
Since Montana already produces twice as much electric power as Montanans consume, how much of our Response 211: The Opinion on the lifespan of wind turbines is
state's wide-open spaces do Montanans really want to sacrifice for additional electricity to export out-of-state to . . . . . .
keep the bright lights of Hollywood and Vegas buming? What about energy conservation as a first priority, noted. See the revised discussion of cumulative 1mpacts m
rather than additional energy production? As a second priority, how about local-decentralized small-scale wind : ’[ 20 d 28
and solar developments rather than huge development? Why assume that bigger is better? For nationa S an .
security precautions, it is obvious that decentralized energy development is safer. Chapter 4 and responses tO commen
The wind farms that have developed near Pincher Creek, Alberta, definitely are an eyeful. Numerous people . e1e oy
have commented on the visual impact those large turbines have on the viewshed of that part of the Canadian Response 212: Under the Ma] or Facﬂlty Sltmg ACt, DEQ must
Rockies. We may not know how Alberta is dealing with this, but it looks like they have not done much .
comprehensive planning. Is Montana destined for haphazard development that may not be in the best interest of respond to proposals that come under its regulatory
our citizens and our landscapes? W neludi ) .. 1i d piveli
_C"m”“”‘“”‘1 authorit including major transmission lines an 1pelines.
I and others strongly urge that DEQ require a much more detailed, comprehensive environmental impa_ y g ] . . p p
statement which shows not only where the MATL transmission line might be routad but which also shows exact If DEQ finds and determines that a pI'OpOSGd faCIhty as
locations for proposed wind farms and specifies how many turbines would be in each setting and the cumulative . .
effects, elc, of all this proposed development. Such a plan should analyze In delail these cumulative effects, so proposed Or as mOdlf]ed, Oor an alternathe, meets the
that the overall visual (and aviary) impacts are within reason, at least for any planned transmission lines and . LFwR
wind farms west of Interstate Hwy 15. The current MATL EIS does not adequately meet those standards. Let's requirements of the Act, it must be appI'OVQd. Permlttlng
not tolerate haphazard development across some of Montana's and North America's most scenic vistas h . 1 t . t t f lt . 1 dlng
authority over most electrici eneration facilities, inclu
Now is the appropriate time for the public to demand a complete and comprehensive cumulative effects facilities . y . y g . :
siting plan for such proposed and potential developments. It would seem hest for that plan to be Wlnd farms, 1S NO longer Covered by the ACt, at the dlreCtlon
incorporated as part of the MATL EIS. Or, if done separately, it should be completed concurrently with the . . . . .
MATL EIS and approved before any construction begins on the proposed MATL line If this project goes of the leglslature, The electr1c1ty generatlon CapaC1ty of
forward, please let's make sure it's done in the besl interests of all Maontanans, with all the foresight it deserves. f t d 1 t . tside DEQ,S
Comment 215 resent or future ener evelopments 1S ou
Thank you for this opportunity to submit public comment. _ p . . o g gy p
legal jurisdiction or control. Also see response to comment
Respectfully, 97

Gene Sentz, Choteau, Montana 59422-0763

friends@a3rivers.net
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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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Glacier-Two Medicine Alliance
P.O. Box 181

East Glacier Park, MT 59434
April 2, 2007

Mr. Greg Hallsten

Director’s Office

Montana Department of Environmental Quality
P.0O. Box 200901

Helena, MT 59620-0901

Dear Mr. Hallsten:

Please include the following comments in the official comment record for the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd.’s 230-kV Transmission
Line Project.

Our organization represents people who are concerned with environmental issues on
public and private lands that adjoin Glacier National Park and the Rocky Mountain Front
part of the Lewis and Clark National Forest, We appreciate the opportunity to comment
on this matter. In general, we support the use of innovative renewahble cnergy sources
such as wind-power. However, we have concerns about the proposed transmission line in
question.

We are concerned about this project for the following reasons:

1. The Environmental Impact Statement doesn’t go far enough to address the far-

ranging future effects of this transmission line. It is a given that future wind

power and coal-fired power plants will be developed as a result of this powerline.
Considering the environmental effects solely for the transmission line is
analogous to considering the effects of a logging access road without considering
the effects of the timber it will Jead to harvesting. We feel that the transmission
line and its associated power development should be considered together in this
document.

2. Montana’s Rocky Mountain Front and associated foothills offer world-class
scenery and serve as the basis for a healthy tourist industry. Uncontrolled
development of wind farms, powerlines and coal-fired generating plants would
degrade this priceless resource.

3. Itis known that the Rocky Mountain Front and associated foothills serve as a
migratory corridor for raptors migrating in the spring and fall. Tt also serves to
funnel waterfow] such as snow geese and tundra swans and songbirds migrating
along the Front. Great improvement has been made in the design of wind turbines
to make them less hazardous for birds of all kinds, However, they still account
for bird mortality. This danger should also be assessed in the EIS.

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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4. The siting of towers and powerpoles should be done in a way that has the least
impact on farming activities. It appears, judging from the opinion of many of the

landowners at the Great Falls meeting that this could be done better.
5. Since it is acknowledged that Montana is already is already producing enough
power for its inhabitants, it is questionable as to whether this project is for the
public good or solely for the profit of private industry.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter.

Sincerely,

Louis Bruno, President
Glacier-Two Medicine Alliance

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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GLACIER COUNTY

COMMISSIONERS

April 7th, 2007

[ 512 East Main

[ Cut Bank, Montana 59427
[ (406) 873-5063

[2) (406) 873-2125 FAX

Montana Department of Environmental Quality

Director’s Office

P.O. Box 200901

Helena, MT 59620-0901
Richard H. Opper, Director

Dear Mr. Opper:

John W. Ray,
Chairman, Ext. 3602

Michael ]. DesRosfer,
Vice-Chairman, Ext. 3603

Ron R. Rides At The.Door,
Member, Ext. 3601

Recording Desk, Ext. 3606

iR 10 2007

[v1de]
DIRECTOR'S OFFICE

Comment 221

Economic development is crucial for the State of Montana and especially those of us east
of the divide and along the U.S. Highway 2 corridor. As a rural county we have very few
primary options for economic stimulus and this project has the potential to spring board

our county into other developing opportunities.

The MATL project and the accompanying wind farms would have a positive impact on

our county in a variety of ways. A project such as this one would have a positive impact
on our overall taxable valuation which would increase the value of each levied mill. The
projected maintenance crews for the MATL and the corresponding wind farms will

attract new families to the area.

As you can see this project is very important to all of our county community members, [Somment 222

With such a great potential impact to the surrounding communities we are very hopeful
that this project will begin very soon, However, since we also represent many who would
be directly impacted by the project itself, we would also request that the utmost
consideration be given to those who own the land where these projects will pass through
and reside. Farmers will ceriainly lose some of their productive ground and views will be

obscured.

We are very hopeful the MATL project will be completed and the wind generation
facilities will also built. We are confident both projects can be completed with minimal

impact on the environment and residents alike. We encourage the Department of

Environmental Quality to adopt, as quickly as possible, the “Proposed Action” approach

as the preferred routing alternative to the project.

Sincerely,

Glacier County Commissioners

Response 221:

Response 222:

Response 223:

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

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

AgEil 8,207 about 11 miles north of alternatives 2 and 3. All the
iﬂr;t:a;cs'ﬂ&‘[ﬂ‘ alternatives have to cross to the west side of the interstate to
reach the proposed border crossing. With respect to visual

Gres Hallsten impacts, see response to comment 182. Although both the

PR el Ry transmission line and wind turbines would introduce strong

Helena, MT 59620 linear elements into viewed landscapes, is unlikely these
structures would conceal or hide surrounding mountain

The Great Falls Tribune had a map of the proposed Alberta power line. I think the line ranges.

should be on the east side of Interstate 15. The motto of the state is “Big Sky.” We will

have to change it to “little sky.” if we have an obstructed view of the Rocky Mountains.

Sincerely,

s s

Joanne Fisher

KECEIVED

APR 10 2007

DEQ
DIRECTOR'S OFFICE
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Response 225: Thank you for your opinion. See the revised

Hallsten, Greg discussions of cumulative impacts in Section4.1.
From: drexler@ntsg.umt.edu
Posted At: Tuesday, April 10, 2007 11:38 AM . . . : s
el e e & raneriission (e MATL EiS. Response 226: See the revised discussions of cumulative impacts
Posted To: MATL .
_ ‘ o in response to comment 24 and in Chapter 4.

Subject: wind farms & fransmission line MATL EIS.
Mr. Greg Hallsten, Director’'s Office, Montana Department of Environmental Quality Response 227- Because the Montana legislature has removed
Please accept these comments on the proposed wind farms & transmission line MAT DEQ,S regulatory authority over the 51t1ng of most types of

o £ m i n is that Montana’ 1 land. £ b & formed int . . : : 1
industrial-style sneroy Broduction 1ands for wimd. ail s ore Ty ie0f Cransformed into generation facilities, including wind farms, unless wind farm
i ts that devel t 1d bri to rural E would be f ch ind to th . P 3 1 1
el vilien F Niain. | ik Curas Jibeoiaen noana ol be focever diweiind o e developers provide a public involvement process in their site
country, and I don't support this! The rural areas don't have the large population, and . . 1(1 l) l t Cl n
shouldn't have to pay the price to support overconsumptive populaces elsewhere. Selectlon or unless the Wlnd farms WwWou e located O

T ask that before the MATL line 1 d, DEQ and DOE should lete a broad : i not likely to have
regionala;rogr:;masigrzls ihat add;::s;: :T}l]r:;:ects ofazind faimo: tr;ggﬁi:sfci azdoaother publlc lal’ld, members Of the pUth are Ot y t

devel t i thcentral Montana, includi 1 that should . : . 3 n

R T ST e much input in wind farm location. See response to comme
habitat f ion; ic disadvant for Mont d benefit : 1 1
heavily subsidised wealthy corporscione, oimere proltanans compared to benefits to 23. Your comment on the location of wind farms is noted.
devaluation of neighboring property; guidelines & stipulations for the long-term &
regulatory oversight; etc.

DEQ should tee full publi ticipation in siting decisi for locati 11 .
future wind Farus snd transmission lincs. For eacle Lot hacoiolons for locating a Response 228: Comment noted.

scale wind farms and transmission lines near Interstate Hwy 15, well east of the Rocky
Mountain Front, to protect the viewshed of some of the most spectacular undeveloped

scenery in North America. [Comment227

. = , Comment 228
Once built, these structures are going to be there for lifetimes.
As one local farmer commented at the public hearings, “Get it right the first time, or
don’t build it at all.”

David Mildrexler
PO Box 7634
Missoula, MT 59807

98
Response to Comments



MATL Transmission Line EIS

Response 229: Where Alternative 3 passes next to this parcel, it

Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd. .
enamamRens et would parallel the existing NorthWestern Energy Great Falls
230-kV Transmission Line Project . . o . .
to Cut Bank 115-kV line. Neither the existing line nor the
Please cansider these written comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement: proposed line would preclude use of the 3.8 acres for a future
There s z 38 weee pLT of fand home site. If a residence were present on this parcel, it

would have Alternative 3 visible in the immediate
foreground (within %2 mile), similar to 34 existing residences
along Alternative 3.

Bawatis gaal g,k B w0 sewhl ol

fhal At 12 o chose 2 wse Fhe lund as

g hepme  gralll. 5o Thal el sso ke Fhie 58
Lo crihfess as @ Jpime <l

_ Tk Fors T —

Name_Alverds M/ Jhe L
Address 135/ Sutiwacr Lesde, JA.
City_ Mg loer State 477 zip T YSE

Ccmmen@s may be submitted orally or in writing at the public hearing. See back of sheet
for more information on submitting comments after the hearing.

COMMENT DEADLINE APRIL 9, 2007
APR 10 2067
Mentana Department of Environmental Quality DEG

NIBLATAD'E AEEIFT
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Lugy o oua

Hallsten, Greg

From: Gene & Linda Sentz [friends@3rivers.net]
Posted At: Wednesday, April 11, 2007 4:46 PM

Conversation: Please include this article as part of the official public comment for the proposed MATL
transmission line

Posted To: MATL

Subject: Please include this article as part of the official public comment for the proposed MATL
transmission line

Mr. Ring, Mr. Hallsten, et al; Comment 230

Thank you for extending the public comment period for MATL until April 30,
The article below about many Californians’ dismay over power line construction through wildlife preserves
and national forest is directly related to many Montanans' concerns about the proposed MATL
transmission line and the potential large-scale windfarms it would spawn in the future, possibly along
Montana's incomparably scenic Rocky Mountain Front and Glacier Park, the Crown of the Continent.
Please include this article as part of the official public comment for the MATL line.
Please address the issue of how maximum public involvement can oceur in the siting of all future proposed
windfarm locations.
Thank you,
Gene Sentz
Choteau, MT 59422-0763

hElp:n‘fwww.\a!imes.com_inewsﬂacalfla—me~lapowergapr09.0‘5023301 story?coll=la-home-headlines

California 'Green' project makes critics
see red

The DWP's proposed energy corridor, to bring nonpolluting power to L.A., would traverse a national forest
and wildlife preserves.

By Janet Wilson

Los Angeles Times Staff Writer

April 9, 2007

Highlighting the environmental pitfalls of hamessing "green" energy, Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa's push to
import nonpolluting power to Los Angeles could require building power lines and transmission towers through
a national forest, two desert wildlife preserves and a rustic hamlet used in countless westerns.

According to the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, the 85-mile-long "Green Path” energy
corridor designed to bring solar, geothermal and nuclear power from southeastern California and Arizona
would slice across the Big Morongo Wildlife Preserve north of Palm Springs, Picneertown near Yucca Valley,
Pipes Canyon Wilderness Preserve and a comner of the San Bernardino National Forest before crossing over
the Cajon Pass and connecting with existing power lines in Hesperia.

More than a dozen preservation and community groups have condemned the mayor and DWP for a plan that
they say would destroy priceless vistas, natural areas and wildlife corridors

fNot only is such energy consumption not 'green,' it is unacceptable under any name.... The ends cannot
justify the means,” Justin Augustine of the Center for Biological Diversity said in a letter to Villaraigosa last
week.

City officials are up against tough new state laws and self-imposed deadlines to replace highly polluting coal-
fired power with renewable energy produced by geothermal, wind and solar generators in the Imperial Valley,
the Tehachapi Mountains in Kem County and elsewhere

Villaraigosa did not return calls for comment. DWP commission President David Nahai insisted that no final
decisions on a route had been made.

"This project is very much environmentally at its beginning stages," Nahai said.

The anger over the proposed route underscores challenges nationwide over how to ship wind, sun and steam
power from remote rural reaches to booming urban centers.

"People do not like the way power lines look," said George Douglas, spokesman for the National Renewable
Energy Laboratory, the research arm of the U.S. Department of Energy.

He said vast amounts of renewable resources exist across the country. Enough wind turbines could be built
in North Dakota o power Chicago. One hundred square miles of desert solar panels in California, Nevada or
New Mexico could power most of the United States.

But, Douglas said, "the chances it's going to happen are zero, because nobody's going to build the
transmission lines. They're great big things that cost a lot of money, and people don't like them. They are
unsightly — there's no two ways about it — and when you build them, they definitely disturb the land."

In Los Angeles, Villaraigosa said last year that he wanted to make the sprawling metropolis “the greenest city
and cleanest city in America” and was pushing aggressively for 20% of the cily's power lo be renewable by
2010. Officials also chose not to renew a contract with a Utah coal plant that provides more than 40% of the
city's power. That pact will expire in 2023.

The proposed Green Path is a key piece of the mayor's strategy. High-voltage lines in the transmission
corridor would ship 800 megawatts of geothermal and solar power from near the Salton Sea and 400
megawalts of nuclear power from Arizona — enough to meet 10% of the city's current energy needs.

DWP officials said they decided on a "preferred alternative” in December after studying possible routes for
more than a year. They said the route they chose would be the least intrusive to existing homes, tribal lands,
national parks and wilderness areas.

Environmentalists scoffed at that claim. "We were just shocked," preservationist David Myers said of his
reaction after looking at a map of the route.

Myers is head of The Wildlands Conservancy, a nonprofit group that has spent $50 million assembling private
wildlife corridors and preserves close to Joshua Tree National Park, the San Bernardino National Forest and
elsewhere, including Pipes Canyon.

Myers accused city officials of secretly planning the route, saying that conservationists learned about it two
weeks ago from a staff member of the U.S. Bureau of Land Management.

Nahai said there was no attempt at secrecy but acknowledged that Myers had a point. "I think we need to do
a better job of outreach and a better job of communication,” he said. "This is a new, environmentally
committed administration. What we're trying to do is to diversify away from filthy coal to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions, and do it in a way that is environmentally protective.”

The DWP staff members said that there would be extensive public hearings before a final decision was
made, and that they might "tweak” the map to try to move it away from the Pipes Canyon preserve,
Pioneertown and the surrounding Sawtooth Mountains, which provided the backdrop for "The Cisco Kid" and
many other western television shows and movies.

But Nahai added that no matter what route was chosen, there would be some environmental damage caused
by the project. He said the priority was obtaining clean, renewable energy on a citywide basis to reduce
greenhouse gases and other air pollution, as well as meeting power needs.

"Failure is not an optien," he said. "What | can commit is that the department will do its utmast to minimize

AnmAana

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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= RECE IVED Response 231: The commenter was provided a map by DEQ on
P 257 Wi o cane . May 7, 2007. Alternatives 2 and 4 are tapprc')x1mately_ nine
Great Falls, MT 59401 APR 11 27 miles directly east of Dutton. Alternative 3 is approximately
april 9, 200AIR, ENERGY & P2 12 miles directly east of Dutton.

n
Department of Envio&mental Suality,
Box 200901
Helens, MT.

Dear Birs,

Inere are several 2uestions that I would like anewered on your
plans of plscement for thewind energy lines.

I have land east of Dutton and from the map in the Great Falls
Trioune,I cannot tell juet how far esst of Dutton it is planned
to be.

I would like to know how many miles east the line is planned to
be ae I have lend east of Dutton and T do not went any lines on

my property.

lhe grain glanted on that land is part of my yearly income as

well as my renters. Would you pleage enswer my questions? T

cen't see my renter golng around those poles with his blg machinery
thet ne has had to buy for the wide strips. It saves gas and

Lime with the larse machinery.

Thenk you for your information.

Yourse Truly,

Shirlee Phillips

3257 Wild Rose Lsne
Great Falls, MT. 59401

AECEVED
pvie 18 2007
Ll Quality

A puredu

101
Response to Comments



MATL Transmission Line EIS

Mr. Greg Hallsten
Director’s Office
Montana Department of Environment Quality

PO Box 200901
Helena, Montana 59620-0901
Dear Mr. Hallsten,

Iam writing you today to join the ranchers, sportsmen, business owners, and thousands
of others in support for decisions that protect the environmental character of Montana’s
Rocky Mountain Front. As I am sure you are aware, this is a special place that is worth
protecting for all of these people and the wildlife that make the Front truly wild. For over
a century people and wildness have lived together and learned that by working with the
environment and the landscape provides long term economic, social, and ecological
benefits. Yet today, this is all subject to change due to the overwhelming pressure to
break our addiction to foreign oil and find alternative sources to support our hunger for
energy.

I support the role Montana has to play in supplying these alternatives yet not at the
sacrifice of one of the last best places to live, recreate, and enjoy wide open places
Additionally, T do not believe industrial scale developments that significantly alter the
character or vitality of natural landscapes should occur without thoroughly understanding
the consequences. The view shed, native plants and wildlife, the people of the Front all
contribute to my enjoyment of the place. I lived there for 4 years, started my family there
and discovered the true meaning of a Montana community. Growth is happening in
Choteau and the surrounding area at 4-9% per year. A healthy, sustainable rate of growth.
The reason why is because of the quality of life which centers on the surrounding
landscape and its inhabitants,

Please keep any proposed industrial-scale wind farms and transmission lines east of
Interstate Highway 15 where possible, or at the very least east of Highway 89, to protect
the view shed of Montana’s Rocky Mountain Front. There is no other undeveloped
scenery in North America like the Front.

[Comment 233 [Before this project is aliowed to begin, DEQ should more carefully study all aspects of

the long-range accumulative economic disadvantages as well as benefits to Montanans, in
this huge subsidized proposal. DEQ should also guarantee that there be full public
participation and input on sitting all future wind farms and transmission lines (e.g. NOT
along the front of the Front).

Respectfully yours,
?“7‘33§// RECEIVED
Corvallis, MT
L2 1012007
oEQ
IRECTOR'S OFFICE

Cornment 234

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

Hallsten, Giroy _ for more discussion of programmatic reviews.
From: Gene & Linda Sentz [friends@3rivers.net]

Posted At: Thursday, April 12, 2007 10:05 PM

Conversation: Comment on MATL - article from Montana Wildlife newsletter
Posted To:  MATL

Subject: Comment on MATL - article from Montana Wildlife newsletter

Dear Tom & DEQ,
Please make this article and my comments about it a part of the public record for the proposed MATL line.
Thank you,

Gene Sentz, Choteau

To Craig Sharpe, author of the article below...
Craig,

Thanks for this excellent article. I'm glad you mentioned large industrial-scale windfarms -"great giant
windmills"-- and "high power transmission lines,” along with fossil fuel development, and thanks for remembering
the Rocky Mountain Front.

Before a gold-rush-style of energy development occurs in Montana, a broad programmatic EIS should address
the long-term cumulative impacts of industrializing the various large regions of our great state. The nation has to
develop energy, but it should be done right, with the greatest of foresight, on a regional scale, and the best of
our open spaces should be preserved for their beauty and for wildlife habitat.

Gene Sentz, Choteau

http:/iwww montanawildlife.com/Lead htmi
MONTANA WILDLIFE

Newsletter of the Montana Wildlife Federation
Volume 31, Number 3

Cover article by Craig Sharpe, Executive Director

The Energy Race A Lot to Gain - A Lot to
Lose
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Energy development proposed on an unprecedented scale is creating new challenges to the future of wild lands,
public lands, fish, wildlife, hunting and fishing throughout the Rocky Mountain West, in some of the most wild
places — with some of the best hunting and fishing — in the United States. How is Montana planning for this energy
race — for the increasing interest in our minerals and cheap leases? Will hunters and anglers consider energy
development issues as beyond our control or outside our purview as ‘environmental issues'?

High power transmission lines, large coal fired generators, coal bed methane gas extraction fields, manufactured
alternative fuels, oil and gas wells, great giant windmills, pipelines, carbon sequestration and gasification plants —
the options and challenges for Montana are mind boggling.

A pace quickened by changes in the law under the 2005 Energy Act increasing demand for domestic sources for
gas and oil for heating, electricity and fuel is triggering the sales of subsurface mineral rights the likes that
Montana has never seen. The market - leases and purchases - is based primarily in speculation and they are
being grabbed up with little fanfare or little attention by hunters and anglers. Montana could soon experience a
new battalion of energy explorers. In the past 6-months alone, according to Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks,
more than 200,000 acres of minerals have been leased.

“Some of these leases are along the biuffs of the Missouri River, others are directly under critical,
historically significant sage grouse leks,” said Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks, Planning Coordinator, T.O.
Smith. “There are leases being purchased in the Lima peaks, prime, world class elk country, leases
located just outside Helena under conservation nts that were p  in part with public funds
and others dof their way from here to Great Falls to the Front,” he added. “Currently Hunting District 300
has almost been leased out entirely.”

To the north of Montana, Alberta has undergone intense development over the past five years and shallow gas
wells are now perched along the border with the U.S. near Havre, Malta and west toward Glasgow. To the south
along the Rocky Mountain Front the state of Montana is continuing to sell leases. Further south, Wyoming is not
only developing coal bed methane at an unnerving pace but also oil and deep gas. In their Johan Gas and Oil
Field, wells have been approved every five acres effectively eliminating any unbroken ground for wildlife.

Al the Annual Meeting of the Montana Chapter of the Wildlife Society, February 6-9, the theme of “Developing
Energy and Sustaining Natural Systems-How Da We Do It?” fellow Wyoming wildlife biologists warned Montana
biologists about how they believe their state is under siege — the Wyoming horror show. The BLM has already
leased more than 90 percent of the public fands in the Upper Green River Valley. Ranchers, wildlife enthusiasts,
sporting and conservation organizations are organizing mass protests against new BLM and industry efforts
asking for leasing and drilling slowdowns.

A ianna

These are all frightening scenarios that can have severe, significant ecological effects, and socioeconomic
impacts. Some may be short-term stop gap fire-fly concepts to help us deal with energy demands that will flicker-
out with a new dawn - but they will all take their toll and leave their ‘footprints’.

Individual ‘footprints’ of a well, pad, pipeline, road, waste pit or water purification storage, or power generating
wind farm may in some cases appear insignificant, relatively small. Nevertheless, combined with production and
processing plants, sweetening plants, storage facilities, power lines and distribution systems — they all require
networks of infrastructure that degrade or incrementally increase wildlife habitat losses Development that will
fragment habitat and corridors, pollute water, cause the loss of mating and nesting grounds, strip vegetative cover
on calving and fawning grounds, degrade fish habitats and critical riparian vegetation, and increase big game
vulnerability must be controlled.

Development - in this race - does not need to sacrifice our public lands, wildlife, and quality hunting and fishing
opportunities. Hunters and anglers, just as we have influenced the outcomes of many elections, have a huge
stake in this race. The national interest in becoming self-sufficient and the significant increase in the amount of
leasing in Montana seems to indicate that many companies are now looking to the Big Sky State minerals for the
future. Although no one can predict what reserves may prove out, or whether Montana can become a leader of
clean, alternative fuels or whether we will have cleaner, more efficient, noxious emission sequestration facilities or
gasification plants —what we do know about Montana and our wildlife rich lands, to paraphrase Will Rogers —
nobody’s making any more!

Access Lost

Casper, WY - The Star-Tribune (03-28-07) - “To Drili or Hunt?" Washington bureau reporter Noelle Straub was
reported on a March 27 Congressional, House Natural Resources Committee hearing titled * Access Denied: The
growing conflict between | fishing, hunting and energy development on federal lands.”

What committee members heard was that hunters and anglers face growing restrictions’ on access to public
lands and waters because escalating energy development has taken priority over fish and wildlife and habitat
protection. Many areas in our public lands historically open to the public are now restricted or the habitat has been
so compromised by mazes or webs of roads~ litle game thrives.

“Energy development is not being done right on the public lands in the West,” said Rollin Sparrowe, a
Wyoming resident and former supervisor of U.S Fish and Wildlife Service research programs on Rocky Mountain
Wildlife.

“Throughout the country, working men and women are having a harder time finding public access fo
hunting and fishing areas, and those that are still available are often experiencing a decrease in the
quality and quantity of fish and game,” said William Hite, president of a plumbing and pipe-fitting trade union.

The absolutely packed chambers heard testimony from representatives of a newly created Union Sportsmen’s
Alliance (USA) of labor union members, conservationists and sportsmen. Approximately 70 percent of working
men and women that comprise union membership are hunters and anglers, according to the group. The Colorado
Wildlife Federation and Colorado Rep. Gibbs, the Wildlife Institute, TRCP, the Boone and Crockett Club and an
energy executive from Questar Energy that owns the nations-second largest natural gas field in Wyoming also
testified before the Oversight Committee.

While none of the testifying sportsmen called for an end to drilling, development or leasing they did instead all
ask for greater balance, greater protection for sensitive wildlife areas and increased evaluation of the impacts.
before development is approved. According to a report to the commiltee, the Government Accountability Office
(GAQ) total for the number of drilling permits approved by the Bureau of Land Management has more than tripled
since 2005. While the industry argues that there is a decrease in areas to drill on federal lands, the reality is that
this is due to the millions of acres of public land already leased and not being yet drilled. In the meantime,
companies are looking to states like Montana to lease everything they can before policies change and therefore,
there is less land on the market.
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[

Hunters, Anglers and Energy Development
So, what does all this mean to Montana hunters, anglers and wildlife enthusiasts?

These are our lands — it is our wildlife — our quality of life - our Montana and we must take some ownership in
how we deal with energy development, we must flex our muscle in this race today to determine the wildlife and
hunting and fishing opportunities we enjoy tomorrow. WE can be the architects of our wildlife future but we need
to get involved, we need to demand responsible energy development policies from our decision makers, and long-
lerm planning that considers Montana's wildlife values. Hunters and anglers can no longer separate themselves
from the issues as being — environmental, hook, or bullet

“We think Montana deserves the best,” said T.O, Smith. “Montana needs our own comprehensive plan for
energy development that addresses what we want for Montana — we deserve better than what we're
seeing in other places.”

Where development does take place, we need to ensure that proper mitigations, stipulations are in place, and
enforced to protect our wildiife future.

As writer Richard Nelson puts it: “Affer we've Jost a natural place, it's gone for everyone - hikers,
fu boaters, bicyclists, animal hers, fishers, hunters and wildlife - a complete and absolutely
democratic tragedy of emptiness. For this reason, it's vital that we overcome our differences, find
common ground in our shared love for the natural world, and work together to defend the wild.

105
Response to Comments



MATL Transmission Line EIS

Al }’7’0/ uC? Q&mﬂ
e,
’L“ﬁ”v\ 97
W% %fuw Pediages 7

/LQL&A«JJM.J
)L‘M

W 20&4 i @wﬂﬁ

4—;.-'._ Ivé2p -~ o¢of

Comment 236

Aed A ( Al fz_ﬂaf '
3-a23-707 JWWJJCLMZJ, 5 ﬁi‘ﬁﬁm
o ¥ Qagasd  Tindle, (ot~

ﬁ M’G{- 73
ngammmfm el

wredg, 0—17\:1(4 37

w e Vo v
dwv—-a }l&f_‘: e, e A

WM’( & an Au-lfm.e. & dpret e
w;Wc{/&M AnA_. WALl d e

Copp g v b Ll b
77 E)AW{EW A /9/2

m ) Acpunid o7 MW
% A«L’rﬁ A@ [t

Liyeers i dl&f—& B
RECEIVED ﬁZJM N A A

s

F\PR 1 zrﬁ] ’ M 7{'1’ g&?"’-—;’/)—)
DEQ
DIRECTOR'S OFFICE
o6

Response 236: Comment noted. A map showing alignments in
the area in question was sent to Geraldine Austin.
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Hallsten, Greg

From: Jessica Sherburne [jsherb@gmail.com)
Posted At: Saturday, April 14, 2007 10:55 AM
Conversation: public comment letter for MATL draft EIS
Posted To: MATL

Subject: public comment letter for MATL draft EIS

April 10, 2007
To: MATL@mt.gov

To: Mr. Richard Opper, Director; Mr. Tom Ring; Mr. Greg Hallsten; et al, Dept of Environmental Quality, PO Box
200901, Helena, Montana 59620-0901 ropper@mt gov; tring@mt.gov; ghallsten@mt.gov

Di . Ring, Mr. Hallsten, et al:
Dear Director Opper, Mr. Ring, Mr. Hallsten e

First and foremost | would like to see a cumulative impact statement outlining all of the risks, to migratory birds,
bats and other wildlife, posed by MATL and the industrial wind farms that are proposed to border it. These
industrial wind farms pose an enormous potential impact and as of yet there is nothing that is addressing this
proposed infrastructure in its entirety. I this does not happen then | will not support the MATL draft EIS and deem
the proposed industrial wind farms that border MATL to be no different than the proposition of industrial wind

farms on Altamont Pass, California back in the early 1980's.
Comment 238

'The reason that they would be no different than the turbines at Altamont is because, like the industrial wind farms
on Altamont Pass, they require no pre- development or post construction surveying of wildlife over an extended
period of time, especially during spring and fall migration. They require no potential risk assessment and no
study of spatial or temporal use of airspace before construction begins. They propose no post construction
mortality surveys with predetermined frequency proposed for several years afterwards. They also have no
proposal for site shut down and turbine removal if the site proves to be too fatal or too energetically inefficient.

Each one of these things are extremely important in determining the viability and success of a site and yet none
of these are presented (even on a voluntary basis) to the proposed industrial wind farms bordering MATL.

The absence of these guidelines, even on a voluntary basis, leads me to believe that more work needs o be
done by those proposing and supervising the MATL draft EIS. All of the elements that | mentioned in the previous
|paragraph were presented on July 28, 2008, at the Meeting to Discuss the Guidelines for Reducing Bird and Bat
Impacts From Wind Development in California, by Al Manville, Senior Wildlife Biologist for the Department of
Migratory Birds, USFish &Wildlife in Arlington, Virginia, Mr. Manville is advising California and the rest of the
|United States on how to mitigate the mortalities that are caused by wind turbines. Why isn't Montana listening?

Why isn't Montana faking Al Manville's proposal, or others like it more seriously? Why can't we be proactive and
utilize all of the research that has been done thus far make sure that we are making the very best choice for
Montana and its people? Is our illustrious scenery, our speciacular wildlife and our big sky landscape not worth
that? Montana boasts one of the best golden eagle/raptor flyways in the nation along the Rocky Mountain Front
Why aren't we doing everything we possibly can to preserve and protect that? Why are we proposing a potentially
dangerous construction project extremely close to this, and other potential flyways without first taking necessary

precautionary measures?
Comment 241

The United States has already developed voluntary guidelines for communication towers. They were compiled in
2000 by Jamie Rappaport Clark, US Dept. of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Services They were developed in
conjunction with a Communication Tower Working Group composed of various government organizations,
industries, academic researchers and NGO's to determine the best ways to construct and operate towers to

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
. . 3 tbird strikes. The CTWG working group and the communication tower guidelines could serve as models
i r current law, the agencies have ek ™w
guidelines in place and unde p

for voluntary guidelines for wind farms in Montana. Communication tower guidelines that would be applicable
. . . . f . d f See wind farm turbines are as follows: Towers should be constructed at heights of no more than 199 feet above |Comment 241
no role in developlng guldelmes or wind rarms. ground level. If towers are taller than 199 feet, they should be lighted for aircraft safety with white strobe light|(Continued)
. . : 5 with the longest duration between flashes allowable by FAA. Use of solid red or pulsing red warning lights at
response to comment 196 for a discussion of leg1slat1ve night should be avoided. Research indicates that solid or pulsating (bezcon) red lights attract night-migrating birds
. . . . : : at a much higher rate than white strobe lights. Towers should not be sited near wetlands, or known bird
dlreCthn. The deSIre fOf development Of avian guldEhHeS fOI' concentration areas (e.g. state or Federal refuges, staging areas, rockeries), in known migratory or daily
. | mavement flyways, or in habitat of threatened or endangered species. Towers should not be sited in areas with a
development Of Wll’ld farms has been referred tO Montana high incidence of fog, mist and low ceilings. If significant numbers of breeding, feeding or roosting birds are known,
. . . 7 . . to habitually use the proposed tower construction area, relocation to another alternate site should be
FlSh, Wlldhfe and Parks/ Montana S Wlldhfe management recommended. It this is not an option, seasonal restrictions on construction may be advisable to avoid

disturbance during periods of high bird activity. Service personnel and researchers should be allowed access to
agency. the site to evaluate bird use (pre-development) and conduct dead-bird searches (post-development.) Towers no
longer in use or determined to be obsolete should be removed within 12 months of cessation of use.

Response 242 Comment noted See response tO comment 239 Another set of guidelines that could serve as a useful model for future voluntary industrial wind farm guidelines, is

the Avian Protection Plan (APP) designed by Edison Electric Institute's Avian Powerline Interaction Committee
(APLIC) and US Fish & Wildlife Services (USFWS.) This plan was designed to provide voluntary guidelines that
individual companies could use to create an APP that would best suit their needs to provide reliable service and

Response 243 See response to comment 241 g:\?r:n:g;cns%n;‘:::&gtgiames are encouraged to partner with Federal and state agencies to develop their
Why can't Montana strive to be the first state to establish voluntary guidelines for industrial wind farms? It is
Response 244: Comment noted. The entire infrastructure e e o G e L R
proposed by MATL is described in the draft EIS. Additional MG, Wi e Mt & kB o o ot pprrloel el e LN
discussions of cumulative impacts resulting from wind farms ceriiet
are presented in Section4.1. datons et afoct i aicops, e AN s s, e o100 o be  Montaren. | vant

MATL project is in our best interest. The entire MATL/industrial wind farm infrastructure is not being presented in
an honest fashion. How can we make an educated decision on whether MATL will be beneficial to Montana when
we are only being provided with half the facts? Provide Montanans with an EIS outlining the entire MATL

infrastructure.  [Eomment 544

Sincerely,

Jessie Sherburne, 2125 Livingston Ave. Missoula , MT 59801

P.O. Box 168 East Glacier Park, MT 59434

414 Finanm
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Response 245: Comment noted.

Hallsten, Gre
Akt : - Response 246: Comment noted. The money saved from
From: ARTHUR PEARSON [artiorip@msn.com) . N .
Posted At Monday, Aprl 40, 2007 7:24 AM construction of Alternative 2 compared to. other alternatives
would not go to small rural communities in Montana. It

Conversation: MATL {ransmission line

i would simply be money saved by the project developers.

Subject: MATL transmission line

(Comment 245

The preposed line ( proposal #2) would be my first cholce if it were to come to a vote. I do not
favor

#4 at all. If #4 should be chosen, I can tell you the best piace for the 1 1/2 miles of single pole
yet to be designated, would be along the road on our farm.| Another good reason to stick with
line proposal #2 is the

saving of 7 Million in initial costs. If this line is to be put in, then do it right and use the 7Mil

saved to help the
struggling small rural communities along the line.  [Comment 246

Arthur J. Pearsen
2787 Primrose Rd N,
Conrad, MT 59425
(406)278-3033

4/30/2007
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Hallsten, Greg

From: Lee Otness [lee@3riversdbs.net]
Pested At: Sunday, April 28, 2007 8:32 PM
Conversation: Alt Roule 4

Posted To: MATL

Subject: Alt Route 4

Gentlemen,
As an affected farmer along the propased MATL route 2 line, | have a few final comments.

The DEQ and the State of Montana has a unique oppoTtunity to-seta-template forall-future power lines to.be
bullt in Montana with Alt route 4. 1t avoids diagonat crossing of farmland whenever possible. This puts the
concerns of crop growers on an equal footing with other environmental concerns. It informs MATL and the
nuilders of future merchant lines that they must factor in the extra costs of avoiding diagonal cropland lines as a

part of doing business in Montana. Comment 247

There will certainty be mare power lings built in Montana. MATL itself will have %o find a place to move their
sauthbound power beyond Great Falls where it currently dead-ends. This probably means another line to the
Townsend area. Without the approval of Route 4, this current battie will have to be refought time and time again.
Sooner or later, someone will take legal action and test the validity of the eminent domain laws as they may apply
to merchant for-profit lines. The ensuing court battles could rival the current water rights fights.

In my personal situation, another ine through my land parareling the proposed-route-2 would-put three lines
300 feet apart on the same piece of ground. This would certainly lower my properly values and create a complete
mess for today’s farming practices. Diagonal power lines @re a costly and time consuming hassle lo farm around
MATL's proposed payments per pole and this phantom formula {| stil haven't seen it) for reimbursing the
farmer for the costs of farming around pales don't come close to compensating me for the reai cost. One broken

nozzle on the sprayer and I've lost the entire year's payment on a set of poles. A damaged combine header can
cost me thousands of dollars in repair expenses-and especially downtime al the most critical time of the year.

| currently farm around both diagonal lines and lines running along section lines {rorth-south]. Farming along
poles running narth-south is easier by an arder of magnitude, so much so that I'd be willing to pay MATL the
annual payments to keep diagonal lines off my ground. Annual MATL paymen! to farmers are being touted as
one of the economic benefits to Montana. Believe me, the hassle of diagonal poles far outweighs any so-called

nenefits-of these tiny payments. IComment 249

Alright, I'm getting to the end so bear with me. Now, concerning MATL's daim that they can't afford the extra
5 million for Route 4.

MATL Fas used this same argument to wrangfe property tax euts-out of the state which of course reduces the
sconomic benefits to the countys. A billion dollar boon (as the Great Falls Tribune puts it} becomes & quarter of &
pillion dollar boon or less, After initial construction costs, MATL by their own estimates will be making 28 million
ayear, The extra 5 million for Alt Route 4 wilt be made up in 3 montns. How is this a deal breaker? MATL
simply wants every economic break for their project so they can begin to make money a iittle sooner. These lines
will make 28 million a year for at least 30 years with minimal maintanance, 5 million is a drop in the bucket. They
stiould ot be-atiowed te-hold-the state hostage and dictale el own terms.

applaud Tom Ring and fhe people al DEQ for taking fapdawner comments into consideration by creating Alt
Route 4. It shows me that the state has the ability to listen t the little guys who are otherwise powerless against
large foreign congiomerates. Unfortunately, the current ageficy approved route 2 does very little to address our
concerns and pretty much gives MATL what it was originallylasking for. MATL threw us & bone by adding 25
miles of monapoeles along the route. 1{'s not nearty enough. [Only 3 of the 11-13 poles behind my house will be
manopoles yeat all of them cross my land diagonally. At the very least. all the poles along Route 2 shoutd be long

Comment 252

4/30/2007

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
tq 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.

Response to Comments

110



MATL Transmission Line EIS

Response 253: Comment noted.

span monapoles.

fried to wark with farmers from the beginning. This is
d it was a take it or leave it contract, Only after we Hallsten, Greg

Finally, Bob Williams stated in the Tribune that they've
absolutely untrue. When we were first contacted we were tol

resisted their heavy handed intimdation and veiled threals did MATL start to listen to us. In the meelings we've o .
had with MATL officials and their hired land agents, they have repeatedly dismissed our concerns about diagonal s;:le?r Hilger, Stephanie
poles. Our only hope now s that the DEQ will approve Al Route 4. MATL, a Canadwan corporation, is refusing to Sl mz{ay' Aoril 30, 2007 6:31 AN
; i W G 2 will cause our %
b ood neighbor. 1t seems they must be forced to acknowledge the damage that Route 1 Suibiact: )
fairsﬂgg upera?ions You have the power to do this. You ¢an stand up and tell MATL that the state's Number 1 Liac OFEiS comments from MDT
Attachments: DEIS_COMMENTS 043007.D0C

industy (and generatians of property tax paying landowners) need to have their concerns addressed. | sincerely

Comment 253 Gt

Thanks for listening,
Please accept MDT's comments on the Montan, i § issi
: DT nents a-Alberta Tie Ltd. 230-kv 1 5 i
Tam putting a signed copy in the mail today, also, .
Please lel me know if you have any questions.

hope that we can count on you.

Lee Otness

Brady, Montana
Stephanic Hilger

Program & Policy Analysis Section
Rail, Transit & Planning Division
Montana Departiment of Iransportation
(406) 444-6126

DEIS_COMMENTS_

%43007.D0C (38 K..

4/30/2007
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Montara Department of Transporiation
270 ue Erlzn

swrvinng gou it price

a7 MT 32820 100G

April 30, 2007

Montana Department of Envircnmental Quality i

Director's Office BEQ
Attention: Greg Hallsten VIRECTOR'S QFRIcE
P.O. Box 200901

Helena, MT 59620-0901

Subject: Draft Environmental impact Statement (DEIS)
Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd. 230-kV Transmission Line
Project# 65.71.445.01

Dear Mr. Hallsten,

The Montana Department of Transportation (MDT}) has reviewed the subject document
and has lhe following comments and concerns:

Page ES-6, First paragraph
The Montana Department of Transportation should be included among the
agencies listed as having interest or responsibility in the project approval
process.

Page 1-12, Table 1.4-1, STATE
Revise the Montana Department of Transportation Permit column to reag:
“Encroachment and/or approach permit’.

Page 1-12, Table 1.4-1, STATE

Revise the Montana Department of Transportation Description column to say:
“The Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) has jurisdictional authority for
Issuing encroachment and occupancy permits for pipelines, rail lines or utilities
{overhead and underground) within State Highway right of way. In addition, MDT
has authority for issuing approach permits for roads and approaches that directly
access State maintained right of way. Finally, MDT must review and approve
any proposed modifications to the Federal-aid eligible highway system”.

Comment 257 | Also, add as per MCA 60-2-111, “The Montana Transportation Commission
must let all contracts on the Federal-Aid eligible highway system, or delegate
authority to let contracts on this system to MOT or a local government agency”.

Page 1-12, Table 1.4-1, FEDERAL
Federal Highways Administration (FHWA) shoLld be listed as an agency with

"Review and Approval Authority”. The Description column should read: “Review
and approval of State Highway permit application and supporting documentation

Program & Pelicy Aualysis Bureau A B
Phone: (406) 494-3422

DEOTHUAY PG e

Rai. Transit and Plansing Oivision
TTY: /860, 335 7582
Fax {405) 444-7671 Web Page: wyew.mot. stale. mtus

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.

for transmission lines in the Interstate Highway System right of way”. The
Authority column should state “23 CFR Part 545",

Response 261: Your suggested language has been added to
WD T paritig s s adon Section 3.1.2. The Major Facility Siting Act does not prevent

MDT permitting should be included as & transmission line pre-construction task

g i ' the Department of Transportation from requiring permits for
Page 2-16, fourth bullet, Access Planning and Preparation X . .. li
Please add: “An encroachment permit must be ablained from MOT before oversized loads operatlng off the pI'OpOSGd transmission line
entering MDT right of way for censlructing, operating, and maintaining the
transmission line". rlght of way.
Page 2-16, fifth bullet, Delivery and Assembly
It should be added: *If transporting a load or if there is equipment that exceeds . .
the legal dimensions on Montana's state highway systemn, over-dimensionai Response 262: The agencies agree with the suggested Change-
permits for width, length or height or any combination of width, length and height . .
are required from MOT" See Table 3.1-6 for a list of highways crossed by each
Comment262 | Throughout the document and the crossin oints.
When describing the route of each alternative, all State Highways impacted by alternatlve g p
each alternative should be listed.
Throughout the document , ; ‘ Response 263: See response to comment 254. Also note that
It should be stated that no poles will be allowed in MDT right of way, . . 1 bl
state law allows electric power lines to be built on public
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this draft document. If you have any

queslions or need clarification, please don't hesitate to contact me at (406} 444-6126. 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-
i . 3
At Hie 101, MCA).

Stephdnie Hilger, Plannef |
Program & Policy Analysis Section
Rail, Transit & Planning Division

Sincerely,

Ce:  Sandra Straehl, Rail, Transit & Planning Administrator
Mick Johnsan, Great Falls District Administrator
Steve Prinzing, P.E., Great Falls Engineering Services Engineer
Jim Skinner, Program & Pelicy Analysis Manager
Dan Smith, P.E., Environmental Services Acting Bureau Chief
Dick Turner, Multimodal Planning Bureau Ghief
Lynn Zanto, Statewide and Urban Planning Supervisor
Walt Scott, Right-of-Way Utilities Section Supervisor
File
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Response 264: Comment noted.

Response 265: Comment noted. The agencies have worked with
e D S ORI S VE ld the Denzers and their neighbors to develop possible roututlg
options to reduce diagonal alignments through crop land in
 — this area. Section 3.16 describes the mileage of various land

Upon reading it I noted you took into account the following

L S PRt e e use categories crossed by the proposed action and the

: Nl e — Southeast of Conrad local routing option. In general terms,

5. 1\;_153?1‘\@ t'euimﬁg aéodamdh 13 pnl;fl’ lines in elose proximity to each other, the option would use pasture and range land to 6} larger.

: AdsdechlT:!:(I:L;tﬂ pocl‘et i hemmiie fields. extent than the proposed action and thereby avoid crgss1ng

Concerns we have that need to be addressed. as much cropland. The costs of th%s local routing option are
1. The difficulties our son will have operating around an H frame or a Single pole not great and the agencies are inclined to prefer it over the

structare. Rick lost his amm 3 years ago. We have made many improvements to
hieip him with this, by moving all unnecessary structure that are in his way, He
is the 5 generation on our family farm and wants to continue to farming. With
his son we are looking at a 6™ generation of farming. Rick’s capability has

changed making him unable to use some of the old machinery, bu is able to use Response 266 Comment nOted-

madern guidance equipment. Al consideration should be taken to help him

2 £ F 5 Comment 265
continue farming. These diagonal pales will be one more obstacle he has to

proposed action.

negotiate around for the rest of his working life udding a great burden on his . d. See the revised discussion of

other arm. Using Alternative 4, or moving the line soulh by Y% mile would take Response 267: Comment note ' ; ) "

it off aur crc;p Ianld givlir&g {:ick thcloppor[tunily to I’::_im with less 1m|:ri"mﬁrl1ce. potential impacts to use of GPS assisted farmlng equipmen

This power line should be done right the first time, or the impact we will have . . . . . :

to live with forever. and the dlSCU.SSlOn Of 1mpaCtS to farrmng m SeCtlonS 31 and
2. Modern GPS, auto stecring, vield mapping, and variable rate fertilizing doesn’t . t 599

work in fields with poles in them. As you cut around and around these poles to 3.4 of this document and the response to commen

clean up your skips the yield monitor records a very low vield, as it thinks the
36 ft. header is full not just cutting skips. The next year the variable rate

fertilizer come to the pole and is told because of the low yield last year to dump Response 268: Comment noted. See the revised discussion of
on the fertilizer to make up for the pervious low year. You have just created a p : . in Section 3.13
big problent as far as quality and yield of your crop, wasted [ertilizer and potential costs of farmlng around structures in Secti s AV
possibility environmental concerns by going way beyond the recommended

rate. The problem continues with chemical applications being doubled or
tripled.
Modern farming has progressed very rapidly within a fow years (hese
guidance systems will not even need 2 human in the operating cab. John Decre has an
wnmanned tractor testing now that doesn't have an operator seat. We will see these in the
uear future except in fields with power poles, oil wells, and other obstagles,
Farmers make sacrifices for the good of the public, but we shouldn’t have
ta sacrifice our progress of the future for the cheap way out now. Again you need to
know the farmers expenses and try 1o figure oul want they well be in 10 to 50 years.
Once the power line is built, MATL will have little maintenance for years. {Northwest
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line has hid na poles replaced on our fam singe being built in the 60°s). So MATI has
basically a one time cxpense while the farmer wiil have contizucd expense.

3. On Decerber [0, 2000, T met with MATL s peopie, and the North Dakota
professors MATL haired to caleulate the cost to farm around the p
professors epening statement ke stated GPS auto steeri
te poles way easier, enabling you to get eloser ta t
thal GPS and auto steering docsn’t drive themselve

ales. [informed him
around the poles and are

meapable of sensing an object ahead of them. He agreed that he hadn't used it [Gomment 269

but his students told him they could. There model was VEry incomplele as it
showed the impacted arca of the pole on the boarder of'a field being a perfect %4
cerele which its not, Their model showed the impacted area sround the poles in
middle of the field as being a perfect circle the width of fhe implement which (s
again wrong. As it takes al least 2 cireles around the poles to get all the corners
and skips. Their modei uses custom per acre rates which don't apply here. The
custom rate is figured at doing a whole fiedd or farm a1 a normal ground speed,
not going slowly around and around poles, There is a lot of time and
productiviry lost with these polos in the middle af a crop ficld. There is no time
lost wilh poles on the edges of fields.

We are again sending you our cost te farm around the poles;
Example:
What our yearly cost is on the existing H structure;

(1)-Fargo application
2-00 fi Fargo (wild oat spreaders), working topether at 15 mph. 112 acras per
machine.
One works around poles while to ather one sits and waits
§5.00 dollars an acre for cach machine
$17.00 an acre of chemical
3 minutes lost per pole X 2 = $55.99 lost production.
17.00 dollars x 2 acres chemical overlap= $34.00 dollars.
35599
$34.00

58999

(2)- Broad Cast Fertilizer
60 11, al 15 mph. = 112 acres per hour. Rate $5.00 acre around poles logs 3
Minutes=$27,99
Tertilizer doubled around poles = $52.49
S350 per ton at 1 50pounds an acre x 2 § = 52.50
$52.49

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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Comment 270
{Continued)

(3) Pre Plant Spruy
3 Sprayers:

90Mt. at 12 mph a: $5.00 per acre 116 acre per hour

90 ft at 12 mph at $5.00 per acre 116 acre per hour

60 ft at 12 mph at $5.00 per acre 87 acre per hour
One sprayer goes around poles while the other 2 wait atin linc for the first to get back in
the row. Time Jost 9 minutes =$230.00

Chemical = $ 5,18

$248.43

(4) Heavy Harrow
60 fi. at 14 mph = 105 acres per hour
$5.00 per acre, 3 minutes lost =
52625

(5) Seeding;
57 ft. air drill at 6 mph, $42.75 acre per hour at $7.00 per acre
525 hp tractor
3 minutes lost $14.97
Secd and fertilizer $24.00 x 2 =548.00

$14.96
$ 48.00
$62.96
(6) Weed spraying sume as #3 for time and machinery
Time 5239205
Chenzical

$15.00%2 $30.00

$269.25

{7) Harvest:
3 combines; tractor and grain cart working together totals $1,000,00
Investment one cuts around poles while the others wait. Operating cost of
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Response 271: The information provided was considered as the
costs of the line to farmers were quantified.

SL69.00 an hour, for each combines. Loss 9 minutes

Loss $72.00 Response 272: Comment noted.

Summer fallow second yenr:

4 sprayers operation the same as # 3 Response 273 Power Cou]_d fIOW bOth WayS on the MATL hne'
248.43

Xil MATL'’s 300 MW of southbound capacity is .underpinned jby
s o long-term contracts but these contracts continue to be subject
” to the shippers’ confirmation of acceptance. Also see the

Cost 2 seasons = $1843.00 . ‘ . :
revised discussion in section 3.13.

Or $921.34 per year

Crop Loss: . ted
75 bushels x §4.00 ~$300.00 an acre x 2 acres x 50 % reduced production Response 274: Comment no

$300.00 per crop

Or $150.00 per year
Response 275: Comment noted.
A senior loan officer from Northwest Farm Credit looked over our figures and said some

were a little high and some were a little low but that our price came out the same as his,

Total cost per year is: $1071.54

These were 2005 production costs

Plus additional weed problems and liability.

The farmer should know exactly what the costs to fanm around the poles are. ey,

do it year after year. A computerized program is not capable of figuring out wasted time,

double seeding, double spraying, compaction of the ground, loss in bushels per acre, loss:

of spray, etc, etc, ete. Why should we settle for less? What MATL is offering is nothing

compared 1o our real costs. MATL is out to make a profit for the businessmen of

Canada MATL will Tecover the cost of altermative 4 in a mater of months while it takes
farmers 20 to 30 years to pay for their land, shouldn®t the farmers of the United States

still be able to keep making the profit they were making before MATL decided 10 make

another power line. [This power will be sent out of state, used in Canada, not one bit in [Comment 273

Montana.

We have Northwestern doubfe diagonal poles in our fields that create a lot of
problems and cost. We also have 5 miles of the WAPA line running down section lines
and field boarders that create no problems or additional costs,

: . Cornment 275
4. Alternative 4 seems to be a will thought out that covers all my concems.

Alternative 2 basically fallows MATL’s route in beiny the cheapest for a
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Response 276: Comment noted. See the revised discussion of
potential costs of farming around structures in Section 3.13.

forcign company building in the United States. The state af Montana should
unly be worried about domg what's right for its citizens, and shouldn't concern
iiselfabout Boh Williams comment that they can’t alford alternative 4, “[he
dralt should not take into consideration that MATL alrzady has casements on
[some land.  Farmers that signed did so under derris, they were told to sign or be
{condemned, MATL s right a way agents and fawyer, nisled local fumers
ftelling them they had to sign and they were (he only ones that hadn't We were
even told we had 3 day to sign. That the line was decided. MALT went ahead
fand got some casement before the DEQ had made they decision where the line
should go. | fes! this put added Ppressure on you to decide on their route.

wn

The DEQ worked very hard to figure the impact on the Canadizn MATL
Company, the water, antelope, birds, mule deer, and teepee rings, but scemed to
leave out the financial impact on the Montanz’s farmers. We have paid our
taxes and denated our land for roads, highways, power lines, missile lines and
sights, fiber optic lines, petroleum lines, and il wells. The state should
recognize this and make sure when this power line is built that it is the best for
everyone. | hear politicinns stating this is so good and if they went through
there land they'd give it to them. Words are cheap. T guess [ would say that to,
if they were not even near my land. This seems to me that the politicians
always have ideas how to use fatmers land, Like the wolfl and bear
introductions. Again the farmer and rancher have to take it and can’t protect
what’s theirs, Why is this? 1 hape the DEQ decides on the right way to do this
power line and not buckle to political pressure.

Allen Denzer
Terri Denzer
Darlene Denzer
P.O Box 936
Conrad, Montana

59425-0936

Phone: {406) 278-3341
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Response 277: Comment noted.

EEepg
Montana-Alberta Tie Lid i ?ﬂtﬂVED

Response 278: Comment noted.

230-kV Transmission Line Project APR 26 2007
' : aft Enyi Rment: nse 279: Comment noted.
Please consider these wrilten comments on the Draft Environmental Mg\&@égn&?gsﬁ Respo
e (0, z / f Lam

e fund. eie_and farm fond MJCML#&&:‘L@&’M#JV&.
[ou‘}'& é-a/%z_ & Q\Z@ﬂm _) i s j_;ﬁmj_&at%mm

c‘?jar.lru H‘m:( /Q-\Iﬂ an d.'aaana.’ d'u- .[an /1';7

f rmfemp-er g

IHou dany azceement with MATL ey

%/f 25 Fhe economic D05/t ives
é—m%ﬁmL@mty_q@ia o Montavastis shimus

T Gndpinee 7~ il do o part 75 onsye At quurqﬁl

/nﬁa S “w ; & fed ) f!ow:l‘j

£ P o517 .

/fjghfa(:wg? casements shuld be for the, entive width
CommerrtZ?B

of Fhe e m-iu:LQg the safety zone (/o5 et o

055,"13 €55 Pt rrtan.ofaot"fs\-

Z e Cevafensotion  should e ot current fand) values,

/’q”ﬁf"a(l'ﬁﬂra\ vy ~fend s now 50'(‘1‘ ﬂr“z;o.wpércmm--

Fommenterd Comta‘nupzf %A:(:k >

Name Ao\
Address 7'?2. .ﬁg-r&m -.Dr." e

City _ Caﬂ d State MT._zip __SFPes

Comments may be submitled crally or in writing al the public hearing. See back of sheet
for more information on submitting comments after the hearing.

2 #, s
COMMENT DEADLINE APRIL % 2007 €se Cammen

Haned o 7/25/37

Mantana Department nf Environmental Quality
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Response 280: Comment noted.

MR Albart TR, Response 281: Comment noted.
230V Transmission Line Project

Response 282: Comment noted.

Z, wo- gofes  pedd be e ing
_ &?C\’cﬂ!fmva on H la 20pma tiw] would
B8 fysice a flechon oy, cded when
?%gsfﬂﬁ = T %a‘gm;r\f J
- d r - v Fast gt 155/ e aﬁfy sechon.
| fihes s drterred it i ag /5 necessary,

7“?’16_ annu;..f TI’Jﬁ/E Comgensalien e ?"0 refkelt He added

Aassles created gy hen Joles aregbeed in fho middle oF

Afm'/u/;‘,,{ra/ Gelds, | MATS Enginecys  peed 2o work wit

7t i st e/  piltene i

pesstble
-

HOW TO COMMENT AND PARTICIPATE AFTER THE MEETING
VIEW THE DRAFT EIS ONLINE AT wwrw. ded. mbgowMES/MATL.as:

SUBMIT WRITTEN COMMENTS TO Mr. Greg Hallsten
Director's Office
Montana Department of Envirenmental Quality
PO Box 200901
Helena, MT 59620-0901

SUBMIT COMMENTS, QUESTIONS OR CONCERNS VIA EMAIL TO MATL@mt.gov

PROJECT CONTACTS:

Greg Hallsten, MEPA Coordinator 406-444-3276
Tom Ring, MFSA Coordinator 406-444-5785
Ellen Russell, US Depariment of Energy 202-586-9624

Individuals needing an alternatively accessible form of information should contact Mr. Hailsten at
the address above.

Montana Department of Environmental Quality
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Response 283: The agencies agree that the availability of the
MATL line could spur wind farm development in the

OV st northern part of the study area, as described in the revised

From: Zack [mailto:info2@statesofcontrol.com : : 3 : :
Sent. Sundiay, Aprl 26, 2007 8:22 P discussion of cumulative impacts. The agencies do not know
LOLMANL; Halister sreg. Fung) fom of any oil and gas well development in the area that would
Subject: Comment on MATL proposal .

, _ be spurred by approval of the MATL line. Coal
Mr. Tom Ring and Mr. Greg Halisten, Director's Office Montana Department of . . .
Environmental Quality PO Box 200901 Helena, Montana 59620-0901 development that has been discussed in Montana is not
Dear Mr. Ring and Mr. Hallsten, directly dependent on the MATL line because the firm
Thank you forti_'lis opportunity to comment on the proposed Montana-Alberta CapaCltY Of the hne haS not been Contracted fOI' by a Coal-ﬁred
b s generator as indicated in Table 4.1-2. However the agencies
The proposed MATL project has the potential to open up a witches’ brew acknowledge that power generated from existing or hew
of development projects throughout North-central Montana. This

project is not just about one transmission line. [t will spur industrial-style energy sources could be transmitted over the line on a short-term
production from wind, oil, gas, and coal . .
throughout the area, What will be the the cumulative impacts of this basis. Also see response to comment 216. See the revised

development? The time to answer this question is now, before the the line is built

flerwards, in the midst of an unplanned rush to build new energy facilities which may dlSCUSSIOn Of Cumulatlve lmpaCtS m Chapter 4:
destroy the qualities which make this area of Montana so unigue, it will be too late

tial that DEQ and DOE complete a broad regional programmatic EIS that Response 284. Comment noted.

all aspects of wind farm & transmission and other energy development in
1lr al Montana. This study must identify areas that should or should not be
loped; contain long-term projections of overall cumulative impacts such as habitat

fragmentation; evaluate the econamic disadvantages for Montanans compared to Response 285: See response to comment 283 and also 24. No
benefits to heavily subsidized wealthy corporations; consider issues of private property . : . . .
rights, eminent domain and devaluation of neighboring properties; and develop programmat]c review 1s requ]red fOI' the MATL hne_
stipulations for long-term regulatory oversight

Comment 286
DEQ should guarantee full public participation in siting decisions for locating all future . .
wrnd farms aﬁd 1ransmlssmn lines. | What effect will the transmission line and hundreds Response 286: DOE and DEQ dO not have the aUthorlty to

Fronl, Thé
areas like the

ave on the § of The Rocky Mot
r National Park? What about ot

guarantee public participation in wind farm siting because
t Camp Disappoiniment, the Beil-\t'r. ?'.. : they have no regulatory authorlty over Wlnd farm Sltlng. See
s of the Great Plains have in many places changed very little from two
go when the early explorers first saw them response to comment 23.

ential pant of our heritage as Americans, and need to be protectec

Response 287: DOE and DEQ do not have regulatory authority

viewshed of some of hn rnL:.t spLLthla' unde

landscape which so many state and federal agenc JL;- o Word e over siting of wind farms. See the revised discussion of

Siinis cumulative impacts in Section 4.16 for more description of
potential visual impacts associated with wind farm
development.
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(Comment 239

on efforts ild ntral part of any

: al energy po 2re are are C ] t would be
appropriate for wind power development.
But development must be done right. There must be a clear understanding of which
areas are and are not suitable for energy development. and intelligent steps must be
taken to minimize the impa stead of t

ndustrial scale

We can't answer any of these questions until the cumulative impacts of all reasonably

foreseeable energy projects associated with the MATL have been studied as part of a
comprehensive EIS. And these questions MUST be answered before the MATL is
approved Comment 202
Sincerely,

Zack Winestine
92 Horatio St.
New York, NY 10014

PO Box 351
Augusta, MT 59410

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

Greg Hallsten, MEPA Coordinator

Direetor’s Office e, Response 294: Comment noted.
Montana Department of Environmental Quality 5 é ’f‘; % B VE E)
PO Box 200901
Helenz, MT 59620-0991 PR 2T 208
DEQ
Re: MATL Comments, Questions and Concerns DIRECTOR'S GFRICE

Dear Mr. Hallsten,

I have been privileged 1o be a citizen of Montana for nearly thirty-two years. I've also been a
property owner in Glacier County for many vears and have a hame in Missoula. In view of the
importance of the decision whether to grant a permit to build the Montana-Alberta Tie Lid.
transmission line, commoniy referred to as MATL, I would like to share some concerns and to ask
for your help with a few questions. If the questions are not perceived as necessarily germane to
the issues addressed in Draft Environmental Impact Statement, perhaps you will sce the logic in
my asking them, as they are placed alongside the probable outcome, if the requested permit is

granted,
Comment 293

Lwould like to begin by saying there are two issues that share central prominence for me.
regarding MATLEl]'he first is the apparent purpose and the probable residual effect of this
transmission line; that is, to help facilitate the development of industrial wind complexes called
wind farms, and their potential visual impact upon the areas where they will be builtEII'he second
af these issues is the presumed financial benefil of the line, with the probable development of
these large complexes or wind farms along the Rocky Mountain Froni,

My preference would be to focus solely on the first concern and persuade you with my thoughts
and words about the importance of the grandeur in the unencumbered sweep and glide of the
prairies, 45 they lead subtly up to the great massing of tock and snow we ail revere as 1 part of our
home here in Montana, the beautiful mountaing of Glacier Park and the vast mountain faces that
carty southward. They - the open praivies and the mountains - would tend to he less, one without
the other. It is part of why my family has lived in Montana for all these vears and, perhaps, why

vou have, as well. Comment 294

But, because 1 know, for many Montanans, of necessity. economics is at least of parallel
importance when placed beside Montana's beauty, I would like to focus on this sccond concarn,
as it relates to the proposed developments.
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Before asking my questions T would like to offer a little personal background. For nearly a
quarter century T worked in a career that was finance-rclated and for several years I was a Faculty
Affiliate at the University of Montana and taught an upper level course in finance that frequently
focused upon the analysis of corporate balance shects, Having shared this, permit me to also 54y,
while [ feel T have a general understanding of financial issues, T would also hasten to tell you 1
passess no specific expertise to bring 1o a discussion regarding transmission lines and industrial-
sized wind complexes. Rather, I offer this background to help you understand the basis for the
questions [ would like to pose. And, as earlier, | ask your forbearance if these questions are out of
the scope of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement,

n " . : 5 : Comment 285
First, I would like to ask if 4 comprehensive study has been completed which explains

conclusively to the citizens of Montana and to our decision makers, what each probable positive
and negative impact might be experienced with the approval and development of the transmission
line and the resulting induslrialization in the form of wind farms? Do we have an analysis of
cumulative influences? Do we know conclusively, through rigorous research and therough
analysis, what the financial benefits and labilitics will be? Put simply, do we have a written study
showing how much money will reach the citizens of this state, after tax incentives have been
factored in, including those proposals recently introduced to the legislature? And do we know

specifics on how many new jobs will be created, and more importantly, how many of these will be
permanent jobs?  |“emment 286
Comment 297

Secondly, if indeed this comprehensive study has been completed, does it inelude caleulations of
the possible changes that might oceur with existing and well-established sources of revenue, such
as tourism? According to data on the Travel Montana website, visitors in Montana spent $2.7
billion in 2005 and their spending supported over 45,000 Montana jobs. Will any of this be at
risk. it Montana begins to gain a reputation as a state with a varied mix of beautiful vistas and
landscapes of highly visible industrial development? To better elucidate the question, it might be
useful for you to view some existing farms of similar development by going to Google Images
and looking at Pincher Creek Wind Farms.

I feel it might be helpful to add here that T am not against the use of wind to supplement our
energy needs. But while thinking about the above questions and concemns, 1 am wondering if jt

wouldn’t he better 1o focus our development on smaller projects, with smaller turbines. that would

service the specific needs of aur Montana communities directly and which don’t require asking

our Canadian neighbors to build and own large transmission lines through our state, and our

distant neighbors. the Spaniards and others. to build and own wind complexes that create energy

for export, to distant places with seemingly large and growing appetites for enerey. 1am told we

already create twice as much ENeTgy as we consume in Montana. If this is true and if we don't. as

Response 295: Comment noted. The draft EIS pres.en'ts thg
potential impacts of construction of the transmission Im'e.
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 M'ont_ana 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. Bf)th 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 wquld be outside of
DEQ’s purview because of the agency’s limited regul.atory
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.
yet. have a comprehensive analysis available - one which establishes that the possible tradeofls of Potential impacts to Montana customers are discussed in

f : ; C 1298

large scale development have been recognized and assessed, and are still considered worth (&";'zfuld) Section 3.13
whatever price this might be to the citizens of Montana - wouldn't it be prudent to take a few e
more months to reach these conclusions in a logically rescarched and thoroughly documented

manner, before proceeding?

Response 300: Comment noted.

In my years of observing private indusry, one tenet seemed to be universally applied by
successful businesses. Before embarking on a venture of almest any magnitude, whether large or

small, a careful assessment was deemed advisable to calculate costs and risks that might be

encountered, as well as what potential profits might be realized. Wouldn't Montana be wise (o do

the same, if we haven't already done so? hinking back a few years, | remember some of the

surprises that arose when the de-regulation of utilities came {o pass. Had we spent the extra time

trying to discern possible consequences, maybe the same decisions would have been made

anyway, but we might have known better what to expect.

[am grateful for the patience shown in making the decision to develop the Draft Environmentai

Impact Statement. [ feel it is a considerable first step. However, if thorough rescarch and
reporting has not been done thus far, to address the above questions and any others that relate (o

the economics of these developments, I ask thal the interests of ali Montana citizens be placed

loremost in the process. by taking the necessary time to compile and analyze this kind of eritical
information before proceeding with a final decision.

Thank you for providing this opportunity for questions and to make our thoughts and concerns a
part o DEQ’s decision process.

Sincery

Philip Perszyk
620 Evans
Missoula, Montana 59801

April 26, 2007
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Mr. Gary Ilallsten
Director’s Office
Montana Department of
Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 200901
Helena, MT 59620-0901

Shawn and Lori Dolan
i2418 N. Diamond Drive
Hayden, ID 83835

(208) 762-4061 LY E D

April 24, 2007

FATyC e ARy
Bt e,

DEGH
SERECTOR'S OFFICE

Re: Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd Environmental Inpact Statement

Our family owns 400 acres of imigated farm land near Valicr Montana and is impacted by the
proposed MATL 230 kV transmission line. We have read through the draft EIS statement for the
line and offer the following comments.

The economic impact stted in the draft EIS significantly overstates the positive economic
benefits of the rransmission line, while it under estimates the negative economic impacts the ling
will have, We understand that Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd. has been spreading a lot of]
misinfermation to local politicians and has to some cxtent has convinced some of them that this
transmission line would be a large economic benefit. We have read statements alluding, that the
transmission line would create 2,000 local jobs and would pump millions of dollars into the local

economy. If only this were the case.

I'am a professional engincer and have worked in the power industry for 20 years, both as a
consultant and as a utility staff engincer. Over my career | have been involved in the construction

of numerous transmission lines.

Transmission lines are built by specialized electric line

cantraclurs using crews of journeyman lineman from outside the area, very little if any of the
local population will benefit. Only motel, bars and service station operators wiil benefit during
the s1x month construction period. Other than gravel and concrele, local merchants won't be
providing materials to Montana-Alberta Tie Lid, Because of the speciaiized natare of the
materials used to construct the line, materials will be purchased outside the state and dropped
shipped te the construction site. Unless the local population can cram a nine montlh lineman
training schoal and a four year apprenticeship ino a couple months, they won’t be getling a job
building the transmission line. Nor are their prospeets of gelting a job with the wind farms the
transmission lme will spawn very good as most of the wind farms are operated by remote control
and maintenance crews will be technical specialists as well.

The majority of the positive economic impact of the transmission line wouid be the potential for
increased tax revenues t the state. However, we understand that Governor Schweitzer is trying
to give Montana-Alberta Tie, Ltd a massive tax break. Now given the fact that the transmission
line would not generate any local jobs and the State is willing to give them a massive tax hreak,

this reduces the positive economic impact dramatically and should be addressed in the LIS, Sorment 303

Comment 301

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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M. Gary Hallsten
April 24, 2007
Page 2

Comment 303

The EIS did not address the negative economic impact the line would have on the value of the
property it crosses. Clearly, land encumbered by a 105 foot| wide transmission ling casement
would be worth substantially less than uncneumberad land. | Not fo mention, lost production
associated with having (o farm around the H-frame structures that MATL proposes to use. To
that point, I advocate the use of monopole structures and substantially narrower easement right-
of-ways along crop land and Jand in CRP as was suggested by DEQ staff in its Option #4. I was
dismayed to hear that MATL's staff seemed to be dictating to DEQ’s staff what they will or will
not do. it 15 up do DEQ ot MATL (o set the requirements and conditions for the line's

implementation. [Comment 305

In the draft F1S there is a statement that the minimum line to ground clearance of the MATL Jine
would be 21.5 fect. This distance is too low to comply with the requirements of the governing
code 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 road height and have operational heights
of hetween 18 o 23 feet. The line should be raised to accommodate the anticipated maximum
vehicle heights in accordance with the NESC. 1 am including excerpts from the NESC and
clearance caleulation worksheets for your reference. For 230 kV lines crossing farmland, line to
ground clearances around 30 feet would be more practical,

The EIS only covers the MATL transmission line. Since many of the wind farms the
transmission line is expected to spawn would be on private land, they would not necessarily have
1o complete an environmental impact statement. So the issue of avian mortality caused by the
wind farms is being glossed over. The line generally follows one of the waterfow! migratory
routes and associated wind farms could have dramatic impacts on bird populations, Because of
this, 1 think it would be reasonable o address potential avian mertality due to the associated wind
farms in detail in the MATL environmental tmpagt statement.

Best Regards,

Shawn Dolan

Linclosure

Comment 304

Comment 306

Comment 307

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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Clearance Development

Clearances 232

Answers

140

o
+2.0°

13.0°

‘There are two ways to co

Segment 6: Clearance Development Answers

Truck Height

Tncluded in Code Clearance -12.0'

(See Appendix A, Table A2)

Needed Extra Above Table Value 4.5

Planned Road Elevation Change +25.0'

Total Exira Needed @ Worst 20
Case Condition

Table Value

Total Needed @ Worst Case =315
Condition

Normal Road Clearance
Reference Height for a Truck

Over the Reference Height
Actual Truck Height (Sec
Appendix A, Table A1}

Planned Road Clevation Change

7. Ruff Woads is a forest elong Highway 1. What
vertical clearance is required for a phase
conductor of a 19.9/34 5kV effectively grounded
wye line running along the highway and:

a. within the highway R/W?

b. onprivate R/W?

18.5-Category 9—See Table 232-1, Column 4

18.5'-Category 4

degrees Finitial sag

Worst case total final sag @ 32 748
degrees F with 1/2" radial ice

Less Initial Sag @ 60 degrees F I 5 5

= Sag change from 60 degrees F =557
initial to 32 degrees T final with

ice

Plus required "not-less-than™ +31.50'
clearance

=Required clearance at 60 =37.07'

degrees F initial sag.

Worst case total final sag @ 32 748"
degrees F with 1/2" radial ice

Plus required "not-less-than" + 31.50°
clearance

= Required Line-of-Sight (1.0%) -38.98'
between conductor attachment

points

Less Initial Sag @ 60 degrees F 191"
= Required clearance at 60 =37.07"

8. What clearance above a roadway is required for a
span of 230kV conductors?

1230kV/1.732=132.79] = nominal phase-to-
neutral voltage.

132,74 x 1.05=139.4kV] = maximum
operating voltage.

[139.4-22=117.4kV] = kV above 22kV-to-
ground

[T17KV x 0.4"kV=46.96"] = 4' voltage adder
18.5' + 4" = 22.5".

9. Now assume thata 230kV line in the Light Loading District has a
maximum design temperature of 156 deg F. We know that the
conductor will change in sag with time and with temperature.
Assume that the sag change from initial unloaded sag of 4.6 feet at
60 deg F down to final unloaded sag at 60 deg Fis 15 feet. When

the conductor temperature increases to 156 deg F, the conductor a. The basic clearance
sags a further 6 feet lower, Le., the sag at 156 deg Fis 46 + 1.5+ 6 | at closest approach is 18.5

=12.1 feet.

feet, T'o this must be added
the voltage adder of 4 feet
{as calculated in Answer 8),
This gives us 22.5' as the
lowest conductor position
atlowed above the road

under any circumstances.

b. Add the diffcrence

a. What is the least clearance allowed above the road during

maximum sag conditions?

b. Iyou originally inslall the conductor at 60 degrees F initial sag,
how high above the roadway must it be to meet the vertical

clearance requirements?

between worst case sag and
initial stringing sag (75" to
the required dearance (22.5")
to get the required height
above the road at initial
installation of 30 feet.

<. How high is the line of sight between the 230 kV conductor £ Add the initial sag of

attachments above the road?

Now assume that our 230kV conductor is initially installed 12 feet
below the level of an overhead shield (static) surge protection

wire,

d. What is the height of that shield wire above the roadway at

indtial installation?

4.6 feet to get the height of
the LOS above the roadway
of 34.6 feet.

d. 30"+ 12" = 42'

CD A-1

Thig text is for illustrative purposes only. Refer to the actual wording of the 2002 NESC.

@ Copyright 2002 Clapp Research, inc.

232 A-3
This text is for illustrative purpases only. Refer fo the actuel wording of the 2002 NESC.
& Copyright 2002 Clapp Research, inc.
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Response 308: An alternative location for the line in the area
southwest of Conrad is described in Section 2.6.

: i ini increased
April 25, 2007 Response 309: Further information pertaining ;o ﬂ;e oy
: ine i ction 3.13.
Mr_Greg Hallsten cost of farming around the line is presented in Se
. Director's Office
] I‘|5‘,;|¢;;ntanag[()me;:tantr'nent of Environmental Quality ked with
© Box 200901 3 ed wi
Flene, BT SRa Response 310: Comment noted. The agencies have worf
) i ers.
DerRin consultants to better quantify the costs of the line to farm:
; , ; iti i ation.
Please consider these comments on the Draft Environmentat Impact Stateme_ See Section 3.13 for additional inform:

Primarily, we object to this power line crossing our crop land in any way. MATL's
préferred route impacts almost 30% of our farm ground. Our fields, which would be

crossed diagonally, are already surrounded on 3 sides with power (ings. The MATL line Response 311: Comment noted.
would not only interfere with seeding, cultivating and harvesting but would eliminate the

option of aerial spraying for pesticide application.Even the mono-pole option will
negatively impact our farming operation, both economically and in the timely complatio

of various operations. The proposed compensation payments are completely inadequate . mment noted.
in the face of the rising costs involved in every aspect of farming. Response 312: Co

The priorities of Montana taxpayers should preempt MATL's proposed power line
W

ich primarily benefits MATL, a foreign corporation. The Montana DEQ Draft . d. See Section 3.13 for further

Environmental Impact Statement giveg preference to MATL's route, requirements and Response 313: Comment note - .
supposed econornic restrictions while ignoring the greater sconomic contributions of the inf ation ertaining to the increased cost of farmmg
farmers who ag affected by the proposed power Iinrfe If MATL is unable to prnperly mnrorm p ¢ ent 303 regar ding
fund a project of this magnitude, they shouldn't be the ones to do 1. The Montana : nse to commu
taxpayers and thus the stale of Montama Shouid comteor mes situation for oLr best interests. around the line and the respo
MATL would recoup their expenditures within a reasonable period even if the power line 1 d 1 S

[Eemment5TZ Jfollows section and half-section lines, road right-of-ways and uses mono-poles. If the and values.

available transmission capability has truly been spoken for, the revenues which MATL will
receive upon completion of the fine-will-be tremendous. Once it is built, the power ling

would be a permanent structure neaative impacting farming and iand values for this and . i 6 foI' further
many generations to come ? ° Response 314: Comment noted. See Section If e
- . : 1 i me 1n the a
We did discuss a slightly altered route with Mr. Ring which would ge along section and discussion of an alternative location for the
half-section lines in our area utilizin mono-peles. if the power line has to be built, this
alternative would be more acoeptab?e 10 uUs as it would follow the edge of a freld and a southwest of Conrad.

ferice ine along a pasture. We marked this option on the maps which Mr Ring had at the
meeting in Conrad.

ies
Since thertlbeginning of thisﬁprcposed project, MATL's actions, maneuvers and Response 315: Thank you for your comment. The agenCT .
negotiations have been deceitful ang misrepresentative to many of the parties involved . . : :
Does the Montana Department of Environmental Quality even have completety accurate attempt to Verlfy the information pI‘OVlded by an applican
and truthful information from MATL?

as far as possible.

Sincerely,
ey - r%ﬁz_(gm\
L
,Jj“f: CFRCE S '%‘:’i’ﬁ%ﬁ?“
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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.

Actual costs of farming around a <ouble pole utility set:

Comment 316
18.5 feet x 2640 1.01/2 mile) = 1 acre or 43560 square ft

Soraying with a 120 ft sprayer: 160 ft. diameler circie {leaving 20 ft around poles) 160 x 3 1215
=502l x 1.5 =753.9 ‘inear ft.

120117 16.5 = 7.272727 acres! 2640 1. = 002755 acres per ft. x 753.9 ft = 2.0/68 acres per pole
set

application costs: $3.75/ acre
chemical costs: $8 00/ acre | Roundup)
$9.75 % 2.0768 x 4 = §81.00 (4 applications of Roundup)

Maverick costs: $11.00¢ acre + $3.75 app. = 14 75 x 2.0768 acres = $30.63
Total cost of going around 2 pole 1.5 times = $101.63

1 we have to o arcund a poie an additional time to keep the GPS on track, it will be a 280 ft dia
or an additional 2 42 acres.
$9.75 x 4 x 2.42 = $84.38 (Rounidup cost)
$14.75x 2.42 = $35.70 Tatal of second loop: $130.08
Tolal cost of 2.5 loaps $231.71

Heavy harrowing with & 70 fi. tool: 90 f1. dia. (leaving 10 ft. around poles) 90 x 3.1416 = 282.75 fi.
x1.5=4251
70/16.5 = 4.25 acres/ 2840 ft. = .001606978{acres per fi )% 425 ft. = 683 acres al $10.00=§
6.83 per pole set.
An additional time around poles at 160 ft. dia = 502.66 1, or -8 acres x $10.00 = 38.00

Total cost of 2.5 loops: 514.83

Seeding with a 60 ft air drill: 80 ft ¢ia x 3.1416 = 251.328 1.5 =377 linear ft

60/16.5/2640 = 00137741 acre per fi. x 377 f. = .52 acres

Fertilizer: $36.00/ acre

Seed  §7.50/acre

Application 512 .00/ acre

total $ 55.50/ acre x .52 = $28.86 per pole set

An additional time around a pole set at 140 £l dia. = 6058 acres x $55.50 = 533 62
Total cost of 2.5 loops:  $62.48

Combining with a 36 ft. header: 82 1. dia. x 3.1416 = 257.61 ft. x 1.5 = 38642 ft.

36/16 5/2640 = 000826446 acres perit. x 386.42 fl. = 32 acres

$20.00 per acre x .32 = $6.40

Additional costs will be incurred while other combines wait for 1 combine to clean up around a
pole set. Also, combines need [o be

fun at capacity and will lose grain out the back of the machine when it is not fuliy loaded or comes
to & stop according fo the gramn loss

monitor.

Approximately 2 acres around gach pole set will have a reduction in yield due to aver applied
spray, fertilizer 2and compaction from the

additional traffic from the equipment. If the reduction is 30% on a 58 bushel per acre proven
yleld, the results are $7.4 bushels per acre

174 x 2 acres x 54.00 per acre = $139.20 per pole set,

Total cut of pocket costs of going around a pole 1.5 times plus the yield recuction 3
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Total put of vockel costs of going areund & pole sel 2.5 tmes pius the vield reduction: Cumvpent316
. - (Continued)

These costs wil be spread over a two {2) year period 50 the above figures will hie divided by 2 lo
gel an anr ost
of farming around a double pole set

Annual cost of going around a pale 1.5 times

Annual cost of going around a pole 2 5 times: -
| suspect that 1 wilt take 2.5 loops around each pole set so as to NOT Jeave skips and to give the
equipment enough room 1o get
back on the preceding line and lock on the GPS and auto steer. | don't have 2 difinitive answar st
this tme as we have just installed the
aute steer recently. Il have a better idea in about a month after we spray around some existing
double pole sets

Comment 317 |There are other factors that enter inlu farming around an above gound power fine such as

unlocking and locking the GPS autostesr

(functions on the equipment when you come lo a pole set). There is also difficulty getting back an
the pass without the use of a foam marker.

Another will involve the cplion of arial (sp) spraying when there are two double coled power lines

running in parrallel ahout 200 ft, apart e

| suspect Arial Applicators rmay not want to spray fields with (2) diagonal power lines running
through it for obvious reasons.

| am certainly not agsinst power lines if they run North/South, East/West following section
lines. Diagonal lines just create too much expense in tedays farming environment. | would be
witling 4o sign an easement ter a line if it followed section lines for a reasonable fee, but, the

diagonal lines are simply unacceptable G

Sincerely,

Brent MacDonald
President

Brent MacDonald, Inc,
1250 Anderson Road
Flowerae, MT 59440-9012

Fertilizer costs have increased by 30% since this analysis was done in the summer of 2006
- so the costs will increase accordingly.

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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April 302007

l'om Ring

Montana Depariment of Environmenta Quaiity
PO Box 200901

Helena, M1 59620-0901

Dear Mr. Rirg

Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks (FW P recy
developing ransmission system sapaciiy reciate your consideration of our past
comments related W the proposed Montana Atberta Lie Lid. transmiseion line, We are mlerested
i working with the public, DEQ. Montana Alberta Tie Ltd. and other nterested p.
success of this proposed project. In addition w past comments, we woid like to sizbnmt the
following recommendations, FWP would alse retterate those comments sabmitted previously by
1O Smith regarding the KIS and A PrOCESSES

Comment 321 |

pgrize the eritival importance (o Montana of

artes 10 ensure

Developers should consider providing mitigation of all disnirbed riparian vegelation, wetland

areas, and native habitar, range, and grasslands

*  Developers should be required to provide mitigation st or sinular program to assure mitigation
will be provide for unforesecn fish and wildlife unpacts as a result of construction, operations. and
maintenance of the MA JL,

*  Developers should consider sampling or funding sampling studies to survey additional sites in the
study area atong the proposcd routes lor fish, wildEife, and amphibians to verify the
presenceiabsence of certain fish and wildlife species that oy not be currently surveyed (non-
game).

omment 324 | *  Developers should consider mminnzing rhe total number of stream

I would provide the least impact lullowed by Alternative 3,
Comment325 | *  We recommend no construction or placenent of poles or access roads i flowing or standing water
or within 230 fect of the immediate hanks of Nowing or standing water,

We recommend that “zrubbing and clearing” of vegetation during constructi

slopes capable of providing Quws to water bodics be avoided

We reconmend that developers delineate all wetlands and waters along the route.

*  Apply BMP' to all construction. Please et us know how we mis

ghit remain actively cngaged
during planning. construction or post-construction af the cutrent and future proposed transmiss:on
lies.

Proposed placeinent of poles and Fines on TWP property (Great Falls shooting Range) should be in
a location that will not interfere with current activities or future plans for development,
Developers should consider mitigation for any detriment caused 1o loase farm activitics because of
placement on shooting range

0 0
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Comment 327 |,
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Finally, FWP 15 concerned that FIS does nol inciude associated development that will be
supported by the line - wind farms that are wy tting for MATL to be fshed
have aleady purchased cupaciry on the line which seems to indicate connecte,
foreseeable future

scveral Companiey
d development in the

We appreciate your consideranon and hope thal you will ler us know if’ there is anything
we can do to help facilitate a suceessful project.

Gary Bertellott;
Regional Supervisor
Montana F:sh, Wildlite and Parks

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 stu.dy 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 Yvould
require surveys of these areas and if sensitive species are
found, timing restrictions or other types of mitigation wopld
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 wouk;l be
surveyed for grouse leks by either DEQ or MATL and if the}{
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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Halisten, Greg

From: Cheryl Reichert [creichert@bresnan net}

Posted At: Monday, April 23, 2007 4:16 PM
Conversation: transmissian line

Posted To: MATL

Subject: fransmission line

April 23, 2007

Mr, Greg Hullsten, Directar’s OfTice

Mantana Department of Environmental Quelity
PO Box 200901

Helena, MT 39620-0901

Dear M. Hailsten,

Page | of 1

Comment 331

T am pleased by the prospeets of wind energy as a much superiar te “old coal™ technelogy, and 1 endorse this project with 2 few caveats

Ibelieve that the project should be done i s way that dozs not wzerferc with farming pruct
major highway cormidors and not be placed upen lunds that are valued by the publ

Sinee Lke con
should be
in order to exg ety

landscape. [Comment 333

the cit

Twould like to see a finit: poreentage of clectivity Tansmitied on this fine directly benefit the eitizens of narthceniral Montana
Otherwise, this story will be similar to our darns, where our water has been taken from us al ro cast and

us and otfer Montanans at a premium.

Please don’t let this “takings” of Montani resources for private benefit and public cost to happen yet AGAIN.

Sincerely,

Cheryl M. Reichert, MY Ph.D
Futhology and Biological Chermstry
51 Prospect Drive

Great Falls, MT 59405

4/24/2007

wet provide a compelling reason to disr

the power generated sold ba

s and that the transmission line should follow

e and tourists for therr historic value or view sheds, [Comment 332

because the wind is a public resource, there
'y neschant venture by private entities
established farming practices or harm our

Cornment 335

Comment 334
ck to

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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MONTANA ALBERTA TIE LTD

800, 615 Macleod Trail S.E.
Calgary, Alberta, Canada
T2G 478

Phone: (403) 264-4465
Fax: {403) 265-1299

Tell Free: 1-877-290-6285
Website: www.matl.ca

April 5, 2007

Greg Hallsten

Director’s Office

Montana Department of Environments] Quality
Lee Metcalf Building

1520 East Sixth Avenue

P.O. Box 200901

Helena, MT 59620-0901

Subject: Draft EIS corrections
Dear Mr. Hailsten,
Montana Alberta Tie Lid. (MATL) is writing to previde you with its proposed corrections
10 the Draft EIS. The corrections are presented in the order that they appear in the
decument.
If you have any comments or questiens, please contacl me.
Sincerely,
: f #_ / R
g gk wa«um{_

Bob Williams
Vice President. Regulatory

BEQ
DIRECTOR'S OFRICE

MONTANA ALBERTA TIE LTD

800, 615 Macleod Trail 5.E.
Calgary, Alberta, Canada
T2G 4T8

Phone: (403) 264-4465
Fax: (403) 265-1299

Toll Free: 1-877-290-6285
Website: www.matl.ca

April 9, 2007

Greg Hallsten

Director’s Office

Montana Department of Fnvironmental Quality
Lee Metcall Building

1520 East Sixth Avenue

P.O. Box 200901

Helena, MT 59620-0901

Subject: Replacement of Table 2.3-1 for Draft EIS

Dear Mr. Hallsten,

Montana Alberta Tie Ltd. (MATL) is writing to previde you with an updated Table 2.3-1,
{reference page 2-12 of the Draft EIS). Although an updated Table 2.3-1 was submitted
in our previous letter of “Drafi EIS Corrections”, dated April 5. 2007, please disregard
that particular table and instead replace it with the correct Table 2.3-1 attached. We
apologize for any inconvenience that this may have cansed.

If you have any comments or questions, please contact me.

Sincerely.

i 22/ s

Bob Williams
Vice President, Regulatory

RECEIVED

DEQ
DIRECTOR'S OFFICE
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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.

. Reference: Page 2-12, Table 2.3-1

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

] TABLE 2.3-1
TYPICAL DESIGN CHARACTERISTICS
Design Element H-frame Cheracteristic Monopale Characteristic
Line Ler}glh within Montana 130 miles s
(approximate)
Right-of-Way Width 45 feet 20 feet
4 . 30 feet on each side of 20 feet on each side of
Safety Zone Width Right-0i0Way Right-of-Way |
‘ i . 625 MVA @ 2120
] Thermal Capacity for 230-kV line Babrorheit Same —l
Nominal Voltage 230,000 voits (230-kV) Same
Conductor Size 1590 kemil Falcon Same
i B
= ; ACSR (aluminum core steel
{ Conductor Type reinforced) Same
[ Incorporated into optical
5 : 5 3/8-inch diameter ground wire (OPGW)
Overhead Shield Wire galvanized which has a diameter of
no more than 0.433 inches
Eleciric field at edge of right of way | 478kV/m 3.87kV/m i
Electric field at edge of safety zone 161 kV/m 171 kV/m
{ x:)g'nehc field at edge of right of 19146 mG 19795 mG |
| Magnetic field at edge of safety zone | 6275 mG 65.62 mG
Il;;]l:i:ttrnstahc short-circuit current 5 milliampere (mA) Saiiie
Structure Height above Ground
(approximate) 65 fect average 80 feet average
Length of Span (approximate) 800 feet ruling span 460 feet ruling span,
Minimum Ground Clearance of 22.57 foet @ 2120 S
Conductor Fahrenheit |
Typicai Structure Base Dimensions 2 poles: 1 feet x 2 feet 1 poie: 1.5 feet x 2 fuet
Land temporarily disturbed per site
for conductor reel and pole storage [ 10 acres Same
yards
‘ ;\::: required for each struchure 42 square feet 4 square feot i

2. Reference: Page 2-12, footnotc “a” below Table 23-1.

Commeats: Add the following information to footnote ‘a,” after the sccond sentence,
regarding long-span monopoles: “Long-span monopoles would require the same right of
way width as that for H-frame structurcs,”
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i

. Reference: Page 2-17, second bullet,

“Restoration™

Comments: “Restoration™ should be replaced with “Reclamation.”

- Reference: Pages 3-48, 3-51, and 3-52

“21 feet”

Comments;

. Reference: Page 3-103, third paragraph; Page 3-121, sccond paragraph.

“Avian collisions would be reduced as approved line marking devices would be installed
every 50 feet within a % mile buffer on either side of streams, rivers, or wetlands.”

Comments; Replace the words, “every 50 feet” with “according to manufacturers®
recommendations.” Please refer to MATL’s response to the DEQ's January 4, 2007
information request, bullet #7 for further information,

- Reference: Page 3-104, fourth paragraph.

*Activities would not disturb wintering animals as (he construction activities would occur
during the spring and summer months. In the avent that activities would occur within the
winter months, animals could be disturbed and potentially displaced; however,
disturbance within a specific ares would be temporary.”

Comments: Replace the word “would” in the third sentence with “may”, After the fourth
sentence, add the following text: “MATL would comply with all Fish and Wildlite
recommendations and restrictions to reduce disturbance 1o big game species™.

. Reference: Page 3-191, fifth paragraph.

“Potential impacts to system reliability from the Project and alternatives arc under
cvaluation by the NERC and will be disclosed in a report in early 2007.*

Comments: Replace “NERC” with “WECC.,”

Reference: Page 3-193, first bullet.

“Flows greater than 150 MW on the line would require voltage additions at Cut Bank to
compensate for line losses, such as these due 1o heat.”

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.
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Comments: This sentence is technically ineorrect. It should instead read:
than 150 MW on the line would require voMage support equipment at the
Substation, ta compensate for reactive losses.”

“Flows greater
Marjas

TABLE 2.3-1

|
TYPICAL DESIGN CHARACTERISTICS

| Design Element H-frame Characteristic Monopole Characteristic
Line Length within Monlana 130 miles S
approximate)
Right-of-Way Width 45 feet 20 feet

Safety Zone Width

30 feet on each side of
Right-of0iVay

20 feet on each side of
Right-of-Way

Thermal Capacity for 230-kV line 625 MVA @ 212 Fahrenheit | Same
Nominal Voltage 230,000 volts (230-kV) Same
Conductor Size 1590 kemil Falecon Same
Conductor Type ACSR {aluminum core steel A

reinforced)

Overhead Sheild Wire

3/8-inch diameter

Tncarporated into optical
ground wire (OPGW)

limit

galvanized which has a diameter of
no more than 0.433 inches
Electric field at edge of right of way | 4.78 kV/m 387 kV/m
Electric field at edgre of safety zone 161 kV/m 1.71kV/m
Magnetic {ield at edge of right of way | 19146 mG 127.95 mG
Magnetic field at edge of safety zone | $2.75 mG 65.62mG
Electrostatic short-circuit current 5 milliampere (mA) Satiie

Structure Height above Ground
{approximate)

65 feet average

80 feet average

Length of Span {approximate)

800 feet ruling span

460 feet ruling span,

Minimum Ground Clearance of
Conductar

21.1 feet @ 212° Fahrenheit

Same

Typical Structure Base Di

2 poles: 1 feetx 2 feet

1 pole: 1.5 feet x 2 feet

Land temporarily disturbed per site

for canductor reel and pole storage 10 acres Same
yards
Area roquired for vach structure base | 44 square feet 4 square feet

Response 344: Appropriate changes are included in Table
2.3-1.
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Comments on the Draft Envirenmental Impact Statement for
the Montana Alberta Tie Ltd. 230 kV Transmission Line

1. Fiber Opuig  [Comment 345

On page 2- 10 of the Draft EIS, the agency states: “No plans have been made 1o use the
exeess fiber capacity for commercial purposes.”

Six months ago, a document released by Tonbridge Power Inc. (of which MATL isa
wholly owned substdiary) included the following language:

In addition to transmission line revenues, the Company has begun fo
explore the commercial value of is fibre-optic capacity, The
Company has to build in shield wirc on the transimission line for
lightuning strikes, which wire has thirty six strands of fibre embedded
within it. A small portien of the Project’s fibre will be required for
the eperation and control of the line; accordingly substantial amourts
of the remaining fibre may be available for resale or rental 1o others,
The capital and eperating costs of such a business proposal are being
explored, as is the market potential.

1f the Company does in fact plan to gain revenue from the sale or rental of fiber optic
capacity, would this not aid in the recovery of the extra costs associated with Agency
Alternative 4, and make the alternative more economically feasible?

2. Increased Line Capacity ~|comment 345

On page 2-40) of the Draft EIS, the agency states: “Another related future action is the
potential upgrade of the MATL line from 300 MW in cach direction (600 MW tetal) to 400
MW in each direction (800 MW total). MATL may construct the line using conductors and
insulators designed to carty the additional wattage.”

In the same document referenced above, Tonbridge stated:

JMaimgcmmf‘s Discussion and Analysis, Sept. 30, 2006, p.11

Page 1

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 kemil 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

D.elmlcd ({gsign on tl_ac‘acmal-]ix}e route has commﬂcnced, o ﬂ'\% part is the regulatory statute under WhICh one permlttlng decision

of the design, the size and rating of conductor and the impact on

weight o pole requirements has been decided, ... . The Company has will be made. A revised discussion of costs to farm around
een advised the range of thermal capacity of the selected conductor, . . .

at acceptable line loss performance in the most adverse wind and structures 1s fOUl’ld in Section 3.13.

temperature condition, is at least ke to be 450 MWs or higher.?

If these larger wattage conductors are included in the construction costs referenced in Table
4.5-1, what would the cost be if MATL used conductors rated for the 300 MW capacity line?

Since the Company has chosen the larger capacity conductor, why should MATL be
able (o increase its revenue stream by 25% with little cost to itself, and yet be allowed to
claim it is not economically feasible to build the line as laid out in Agency Alternative 4?
The possibility of this increased revenue swream scems great considering the Company
received requests for 5 times the available capacity which was up for bid in the June 2006
capacity auction.’

3. Alternative Considered But Dismissed

On pages 2-45-47, four proposals were dismissed solely on the grounds of higher
costs: a} guyed vs. self-supporting angle and dead end structures, b} underground line, ¢}
monopoles, and d) tie-in to WAPA’s system at Shelby.

Why is 1t appropriate for the agency to dismiss alternatives based upon concern for
MATL’s costs (all of which are recoverable in the market) and yet ignore the costs incurred
by farmers when these line structures are placed diagenally in cropland? The agency admits
the costs to farmers are higher, but the preliminary approved route and design do not require
the Company to use monopoles placed on field lines.

For the agency to rely on the Company to somchow mitigate these increased costs
with some yet-to-be-calculated and agreed upon payment is not appropriate. The C ompany is
not required by law to make such payments and if no agreement can be reached as to the
amount of the payment, the farmer will simply have to absorb the increased costs when the
Company exercises its power of eminent domain to build the line. The agency, in its
preliminary selected action, seems willing to proteet MATL from any declared increased
costs, but is not willing to protect farmers from the same fate.

*1d,

hitg:www donbridgepower.com MA TLeco asp, 42

Page 2
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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.

This 1s not the proper balancing of factors the agency is supposed to use in order to
comply with the MFSA, MEPA, and ARM 17.20.1607.

4. Tax Revemues ~ [Cormmentam | Response 349: The Montana Environmental Poh‘cy Act requires
DEQ to disclose the costs to the applicant of its regulations,
Table 3.13-11 of the report sets out “Tax Benefit Estimates™ for the various countics fald
in which the line is to be built. The agency discusses these benefits as a positive Whether or not the cost can Properly be used asa dec151on
socioeconomic factor regarding the praposed praject. Hawever, these revenucs are very criterion. Costs must be considered under the Montana
possibly going to be cut by 75% when a bill supported by Gov. Schweitzer is introduced and . J el . . . .
passed by the current Legislature. 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

MATL has already negotiated sasements across porlions of the

e . . ’
proposed Project alignment. The cost to MATL is unknown. 1f payments made before a permit is issued are the applicant’s
MATL has already paid for right-of-way access to lands that Hili
may be crossed by the Altemative 2 alignment, and that responSIblhty.
alignment is not permitted, MATL may lose the money alrcady
spent.

5. MATL’s Easement Payments

On page 4-18 of the report, the agency discusses easement payments which are not
part of the proper legal analysis required of the Department:

The decision by MATL to seek and pay for easements on any particular route prior to this
agency’s review was a business decision it was free to make. It took such action at its own
risk, and the agency should not base decisions about the project on any such payments. There
appears to be no legal authority for such a consideration.

Respeetfully submitted this 27" day of March, 2007, at the Conrad heariing.

Katrina Wilson Martin
1720 24" Ln NE
Dutton, MT 59433
463-2337
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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

Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the Montana Alberta Tie Led. 230 kV Transmission Line

I. Re. Circular MFSA-2 Comment 350 of its preferred facility location. MFSA-2 does not

I believe the Department’s tentative preferred altcmative does not comply with completely govern DEQ's selection of a preferred alternative.

o ol R T o o e e ictachicve 5 e alance sucmy Other required findings are listed in 75-20-301, MCA and in
Did MATL's assessment under Section 3.7 include the requirements specified in (6), ARM 17.20.1607. MAT[.,’S application contained f‘he

and if so, what was the Department's finding on this issuc? assessment of public attitudes and concerns required by

2. Re. ARM Title 17, Ch. 20 MFSA'2(3-7)(6)-

I don’t find where the Department complied with the language in 17.20.1604(1) as to

discouned net prescnt alue of bnefis,c 1s this no resuired eltive 1o subsection (o) Response 351: If DEQ is able to make the findings necessary for
- - certification, the findings, including findings on public
S b ST S e e LU T interest, convenience and necessity, will be set forth in the
Record of Decision.
L o et R Response 352: If DEQ is able to make the findings necessary for

light of the discussion in the body of the Draft EIS as to adverse impacts on farming.
3. Re. ARM Title 17, Chapterd, Subchapter 6

The Draft EIS does not sufficiently consider the items included in 17.4.608(1)

certification, the findings, including findings on the need for
the facility, will be set forth in the Record of Decision.

The Executive Summary does not include discussion of all of the items required by ini
17.4.61603) N — =y Response 353: Thank you for your opinion. See response to

T TTEE T e it = _ _ comment 351. The supplemental draft EIS contains

- Asto 1/.4.617, there 15 insufficient discussion under (7) and (9). € ompensation to . . . :
affected farmers is only mentioned in passing, and there are no firm numbers regarding additional analySIS of the prOpOSEd pr0]eCt,S lmpaCt on
compensation. The agency’s tentative preferred alternative seems to have been chosen only . : 3 1
on grounds of cost considerations for the applicant. Section 4.5 of the Draft EIS (p.4-17) farmlng. If DEQ 1S able to make the flndlngs necessary fOI‘
states: “Alternatives and mitigation measures that are required by federal or state laws and L . . . . . . . L
regulations to meet minimum environmental standards do not need to be evaluated for extra Certlflcatlon’ the flndlngs’ lnCIudlng flndlngs on minimuin
adverse environmental impacts, will be set forth in the
Pl 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.

Response to Comments 144



MATL Transmission Line EIS

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.”

Response to Comments 145



MATL Transmission Line EIS

[Comment 356

(Continued)
costs to the proponent.” The body of the Draft EIS makes it clear that monopeles located on
fieid lines and along field edges minimize the significant adverse impact as to land use which
is one of the items required to be considered under DEQ rules and statutes. So can cost to
MATL properly be considered in allowing it to ignore the findings of the Department
contained in §3.1.3.27

4. Re. Title 70-1-208, MCA

Throughout the Draft E18, mention is made of “various planned wind encrgy projects
that would likely be implemented if the MATL linc was constructed.” See for example 7able
4.0-1. However, under §70-1-208(11), MCA, “..rclated future actions may only be
considered when these actions are under concurrent consideration by any agency through
preimpact statement studies, separate impact stalement evaluations, or permit processing
procedures.” Are any of the above-reference “planned wind energy projects” at a stage to be
properly considered in the Draft EIS? 1If so, how do these projects actually impact the
Department’s decision on a possible certificate for MATL?

i

5. Re. Table 4.5-1

Since the construction cost to MATL seems to have been the determining factor in
choice of the tentative preferred alternative, should not the Department have sought
independent verification of MATL’s declared cost comparison regarding moropoles? It
seems especially important to do so now that the record shows clear evidence from a reliable
source that the cost difference may not be as great as MATL says.' Also does the cost
estimate included in this table reflect the fact MATL is using larper conductors—what would
the cost dilference be if MATL used conductors appropriate to the 600 MW line envisioned
in its application?

MATL says it cannot absorb any increase in construction costs, but it has already
agreed to an increase of $30M (CDN) from its original estimate in 2005.* A recent corporate

document explains the reason for the increase: oo 350

T'he testimuny of Mr. Dolan of Kootenai Electric Cooperative at the Corrad hearing.

2l"unbndgn: Power lue.. Management's Discussion and Anafvsiy for the Year Ended December 31,2006
pie
Page 7

T Comment 358

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

The Corporation decided on the installation of larger conductor estimates.

1o lake advantage of the various capacity requests it has received Commeni 656

to date, although larger conductor is heavier and requires larger (Continued)

poles with greater load strength, therefore increasing cost. ... Response 361: The agencies are not required to choose a

the Corporation has, with assistance from SNC. optimized the ) .

cost of 2 transmission line with greater cupacity and hence larger preferred alternative based Only on cost to the apphcant. The

poles with the necessary increased load bearing capability. Such _ : : :

increase in available transfer capacity of electical [sic] encrgy is statement in Section 4.5 of the March 2007 dOCllITle];’lt 1

expected to be up to 100% above the initial design simply a statement of fact of the regulatory restrictions

considerations. Such capacity increase in included in the costs . . . :

estimates provided Eiict and represents most of the cost analysis required by the Montana Envu‘onmenta@ Policy Act.

inerease gver previous estimates.” The legal requirement to disclose the regulatory impact on
So this company is not afraid to spend exira money; its financicrs must not be concerned the apphcant's prlvate property I'IghtS apphes Only to the
about loaning more money for speculative future gain. The Company poes on fo say this a licant and not to other people who mlght be affected by
tature expansion “is (o speculative to merit in its regulatory findings,” however it is not too pp R R Lt ,
speculative to foist this larger line onto affected landowners. These landowners can have the permittlng action. This is a matter of laW, not DEQ S

their cropland condemned for a line which will be built with twice the capacity as that for
which the Company applied for a certificate from the Department.

choice. The cost to the applicant may be a factor in the
permitting decision, but it is not the only factor.

Funderstand economic cost to the applicant is part of the equation in determining the
substance of the certificate issued by the Department. Itjust does not seem right thet the cost
analysis apparently does not have to match up with the applicant’s actual plans. This
company has applied for permission to build a 600 MW line (300 each way), What is the
actual cost analysis for Table 4.5-1 if the costs are for that 600 MW line, not a line that is
going to have double the capacity? What are the objectively quantifiable costs of monopole
versus H-frame structures? Shouldn’t the Department have to find out these things in order
to make a credible decision on the application?

In §4.5 of the Draft EIS, the Department states its tentative preferred altemnative “. .
would impose the Jeast regulation on MATL’s private property rights while reducing
environmental impacts.” 15 the Department required 1o choose the preferred aliernative based
upon least regulation of the applicant’s private property rights, i so, what is the authority for
such a requirement? What about the least regulation of the private property rights of those
landowners who are going to be stuck with these structures in perpetuity? What gives the
Department the right to favor least regulation of the company’s property rights over thosc of]

the landowners who are subject to condemnation for this line? T

*Tonbridee Power e, dunual fnformation Forn for the Fisca! Year Ended December 31 2006_p 14,
dated 31 March 2007,
Page 2
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Response 362: The Montana Legislature enacted the Major
Facility Siting Act to implement the environmental

In 84.4 the Department states: “Because Allermnative 4 contains additional provisions set forth in Article H, Section 3, and Article IX of
environmental mitigation measures for avoiding adverse impacts to larming, riparian areas, . . : : ] ion
and surface water, this alternative presents the most protective alternative for the the Montana Constitution. DEQ Wlll make its cert}flcatlo. .
maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity of the cnvironment while decision based on the ﬁndings requlred by the Ma]or FaClhty
benefitting socjo-economic resources.” When the Department balanced the factors o make o . . : : :
its decision, upparently these clear benefits of Alternative 4 are not entitled to as much Sltlng Act in Section 75'20'3011 MCA. These flndlngs will be
weight as he least regulation of MATL’s property rights. Is this a proper interpretation of set forth in the Record of Decision.

the strong environmental protection provisions set forth in our state’s Constitution and the
varous statules adiministered by the Department? Comment 362

Thank you very much for your consideration of these comments,

Respectfully submitted this 24th day of April, 2007 .

Katrina Wilson Martin
1720 24% Ln NE
Dutton, MT 59433
463-2337
katrinamig:3rivers.nel

Page 4
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Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the Montana Alberta Tie Led. 230 kV Transmission Line

My name 1s Katrina Martin; my neighbors and [ farm east of Dutton. On their behal £

and my own, [ rise in support of the Agency Alternative in the Draft EIS.

Alternative 4 properly balances ail the various factors the Montana statutues and the
Department’s administrative rules require. In the EIS’s comparisen of the alternatives,
Alternative 4 1s superior to the others in every way except minor impact to wetlands and the
need for additional stream crossings.

Most importantly it minimizes the negative effects on land use, Eighty-eight percent
(88%) of the study area is agricultural land, 69% is dryland cropland/CRP." Reducing
adverse impacts to this category of land 15 obviously critical in maintaining a balance
between the benefits and disadvantages of the proposed project; the effects on cropland
should be entitled to great weight when comparing the alternatives.

Although Alternative 4 is 10 miles longer than the tentatively preferred Altemative 2,
it crosses 5 fewer miles of cropland/CRP." Even more importantly, the line crosses
diagonally on 50% less cropland (27 miles versus 53 miles), and has a N/S, E/W onientation
on 60 miles versus 40 miles.” These are huge considerations for the ag producers on the
ground.

Altemmative 4 also specifies the use of a long-span monopole structure in
cropland/CRP. Such structures are obviously much Jess onerous to farm around and, when
placed on field lines or at the edge of fields, they substantially reduce the long-term negative
impacts on farming.

MATL states monopoles are more expensive to ercct than the H-frame structures it
wants to use. The cost difference used in the Draflt EIS is $5 million. This constitutes a
possible one-time expense which would greatly mitigate the life-time negative impact these
structures place on farmers; such costly impacts, while not quantified by the agency, were
clearly recognized and acknowledged.

Five million dollars is a lot of money; some say MATL cannot possibly be expected to
spend that extra money to build the line described in Alternative 4. The total cost of the line

'Draft EAS, page FS-8: Table 3.1-2.
*Id., Table 3.1-4.

*Id., Tuble 3.1-3.

Page [

15 projected at $100 million dollars or so; five percent extra hardly seems to justify wreaking
cconomic hardship on so many folks on the ground.

MATL"s retusal to spend the additional money comes at the same time its parcnt
company, Tonbridge Power Inc., is telling prospective investors the following:

“... the unique design ol MATL’s, FERC approved take or pay
contracts, has provided the project with sufficient contracted
revenues to date, ... , to yicld $28 4 million in revenues with low
expected costs in the first year after commissioning.*

... annual revenues of $28.4 million by mid-2009 [will] increase
ata contractual inflator rate of 2.5% per annum thereafter. Over
the life of the project, gross revenue from these new twenty-five
vear contracts and existing long terin contracts should total close
to CHNS900 million.”

To me those numbers are staggering. This company is going to generatc three-quarters of a
billion US dollars in revenue, with low off-setting costs, over a 25-year period. Is it any
wonder farmers are unwilling to accept the notion that the company cannot possibly afford to
build Alternative 47

We farmers have been told all of us have to sacrifice for the common good; we heard
that scntiment expressed at the two carlicr hearings. The degree of anger and resentment
feel when T hear such comments is hard to control. We are willing to sacrifice for the
common good. We are not here arguing for the “No Action” alternative; we have never tried
to stop the censtruction of this line. We all use electricity. We all want to see economic
development in our region, but new development cannot properly be built on the backs of
those who have long been engaged in the existing economic development.

Most of us are third or fourth generation Montanans who have farmed here for
decades; we arc committed to the state and to the land. We are more than willing to sacrifice
for this ling, even though it is a “merchant line” created merely for the profit of the owner.
Our sacrifice however, should only require having to accommeodate and farm around 90 miles
of menopoles which will stand forever in our cropland. We should not have to sacrifice
more just because this company may have to spend an extra $5million of its eventual $750
million.

“hitp:#www.lonbrid gepower.com/index.aspx

“hitp:/fwww tonbrid gepower.com/MATLeco.asp
Page 2
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Response 363: Comment noted.

As with cverything 1 hife, there is a right way and a wrong way to do things.

Alternative 4 is the right way to build this power line
Comment 363
. (Continued)
TI'hank you very much.

Respectlully submitied this 29" day of March, 2007, at the hearing in Great Falls, MT.

Katrina Wilson Martin
1720 24% Ln NE
Dutfon, MT 39433
463-2337

katrinanya:

Page 3
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Response 364: Comment noted.
RECEIVED |
Response 365: Comment noted. Costs and risks of the MATL

41240 ﬁlPR 25 2[;{.‘\7 . . :
e —_— line to Montana are discussed in the draft EIS. Thed beneflts

ATTN: GREG HALLSTEN . 3 na are discussed in

MT DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY - DIRECTORS OFpicp  2'RECTOR'S OFFICE and cost of the MATL line tO‘M(')I‘lta Montans

b Sections 1.2 and 3.13. Potential impacts to Monta

HELENA, MT 59620-0901 | ‘ .
customers are discussed in Section 3.13.

Mr. Hallsten,
N Response 366: Comment noted. See response to comment 365.

) i roposed line

I'would Iike 1o address the issue of the MATL lines from Alberta to Great Falls and The draft EIS notes that visual lmpaCtS of thedpf P id
beyond. History halds a roadmap for us all to follow but will we have the wisdom to look : ffects from wind farms wou
and foliow? would be long term. V{sual e ‘ OF

also be present for the life of these projects. DEQ
The late renowned Montana Historian, K. Ross Toole, was very clear in his books and . . A d F) state that When
classes at the University of Montana in the 1970’s and 1980°s. Morc than ever Montana environmental spec1f1cat10ns ( ppendix | .
needs to change it's direction regarding out of state businesses taking advantage of our .. . . d or usefu struc ures,
great stale and it’s pristine environment. Mr. Toole was adamant ahout the “rape” of pur the transmission line is no longer use 4
state beginning with the Copper Kings in the late 1800°s and the industrial giant d I'Olll'ld wires Shall be removed and

ERuL Ees e D o e conductors, and g ] .
Standard Oil and the Butte it mines. This foilowed by the Coal Strip plunder in £astern K . h d utlll’led in the
Montana. disturbed areas reclaimed using methods o o
: i mimissioning o

All of these mega-companies came to Montana and took from our environment without reclamation and revegetatlon plan. ]DbeCO ) tg ners
remorse and left their unbelievable scars on Montana's irreplaceable beauty. The single . r as agreed to between project o
thing that makes our beautiful land so special to us is seemingly bought and sold in g wind farms could occu g
cavalier manner by corporate concerns from outside with the uncaring blessing of our ) al’ld 1 andowners_

state government,

For a paltry few jobs - MATL admits, our starving “hi-line” commerce moguls will sell

themsclves in spite of ruined land prices and housing prices near the proposed power
lines. They are asking us to ignore the probable lost agriculture jobs and revenue for

many years in the future due to these lines, Onee again, out of state or out of country

companies will build these lines with aut-of-state contractors for distribution of out of

country power being sent out of state, Montana is left with nothing but the detritus of

monster towers and lines for the next hundred vears.  One is always reminded of what we

give up when we succumb to ceonomic temptations - please look at the pit in Butte and

try not to feel like our state has been “raped”.

Finally, we arc supposed to be placated by the possibility of selling wind power and the

“green energy” of 400 foot wind turbine towers. We are again seduged by the lure of
“fools gold”. Wind turbines owned and built by out-of-state companics for the use of out-

of-state cities and companies for, once again, an insignificant number of jobs. If 175 foot

tall power lines are detrimental fo our view-shed and farming environment, hundreds of
unregulated 400 fool tall wind turbines will only compound the tailspin of our
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Response 367: Comment noted.

e
f Response 368: Comment noted.

agricultural problems in these areas, These towers may stand for 100 years, in use or not
because there are no building regulations governing the size and viability of these mega-
Slructures.

Montana will doubtless bear the scars of these power and wind structures much as we
carry the unbelievable destruction of the Butte “pit”. The owners of these structures will

benefit from them and live elsewhere. The beneficiaries of this power wiil live elsewhere,

[They won't have to live with these menstrosities as we wiil and Montana wil] ONCE again

sell it’s environmental soul for o few pieces of “foals gold"”,

God bless us! The environmental legacy we leave for our children will bring us shame if
we continue this path, ruch as we rue those that left us the Butte pit. We don't learn our

lessons very well it seems, Comment 368

Steven Sherburne
4" Gencration Montanan
East Glacier Park
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Response 369: Comment noted.

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

ELS FARMS, Inc. .

% SHEETEL S FARME l":)m% P Response 371: Owners of wind farms who have contracted for
O UORTRTIRGS Shom ey et a2 services with MATL are found in Table 4.1-2. In addition,

AR, 20 RECEIVED the transmission tariff is set by FERC, not by the agencies.

MAY 01 2007

Mr. Tom Ring s . .. .

Facility Siting Program DEQ ! EMB Response 372: Your opinion is noted. See response to comment

Montana Department of Environmental Quatity

P. 0. Box 200901 365.

Helena, MT 59620-0901
Re: Montana Alberta Tie Ltd. 230 kV Transmission Line
Dear Mr. Ring;

Thank you for the opportunity of again voicing our concerns about the above power line,

Naturally since we are one of the farmers who will be farming around another set of

power line poles we are skeptical of the benefit of this line. There is no doubt MATL,

and various parties with a political agenda, have made a wonderful case for this line.
Mostly touting it’s ability to attract wind power. We're also all for wind power. We

aren’t against transmission lines either, recognizing they are necessary. We are, however,

against the random, construction of power lings where no long term planning has been

done. This is quite evident in the Great Falls north corridor.

We look to the Montana Department of Environmental Quality; transmission lines should

only be built when and where they are needed. We don’t believe a need for this fine

exists. Many potential wind farms never materialize as demonstrated by MATL’s initial

contracts and whal they claim to have now. A transmission contract with a wind farm

that might materialize can't be construed as fulfilling a need, or a reason to build a

transmission line.

If'this Tine is built, and since MATL has made such a strong case for its interest in wind

power, we think its imperative that MATI. be required to provide connections, at its cost,

for the wind power contracts it claims to have, and be required to transmit that power at

competitive rates. We think the Montana Department of Environmenta Quality should
examine, in detail, MATL’s wind farm contracts. Are they similar to GE Energy Inc. and

Trans Canada Power contracts?

As was pointed out in our initial response of December 30, 2005, we question the motive

of MATLs interest in wind power since their economic analysis ”ABB Consulting
System Feasibility Study” made no mention of transmitting Montana generated wind

power. Their interest seems to be more in line with an Enron type activity, An economic

analysis needs to be done to justify the need for this line. We know this line has very

limited capability to help service the vast potential markets to the south.
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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

We still remember MATL's initial response Lo our question; “Why don't you connect at response to comment 40.
either Shelby or Cut Bank?” Tt was, because it would not be economically feasible to pay
the tariffs on the existing lines, Certainly not a reason, or a need, for a third line to the

same area Response 374: Comment noted.
Remember MATL expects to make $28.4 million in revenues with low expected costs in

the first year after commissioning." There should be ne financial problem with being fair

with landowners and doing it right. They should be required to avoid cropland wherever

possible, use single poles, provide wind power connections, and a method of msuring
payments of easements and maintenance since we are dealing with a foreign company

As slated in an earlier response, routing No. 4 with alignment north of existing lines on
our farm is unacceptable

Sheffels Farms, Inc. o
o dlle’ iy

9 e e —
John Sheffels Jim Sheffels

Enc.

! huip:fiw ww tonbridgepower cony
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Response 375: Comment noted. Montana Preservation Alliance
been added to the list of interested parties.

Hallsten, Greg

From: chere@preservemontana.org
Posted At: Monday, April 30, 2007 11:16 PM
Conversation: MATL comments from MPA
Posted To MATL

Subject: MATL comments from MPA

&)

MATL comments
from MPA.doc (18...
Dear Mr.¥allsten

Comment 375

We are writing to offer our perspective on the Montana-Alberta Tie Line project, proposed
te run from Great Falls to Lethbirdge, aAlberta. Before we de, however, we would noce thart
a large number of interested groups representing various public audiences were contacred
and consulted during the developmenz of the alterratives discuszsed ir the EIS. However,
groups interested in the cultural rascurces in the area were dlradeguately represented. We
would rcquesz, therefore, that in future discussions of thisg project and other EIZ
processes that DEQ is coordirating, that the cultural herit of our state not be
overlooked. Plzase add Montara Preservation Alliance to the st of interested public ard
pariies to be consulted as proposals which may impact Montana’s cultural *egources are
developesd.

Thank you for the opportunily to comment.
Sincerely,
Chere Jiusto

Executive Director

Montana Preservaticn Alliance
516 W. Park Ave., Suite A
Helena, MT 59601
406-457-2822

mail2web.com - Microsoft nge solutiona from a leading provider
attp://link.mail2web.com/Business/Exchange

Response to Comments 155



MATL Transmission Line EIS
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MoxTtana
PrEsFRYATION
ALLIaNGCE

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

Meontana Department of Environmental Quality

Director’s Office yet available. Thorough cultural resource inventories have

PO Box 200901 . ef e . . . .

Helena, MT 59620-0901 now been completed, identifying .all historic properties in
A close proximity to the proposed right-of-way and addressing

issues such as landscape and traditional cultural properties.

Dear Mr. Hallsten, . . .
— There is not a serious oversight on our part; the draft EIS was

We write to express our interest in the Montana-Alberta Tie Line (MATL) : 1 1 i istoric
project and its potential impacts to cultural resources. It appears that with not lntended to SatISfy SeCtlon 106 Of the Natlonal H X
exception of No Action Alternative |, the other Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 all Preservation Act and the data analys]s was not yet avallable
pose a threat to cultural resources across a broad range — from prehistoric . . .

tipi rings, buffalo jumps and rock cairns, to historic farmsteads, ranches f()r IHCIUSIOH mn the draft EIS.

and roadways.

We are concemned that with regard to cultural resources, only impacts . L]

arising from direct ground disturbance were considered and evaluated Response 377: In most areas, the eXIStlng landscape has been
within the context of this EIS. No consideration is given to visual impacts 1£1 1 ral ursuits
af this high-vollage transmission fine on the integrity of cultural resources Completely mOdlerd by the adve‘nt Of agrlcul.tu p ’
1n proximity to the MATL ling, nor is the cumulative effect of constructing and both residential and industrial construction. No

this major line and the host of wind cnergy projeets that it will engender L. . . .o
discussed or considered in hercin, traditional cultural properties or landscapes were identified
This is & scrious oversight, one that potentially will result in undue harm to by the recent cultural resources mventory.

cultural resources because the DEQ has elected not to pursue historical
research on a scale that would adequately evaluate and synthesize the

potential broad impacts of this project and its cumulative effects on cultural Response 378: The cultural resource inventory that was
resources throyghout the region, We note that the Blackfeet raised . . . .
concerns over impacts to traditional cultural landscapes and we share lhal conducted addressed historic and prehlstorlc contexts and
concern. The arca to be opened to energy development via this power line . . .o 1l
1s large, there are many outstanding cultural resources of local, state and evaluated site 51gn1flcance within those contexts. A buffalo
national significance, and they deserve serious and carelul management 1o . . . epe .
avoid serious loss of resources and heritage. The fact that there were ]ump site was 1dent1f1ed by the CUItural resource 1nventory'
buffalo jumps within the alignments, for example, reflects the fact thal this As this concern is locale specific, if this alternative is chosen,
high plains region lies within a region where buffalo jumps attain their . .
highest density on the North American continent, This is the kind of the actual location of the proposed power line will be
information that must be developed and evaluated within the framework of . . . . . . .
historic context and prospective significance, to intelligently and carefully adjusted to avoid direct impacts to the prehistoric site. In
plan the trajectory of 2 major linear energy project such as the Montana- . . . . :
Alberta Tic Line. i it ] almost all cases, avoidance of prehistoric sites is the

. oy . . . on
Since this EIS is issued jointly with the Department of Energy, we must preferred Ch01ce Of mltlgatlng ImpaCtS’ and po.le %ocatlons
question the process as it fails to follow the Scction 106 consultation the selected alternative will be adjusted to avoid 1mpacts to
process as defined under the National Historic Preservation Acl. We note .
that consultation with SHPO is characterized as ongoing, and that an 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

unanticipated discoveries plan ts vet 1o be developed. According to federal

Jaw, it s critical to conduct consultation regarding culiural resources in a issues have been addressed in the cultural report. Formal
timely way, and that this include adequate historical research and inventory . . . .
to he able to identify potential historic sites, districts, and landscapes that Consultatlons Wlth the SHPO and Wlth the BlaCkfeet Natlon
may be affected by this project. The approach of simply reviewing existing . : :
literature and site data is not sufficient to ascertain whether cultural i and the Confederated SahSh and Kootenai Tribes were
landscapes, rural historic districts, and other imporiant resources will be initiated in ]uly 2007. As stated in response to comment 68
impacted by the construction of this project and the potential for . .
cumulative associated impacts. above, some of the wind generation proposed to be

Given these facts, a full assessment of cultural landscape values and COHStruCted in Montana has not Yet been dESigned and
significant historical sites remains to be developed for the corridor Lo be : : :
traversed by the MATL Jine, Furthermore, the cumulative effects of siting therefore cannot be analyzed m detall‘ Nevertheless’ thlS
large windfarms throughout north ceniral Monlana in conjunction with 1 1 1 1 1 1
opening this transmission grid must be studied. Interested parties, Draft EIS contains dlSCuS.SlOI'l Of the 1mpacts aSSOCIated Wlth
including affected Indian tribes and historic and cultural organizations wind farm deVElOpment m Chapter 4,

should be consulted and their perspectives incorporated into final decisions
on development of this transmission line and the siting of powerline

structures. . . . . .

— Response 381: Appropriate cultural investigations and analysis

l‘:;filulwc ul‘l‘w‘eluom‘e‘Llhs p,m,em,id] f:ol' ecormnu‘c devel{ipmf:ﬂll land clu';m Wlu be Conducted When SuCh large Wlnd farm prOjeCtS and

gy generation, 1t 1s imperative that cultural resources be given equal

and adequate consideration in the planning, implementation and power line facilities are proposed_ Cultural resource

construction phascs of such a major development. . . .
evaluations are largely locale specific and speculating about

Please keep us informed of any further plans and opportunitics to consult elege

o0 s relbiod et 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

Sincerely,

Chere Jiusio

Execuive Director lacking. This information is not necessary for certification of
Montana Preservation Alliance .. . .
516 N Park Ave, Suitc A the transmission line. Wind farm developers would

el S 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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Page | of 1

Hallsten, Greg
From: Calanthe Wilson-Pant [kaalipant@gmail.com]
Posted At: Monday, April 30, 2007 10:44 PM
Conversation: Montana-Atberta Line

Posted To:  MATL

Subject: RE: Montana-Alberta Line

Dear Mr, Hallsten,

Comments 333 through 387

Tam writing in favor of the line to Alberta from Great Falls, Since any electricity developed in the Great
Falls area currently is extremely limited to distribution, given the lack of connection to the grid, | feel
this is very important for the economic development of the Great Falls area. Especially, I am excited

%8| about the development of wind electricity, [ am also in faver of the IGCC plant planned for the

385] Industrial park north of Great Falls. I feel that this line is impertant for that plant as well. Montana needs

85| L0 look more to cooperation with Canada for economic development. T do hope that provisiens can be
made to minimize the impact on the farmers, such as putting the poles along the field edges as opposed

to the middle of the fields. The equipment now used for farming has become so large that I am sure it is
very difficull to maneuver around a major obstacle.

Sincerely,

M. Calanthe Wilson-Pant, M.D.

Board Certified Family Physician,
Occupational Physician,

Board Eligible Clinical Geneticist,

Member of Citizens for Clean Energy,

P.0. Box 581

Cascade, MT 59421

406-468-4067

Email: calaathew ilsont atumni, bowdain.edy

5/1/2007

Response 383: Comment noted.
Response 384: Comment noted.
Response 385: Comment noted.
Response 386: Comment noted.

Response 387: Comment noted.

Response to Comments

160



MATL Transmission Line EIS

Message

Response 388: Comment noted.
Page 1 0f1

Response 389: The agencies recognize the trend of increasing
Hallsten, Greg

- . . o size of farming implements but cannot predict with much
From: tex and dianna crawford [texdi@tetonwireless.net] accurac future equlpmel’lt sizes‘
Posted At: Menday, April 30, 2007 9:54 PM y
Conversation: power ling ‘
o i Lol Response 390: The agencies have worked with consultants to
_— . 53 h 391 3
Subject  powerline better quantify the costs of the line to farmers. See Section
I'm a third generation farmer with the fourth generation involved on this farm., I' d with the b f poles . . :
and the‘ line crnsm‘r:);farnr:grm:nd on aon ang\en? |ﬁi:“ljk thavtuii:: st?:cture:;ﬁoufgbzcgﬁwggepnm and?hgﬁigg%?neg& 313 for addltlonal 1nformat10n.
down the edge of a field or paraileling for less impact on agriculteral land. The implements that we are now using
are 60 to 70 feet wide and sprayers are 100 to 130 feel wide. How by

ig is this equipment going to be 20 years
from now? The impact of time and cost to the producer to go around these poles and not to mention the extra
inputs (chemicals, fertilizer, etc). |also have questions on the use of GPS as we are using this naw on every trip
across the field. Fertilizing, seeding, spraying, guidance aj

: ised discussion of potential impacts to
ok : dance and combine el have & GPS receiver and compurer o Response 391: See the revise : poter Impacts |
e 1 M G el sty e s nor G GPS reception as a result of line construction in resp e

Ted, Rubye, , Di and Cory C . . . : H X
Sl comment 599 and the discussion of impacts in sections
and 3.4.
57172007
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Response 392: Comment noted.

Response 393: Based in part on comments received on the.joint
A 207 March 2007 document, DOE has decided to prepare this EIS.
M. Cireg Hallsten To clarify, this document is a Federal draft EIS and State
v supplemental draft EIS published jointly by the DEQ and

Montana Department of Environmental Quality

P.0. Box 200901 DOE.

Helena, Montana 59620

RN Response 394: DOE published a Notice of Intent to Prepare an
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Tmpact Statement Environmental Impact Statement in the Federal RegISter on
(DEIS)Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd. (MATL) 230-k v

Transmission Line. These comments are being submitled on April 30, 2007, within the cxtended ]une 7 , 2007 (72 FR 31569)

comment deadline. [ trust that the Department of Encrgy will also receive these comments
through vour office, since my comments mostly relate to the National Environmental Policy Act

4

) : i nd
{NEPA) pracess Response 395: An expanded discussion of DOE S purpose'a

| am in an unusual situation because my land in Pondera County - the 160 acre farm/homestead need and the criteria used by DOE in grantmg or denylng a
that has been in my family for nearly 100 years — would be impacted by any of the Action X . .. . . Ch t 1

Allemnatives outlined in the DEIS. [ wish to make it clear that [ am not interested in having this Presidential permlt 1S prOVldEd m ap er 1.

power line cross my property. [ support the No Action ulternative. Despite my personal
opinions, there are still problems with the DEIS and the procedures that have been foliowed 1o
date.

Here are a few of the most substantive comments on the DEIS document:

Tvpe of Document t383
There is apparently some confusion over whether this is an EA or a DEIS under NEPA.

According to the document, it is a Montana BIS, but o Federal EA. The Notice of Intent in the
Federal Register in November 2005 was (o prepare an EA. While it makes sense (o eombine the
two documents, it causes confusion as to whether the deeision document under NEPA wouid be
a Record of Decision. If not, then a Federal EIS might still need to be completed, because an
EIS is the appropriate document under NEPA for a project of this size and controversy level,
that potentially affects so many people and the human environment.

There was 1o explanation as to the reasons behind the extension of the comment period 10 April

30, 2007. While this document may meet all of the requirements to serve as an EIS under
NEPA, if the status of the document has been changed, or is going fo be changed, that needs to

be fully disclosed to the public and a new Notice of Intent should be published in the Federal

Register,

Purpose and Need

The DEIS does not contain a strong purpose and need for this praject as required by NEPA. Tt

contains a purpose, and a statement of “bencfits” to the State of Montana. The benefits listed [Somment 335
may mect state legal requirements, but they are h ardly public benefits. The benefits stated by the
applicant make it clear that the primary purpose is to financially benefit the owner/operator
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There is no true public purpose for this project. The stated “need” used to fulfill NEPA
requirements is vague and contrived and based only on the profit to be made from shipping

Monlana energy to Canada, with vague discussions of possible new electrical generating projects
somewhere in Montana. Tt is hard to believe that this meets requirements set by the Council en
Lnvironmental Quality.

In addition, it is frequently stated that the proposed power line 1s a 600-MW line, but the EA/EIS

also says that, in reality, it is a 300-MW line as clectricity does not flow in both directions af the

same time. Electricity will most likely flow only from south to north since Montana makes more

power than it consumes. This even further clarifies that therc is little, if any, benefit to Montana

other than profit for a few people to the potential detriment of many. Making a profit is fine,
But before we issue a permit for this type of international Pproject, there should be some reat

public need and benefit.

Public Participation
Section 1.3.1 states that the DOL mailed a copy of the Federal Register notice of November 18,

2005 to each owner of land on the MATL-proposed corridor. [ never received any

correspondence trom DOE, even though [ am the registered landowner, and my tax records are
readily available. The farmer that leases [y property says he did not receive any notice. My

first notification came on December 28, 2005 in the form ofa telephone call from Compton
Signatures on behalfof MATL. This notification came after the three public scoping mectings

held in December 2005. Even though T expressed concern about this projecet to both Compton
Signatures and the Montana DEQ, | still did not receive notification from DOE of the public

meeting in Cut Bank on June 26, 2006,

Throughout the scoping period, and the earl v stages of the DEIS, 1 was asked by Complen
Signatures to sign right-of-way (ROW) papers. When ! asked ahout the need for NEPA
planning, I was told it was “well underway.” 1did some checking and found out that the contract
to write the FIS had not yet been issued. Later, after many more attempts to get me to sign ROW
docurents, I was contacted by MATL's attorneys with two registered letters that menti oned, if
not threatened, condemnation of a ROW on my properly. Yet, at this point, the EIS was only
about 50% complete, according to the Maontana DEQ, and the State of Montana had not vet
sclected a preferred alternative. This is not the appropriate sequence of events and it
certainly shows bias and intent by MATL to pre-select an alternative while the range of
reasonable alternatives was still being developed. This was likely intimidating to many
landowners, and many people probably did not realize that NEPA planning was underway
and that they were not required to sign the documents.

Cumulative Effects Comment 400

While the environmental effects for the power line itself are well analyzed, the DEIS does not
adequately address cumulative effects and the effects of related future actions in Cascade, Teton,
Chouteau, Pondera, Taole, and Glacier Counties, Since this is a speculative merchant ling, there
are any number of major future actions - wind farms, hybrid energy projects, and even coal
plants - that could be the result of the construction of this power line. The issuance of permits to
construet this for-profit line would be the cause of the additional projects, which could have huge
environmental Impacts in north central Montana, Some of these projects would be on private

Response 396: As noted in response to comment 395, an
expanded discussion of DOE’s purpose and need a.nd th.e
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 bfe?n o
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 addre§s 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 rea'sopably
foreseeable as a result of construction of the transmission
line, but it is not possible to anticipate any other fqrm 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.

mment 400 .
Gonimued Response 402: Although the capacity of the proposed.
land and would not require further NEPA analysis. Thercfore, a more thorough review of related transmission line has been fully subscrlbed, thereis a degree
future actions and cumulative effects is warranted. If it is unclear what the effects might be, then X . d . d location Of
this line should not be permitted. of uncertalnty regardlng the exact esign an |
. ne.

Wind eneryry can be a desirable type of energy development if it replaces fossil fuels and dirtier energy pI'O]eCtS that would connect to the pI‘OROSQd mne
types of encrgy generation and is used locally. But it still has an impact. Additional wind Chanter 4 contains a discussion of the general 1mpaCtS
generation in Montana at this point only adds lo the environmental mapacts and the number and ap e .
foot print of encrgy development projects with no real benefit io the people of Montana other associated with wind farm development and Operatlon.

than profit for a few,

IfMATL already has commitments 1o purchase transmission capability on the line, then there

should be more information available as io what the related actions (energy Response 403: Comment noted.
devolopmentbfsubsrminns;’othrr) will be. No decision document should be issued until there is

better disclosure of related future actions and cumulative effects.

i ion 4.5 of
T Response 404: Comment noted. The statement in Sectio
Suoe [ sUes

I an action alternative is approved, MATI should not have the right (o decide how many miles the March 2007 document (HOW in Section 4:20), 131 Slmply a
of monepoles it is “willing” to build. Monopoles should be required as a condition of the permit ictions analvsis
in areas where they are feasible, desirable or requested, such as in farm fields, Conservarion statement Of fact Of the regulatory restricty : y
Reserve Program lands., scenic areas, and sensitive wildlifc areas. MATL should make every re uired b the Montana Environmental POhCy Act. The
veasonable accommodation to affected landowners along the proposed route. q y K 1 . ton the
Pl P e o v legal requirement to disclose the regulatory impac
‘inally, Paragraph 2 on page 4-18 should be removed trom this document a lagether. Tt states: . . . 3
“MATL has already negotiated casements across portions of the proposed Project alignment. apphcant's prlvate property rlghts apphes Onlg tof;[he db
‘The cost to MATT, is unknown. IFMATI, has alrcady paid for right-of-way access to lands that . ho might be affecte
may be cross by the Alternative 2 alignment, and that alignment is not permitted, MATL may. apphcant and not to Other people w g , y
lase the money already spent.” This is both vague and imelevant. MATL did not follow the ermlttlng aCtiOn. Thls iS a matter Of laW, not DEQ S
procedure and the costs involved in their atlempts to coerce landowners Lo sign premature ROW p . f t . the
agreements should net be considered or cven mentioned choice. The cost to the apphcant may be a factor in - .
CPPE] fa T 1S NO
Sincerely. permitting decision, but it is not the only factor. lf\/[l;T - 1
ibi i asements in advance of obtaining
Valerie J. Naylor prohibited from seeking e

approval from DEQ.

Valeric I. Naylor

Box 356

Medora, North Dakota 58645
(701) 623-2806

Sent by ¢-mail on 4/30/07. Hard copy to follow.
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Response 405: Comment noted.

Response 406: Comment noted.
April 30, 2007

ATTN: Tom Ring and Greg Hallsien Response 407: See response to comment 8.
Montana Depariment of Environmental Quality

Director’s Office

PO Box 200501 .

Helena, MT 39620-0901 Response 408: Comment noted. See response to comment 8.

RE:  Montana Alberta Tie Ltd, Transmission Line, Sections 29, 30, 32, Township 24N, . .

Range 2B Response 409: Comment noted. This EIS does not deal with

Dear Sirs: compensation to farmers from wind farms. See Chapters 3
. . . fr m

As a landowner and lessee strongly affected by the Montana Alberta Tic proposal, 1 have and 4 for dlSCUSSIOnS Of the lmpaCtS to the .local area Iro

many concerns with this issue. Although Tam completely in favor of developing wind farms. The agencies have worked with consultants to

alternative energy sources and hope to be a part of such developments, | do not believe . . .

the current propasal fairly treats landowners like me. better quantify the costs of the line to farmers. See Section

My concerns are similar to those being expressed by many landowners. First, the 3.13 for additional information.

placement of the power poles should be along section lings in order to minimize the
impact on farmland whenever possible, rather than on the diagonal as being proposed in

iy ficlds) Response 410: Comment noted.

Next, [ realize the use of monopoles is more expensive for the developers of this project.

However, monopoles should be required unless expressly agreed to by the individual [Comment 406
landowners since the monopoles are unquestionably casier to deal with on farmland.

The Targer issuc of eminent domain is not easy to address. However, 1 do not believe
anyone would argue with the fact that it was NOT intended to allow for-profit businesses
the right to impose upon other landowners” property for their own linancial benefit. In

essenee, [ am being forced to let a privately owned business place equipment on my CorTHE AT

property that will make them millions of dollars and do nothing but cost me.

It would be ridiculous to think that a for-profit business could foree somcone living in
Great Falls, Missoula, Kalispell, or any city or town, to put a transmission tower directly
in their front yard and pay them a minimal amount such as $30/year as compensation yet,

because our property 1s out of town, this is somehow allowable, Why the double Comment 408

standard?

It is curtous lo me that most farmers in the state would gladly consider having wind

turbines placed upon their property because the level of compensation makes is
advantageous. Since wind turbines do little or no good if there is no transmission line to

carry the resulting electricity, T do not understand why those being “asked” to host the
transmission line are not receiving a similar level of benefit. The token amount being
_oflered by MATL for each power pole is ol cnough-to-make-them-a-benefit-at-al— The

45" right-of-way easement plus the 60° safety zone amounts to 105’ through the middie

Comment 410
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Response 411: MATL’s proposal does not include subleasing the
easement for buried lines.

(Continued)
ol many of my ficlds that T must allow people access to at all times and that | can exercise . noted
little or no control over. If the owners of this propesed line would fairly compensate Response 412: Comment .

landowners, many people would be offering to have the poles placed on their property,
me being one.

Finally, understand that MATL may even choose lo sublease part of the proposed

easements for other purposes such as buried lines, cte. The $50 per pole per year docs
nothing to compensate for this type of intrusion,

Please consider this proposal from the perspective of the landowners and work to
complete this project in « manner that is favorable for us as well. Allowing a private

business to line their pockets by intruding on individual property rights is not the right

course of action.

Sincerely,

Tim Johnson

2270 14" Road NT

Dutton, MT 59433

(4i6) 463-2207 or (406) 899-2428

cc: Senator Max Baucus
Senator Jon Tester
The Honorzble Dennis Rehberg
Governor Brian Schweoitzer
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Hallsten, Greg

From: Brace_Hayden@nps.gov
Posted At: Monday, April 30, 2007 4:55 P
Conversation: Oraft EIS for the proposed MATL transmission line
Posted To: MATL
Subject: Draft £1S for the preposed MATL transmission line
)
o
AATL EIS comments
- Glacler Ma...

Attn: Greg Hallsten
Montana Dept of Emvirenmetal gQuality

Attached are Glacier Mational 2ark's comments on Lhe Dralc EIS for the proposed MATI
Lransmission linc. & hard copy of these comments were mailed today

{Bee atia Lile: MATL 518 commerts - Glacier Nationpal Park . doc

Braze layden

Regional Issues Specialist
Glacier National Parx

Mest Clacier MT 59536
{106} H8H- 3
brace_hayd

incte a signed copy of this letter on park letterbead mailed on August
30, 2007}

Rpril 36, 2007

Montana Department of Fnvirenmental Quality
Director’s Office

P2 Box 200901

Helena, MT §9520-0301

Attn: Sreg Hallsten

Re: Dralt EIS [or the proposed Montana hlbarta Tie Ltd Tran
Line (MATL)

Lear Mr. Hallsten,

Glacier National Park has reviewed the DrafL =IS for the proposed MATL
transm ssion line and clearly understands Lhat one of the kenefita of
Lais line would se alternative énsrgy producticn in the form of wind
farms on lands east of the parix’'s boundary. We are supportive of
alternative energy development, including wind 2nergy, as a national
goal.

wWhile construction of the proposed line would have littie, if any,
direct lmpacts upon Glacier ¥ationa. Parkx, we st ngly recommend that
the [inal EIS provide more delailed evaluation of e lines curulative
impacts including wind farm development . The description of impasts Lo
migraling raptors and other wildlife found in chapter 4 is cursory and
should be expanded upoa to include a description of zhe anticipated
severity of wird farm impacts and the ways in which such impactis could
be mitigated.

Atlached to this letler are comments Lhat Glacier Kational park
submitted to the Bonneville Fower Administration in 2091 for che
proposed Blackfeet Wind Project near Browning, Wontara., Of particular
relevancy to the MATL project ave the con, ns identified in the letter
W vegards to impacts to resident and migratory wildlife specles and
the need to conduct vi tlity assessmeonts.

Thank you for the opportunity Lo comment.

Sincerely,

Michael O.Holm
Superintendent

Altachmene: Blacktect Wind Project, 2007 Scoping comments from Zlacier
Nabional Park
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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 11.11pactcs
of wind farm development on wildlife are also described in
Chapter 4. No wind farm monitoring program is proposed

S as a result of the agency actions proposed.

United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Glacier National Park
Wesr Glacier, Montana 59936

I REPLY REFEN TO.

Montana Department of Environmental Quality
Director’s Office

PO Box 200901

Helena, M1 59620-0901

Atin: Greg Tlallsten

Re: Draft EIS for the proposed Montana Alberta Tie Ltd Transmission Line (MATL)

Dear Mr. Hallsten,

Glacier National Park has reviewed the Draft FIS for the proposed MATL. transmission lne and
clearly understands that one of the benefits of this line would be alternative energy production in
the form of wind farms on lands cast of the park’s boundary, We are supportive of alternative
energy development, {ncluding wing cnergy, as a national goal,

Wiile construction of the proposed line would have litde, if any, dircct impacts upon Glacier
Nalional Park, we strongly recommend that the fina! EIS Pprovide more detailed evaluation of the

lines cumulative impacts including wind [arm development, The description of impacts o

migrating raplors and other wildlife found in chapler 4 is cursory and should be expanded upon to

include a description of the anticipated scverity of wind farm impacts and the ways in which such

impacts could be mitigared,
(Comment 415

Attached to this letter are comments that Glacier National Park submitted to the Bonneville Power
Administration in 2001 for the proposed Blackfeet Wind Project near Browning, Montana, Of
particular relevancy to the MATL project are the cancerns identified in the letter with regards lo
impacts to resident and migratory wildlife species and the need to conduct visibility asscssments

Thank you for the opportunity 1o comment,

Sincerely, »
g LEIVED
Michael O1.Hol e
ﬂ Suﬁcriitendcilm VoY 8 & 2007
DEG
HRECIOR'S OFkICE

Atlachment: Blackfeet Wind Projet, 2001 Scaping comments from Glacicr National Park

TAKE PHIDE'E. &
INAMERICASSSY
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United Startes Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Glacier National Park
R West Glacier, Montana 59936

A3823

MAY 25 a0

Bonneville Power Administration

Attn: Sarah Branum Environmenta) Pr ]
oject Lead — >

Post Office Box 12999 : S

Portland, Oregon 97212

Re: Scoping comments for EIS on Blackfeet Wind Project

Dear Ms Branum:

glaﬁer Nationa) Park has idenlifie‘:d the following issues that should be addressed in the
nvironmental Tmpact Statement for the proposed Blackfeet Wind Generation Project:

L. Impacts to resident and mi grutory wildlife specics

3?)2?‘?1] 1;.;11:)(;:1 1n_c|udiryg Bald Eagles and Peregrine Falcons, and waterfowl have been
unng migration in the vicinity of the project |
! ng ) e project area. The EIS should assess the
magnitude and timing of these i i ttori sy
] MIErations via 4 monitoring program. It is furth
monitoring be conducted during i i HERIThS U ob a4
non-daylight time hours with the use of 2 1
S i &l He ght time h € use of a radar system.
. wncﬁiisslst ;rr::u;al.]t;thatl sqg;mg raptor migration in the park commences in mick-late February
&h April. The autumn raptor migration beeins in mi -
g [ n mid-late August and
conti ibly i or ihecoond]
nues through November, and possibly into December. depending on weather conditions

E-ﬁ;;sle b]emggm h]-lAﬂ species can be displaced or killed by wind towers and bludes, assessment
Am[hir reeding bird activity in the vicinity of the project may also be warranted
e su‘g gestion would be to conduct avian mo.rta!ity surveys within and surrounding the

Ject area to develop a baseline for avian mortality before the structures are built.

gj}}grhli_shouid assess possible mitigation uctions to reduce impacls o avian species

Cmd:;:: I;n in thcse'f‘cgards should be available in the scientific literature based on studies
ed at other wind generation resource areas. Attached are two references for studies

conducted at the Norris Hill Wind Resource Area near Ennis, Montanz, e

2. Visibility of the project Comment 4156

o

Eal;lb!Rl]l}Af as.scsul'uenls should be made from selected points along Iighways 89 und 464 (Duck

. e Road) us well as l‘rO_m _eefecn:d locations within Glacier National Pask or along park
pproach roads. Glacier National Park has digital clevation data for lands within rhgpark and

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.

Comment 4150
(Continued)

similar information for the Blackfeet Indian Reservation should be available from the Blacifeet
Tribe. Mitigation measures such as siting, height, and color of the towers should be considered.

3. Assessment of

new transmission lines

The project deseription available at the BPA's recent Scoping Meeting states that pewer
generated at the facility would travel 1-2 milcs via underground line or overhead cables to a now
1-2 acre substation. The impacts of such related structures, including visibility, should also be
evaluated in the EIS.

4. Importance of

the project to the meeting energy needs and to protecting air quality. =om=—rz75c

The EIS should discuss the project’s role in meeting national electricity needs as well as the
project’s importance 1o the regional nceds of BPA. Similarly, the EIS should discuss benefits of
producing electricity by such clean sources as wind power. This js an especially important issue
to Glacier National Park, which is classified as a Class 1 Air Quality Area under the Clean Air

Act.

The principal park

contacts for this project are Brace Hayden (406-888-7913) and Jack Patter

(404-888-7821). Please feel free to contact them regarding any help you might need from the
Glacier National Park's staff on this project.

Thank you for the

Sincerely,

opportunity to comment.

g’

Suzanne'Lewis
Superintendent

Enclosure

7oy
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Hallsten, Greg

From: Eric & Amanda Doheny leadoheny@tetonwireless nelj
Posted At: Monday, April 30, 2007 4:31 PM

Conversation: power lines

Posted To: MATL

Subject: power lines

Page 1 of 1

[Comments 416 through 419

Hello I am a farmer from Dutlen, Mt and have land near the Collins exit. We fesl that this power line is a positive

asset to the stat of MT, but since it is a for profi

it pawer line it should not be at the expense of the farmer. Itis not

lke the power ling is corming in to help out a new commun ity or to help farmers live on the land and allow a safe

stable food supply for the U.S. itis being put i
cles angling across farm land. It should follow section lines and be single poles

Eric Doheny

C&E Farms

2490 22" lane NE
Dution, Mt 53433

406-627-2286

5/12007

n 50 people can make money. We do not lke the idea of double H

Lastly, they are not making
a whole lot of expansion for

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.

RAPTOR VIEW RESEARCH INSTITUTE

Response 421: Preliminary avian studies have been completed

s s for the planned Naturener USA wind farm south of Ethridge
and north of the Marias River. Invenergy plans on

Aw.zs’ m conducting recommended avian studies but is n(?t yet. far
}:’szf!;‘ﬁ};;i::“‘“' iy enough along in project development of two projects in the
Hekos B 92000 Conrad and Cut Bank areas to have completed such studies.
PR S The status of Wind Hunter’s avian study is not known. See
We would tke o see 2 cumulacve impact satement utlining all of the sk, o igrstory bids, b and responses to comments 22 and 238 and the revised -
i A e o o i B ey i etk I . . Ve i in Chapter 4 for additional
T P ity O SeTs noing at is addresing discussion of cumulative impacts in Chap

3 T T2 1 ion.
We are not aware of any pre-development or post construction surveying of wildlife over an extended 1nf0rmat10n

post construction mortality surveys with predetermined frequency proposed for several years . 3 1+ 1 ures t() reduce m aCtS
afterwards. Also there is no proposal for site shut down and turbine removal if the site proves Lo be too fatal Response 422 Potentlal mltlgatll’lg meas d . th R I)ed

ar teo energetically inefficient. All of these points are extremely important in determining the viability and . 1 1 mn e revis

success of a site and yet none of these are presented (even on a voluntary basis) to the proposed industrial from Wlnd farm develOpmth are lndlcate

¢ absence of such guidelines exy emplifies that more - [Comment 422 [0) O V n Chap te 4. Ild
W e dane by th dlSCUSSI n f Cumlﬂatl e lmpaCtS 1 1 a
- o il i work needs to be done by those proposing and

supervising the MATL draft EIS. All of the elements mentioned were presented on July 28, 2006, at the Appendlx O .
Meeting to Discuss the Guidelines for Reducing Bird and Bat Impacts from Wind Development in

California, by Al Manville, Senior Wildlife Biologist for the Department of Migratory Birds, TS Fish

&Wildlife in Arlington, Virginia. Mr. Manville is advising California and the rest of the United Stares on

how to mitigate the mortalities that are caused by wind turbines, Response 423: See response to comment 239.

. Comment 423
Montana needs to adopt Al Manville's proposal or others like it more seriously? We need to be proactive

and utilize all of the research that has been done thus far make sure that we arc making the very best choice

fcr‘Munla.nﬂ its pmp-]c and its \Yildllife Mo'nluna boa:n.s one of{}?e best gqld?n eag]cﬂ.r_a;:mr ﬂng;'s in the Response 424 Comment nOted.

Act and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. We need to everything we can Lo see that these species
and others arc adequately addressed. We need 10 look seriously at taking the necessary precautionary

measures Comment 424

Please let us know if we can be of any help with your progess,

5 ince:c?}’) "

’%/%Z’&%""’{l

Robert Domenech, Executive Direttor

ARETIOR'S CHRCE
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Response 425: Comment noted.

Response 426: The agencies have worked with consultants to

. ; ion
1006 36th Ave NE better quantify the costs of the line to farmers. See Sect
G Fall T 59404-1263 ey . s
2 apriao0r 3.13 for additional information.

Mr. Greg Halisten, ])ivectur’s_()fﬁce ) ent 8
ggng.:;.g%;ﬁrtmem Lt Response 427: Comment noted. See response to comm .
Helena, MT 59620-0901

RE: MATL is no law
Response 428: See response to comment 334. There 1?[ 1
Dear Mr. Hallsten, iri ion of transmission lines must supply
iring that a portion of tra
T did not have time to review the EIS for the proposed MATL but have been avidly following the requ g p .. d f Montana Citizens-
press coverige about this power line project, While | generally agree construction of new the energy transmission needs o
Transiussiou faciliiies in Montana may be needed to ieip counter the bad efrects Of past electricity

deregulation actions, | aiso fi mly believe that any such new transmission lines should provide a
direct benefit to ordinary Montanans and not be an oppoitunity for out-of-state corporations and
business (either from in or out-of-state) to just make more profits at Montanans’ expense.

My grandfather was one of the first settlers in the Goosebill region north of Fort Benton, Montyna
nearly a hundred years ago: my family still has strong ties 1o the farming community through
ownership of agricultural property in that area. Consequently, [ am very sympathetic to all the
compiaints being voiced by the agricultural community about the varigus plans to rowte lines
through fields and thus create farming impediments, The production of agricultural commodities is
an expensive and difficult enough business today without additional costs and tillage obstacles
being created by poor choices in line routing. The cost/benefit analysis for the line und its Touting
should include the long term costs to the environment and all the parties affected by the line’s route
and not just the immediate cost of line construction. The cheapest construction route today may not
be the least expensive in the long run when the costs incurred by all the parties affected by ling
placement are included.

l'am appased to the use of eminent domain to obtain right-a-way or land ownership for plncemem.’
construction of any privately -owned transmission line, including the MATI. Despite what the 11,5,

Supreme Court has ruled, 1, Tike most other native Montanans, continue 10 believe that privaie

business activities should not benefit from the usage of cminent domaji. Private business instead

needs to make a compeiling enough argument and offer a fair cnough economic enticement that

sulitiny Ccooperation is obiaited. Mottana’s agriculwrai community has aiways been reasonabie

and more than generous when confronted! with the proven needs of others. Any DEQ appioval

agreement for MATL should severely limit the potential usage of eminent domain to obtain right-a-

Waly or property for placement of the transmission line and associated equipment.

To ensure Montanans benefit. a small percentage (minimum 10%) of all new transmission line
capacity should be pe imanenily reserved to supply the energy transmission needs of Montana

citizens, when required, at reasonable rates. This reservation should take priority over ali other

electrical ransmission,

Sincerely,

iﬁu‘! =L Z ./;71_,1-1 B

Ronald L. Gessaman
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Response 429: Comment noted.

Response 430: Comment noted.

April 29, 2007
Response 431: Comment noted.
Dear Mr. Hallsten:
[ would like to submit these comments on the Drafl EIS on the MATL transmission line. Response 432: Comment noted. The areas where mOIjIOpOIGS
}—‘irst, [ would like to acknowledge all the work and study that went into this document. were recommended were selected based on reduCIHg )
o ot MATL o AL A impacts, not with regard to the status of easements. During

i i MATL committed to use of
Lam in favor of Alternative 4 (the Ageney Alternative) as the best route. The Agency [BommenTda0 preparat]on of this document
Altemative best addresses impacts for the landowners and interrupts least with current

3 miles of line that would cross farmland
land uses. This alternative uses monopoles and eliminates much of the diagenal line. If monopoles onb

MATL will build Alternative 4 (the Agency Altemative) then I am in favor of this dl a gonally (M ATL 2007) .
project. If MATL will not build Alternative 4, then | am in favor of Alternative 1-NO

Action.

The DEQ has done its job and 1 can see no reason to set aside its’ work product. Chapter Response 433: Comment noted.

2 is a remarkable wealth of information and the Agency very clearly states why

Alternative 4 is the best. d
: mment noted.

I see very little factual reasoning in the Director's setting aside the Agency Alternative Response 434 CO

and adopting Alterative 2-the Proposed Action. The 24 miles of monopoles for

mitigation is largely where MATT. lacks easements. We are not fooled that this in not a . : 1 the

political decision. MATL. has said they have been in continuing discussion with the Response 435: The estimated cost per mile of construction of

Governor’s office and the Proposcd Action makes that very clear, transmission line using H_frame and long-span mOI’lOpOle

[tis not a coincidence that the discontent with this line begins when it hits Conrad and structures is presented in Table 2.3-1.

starts its diagonal crossing of farm ground. North of Conrad and in Canada the line is
mostiy nerth-south and on section lings. If this line had been designed that way south of
Conrad, the farmer’s would have grumbled, but they wouldn’t have opposed it like we
are now.

MATL started this process by choosing the oldest cozridor in this area. They chose a
power line that hadn’t had an EIS done or met any modemn design concerns or land

impacts. MATL chose this over the WAPA line an cxample. The WAPA did go through

amodern EIS and was changed from a diagenal line t 2 mostly north-south line running

on field borders and section lines. MATL’s only concern is cost.

MATL.’s application was completed at the same time as the Draft EIS was completed.
A compiete ard proper application wasn’t available to the public beforc the DEQ started
on the EIS, This lack of a complete application has hindered the public from being able to
properly review the validity of the costs that MATL is presenting to the DEQ).
RECEIVED

¢ L 2007

DEQ
DIRECTOR'S QFFICE
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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

The DEQ, throughout this document, cites MATL us the sole source for many of the farming around structures and a comparison of cost to farm
figures the Agency uses to make important determinations, but the FIS provides no .. . .
foundation or outside sources as 1o the veracity of these figures. A Mr. Nolan, who around structures to the additional costs of Alternative 4 in
works for an electrical cooperative, at the Conrad comment meeting, raised doubts as to .

the pricing of the monopoles saying that they don't always cost more than double-H Section 3.13.

frames. This is important because the Alternate Preferred route is primarily chosen over
Alternative 4 because MATL says it can’t atford the approximately $5,000,000 that this

Altnsnativerwill cost Response 438: DEQ has worked with consultants to better

The Drall EiS does not meet the requirements of the Montana Major Facilities Siting Act. quantify the costs of the line to farmers. See Section 3.13 for
While the Draft EIS examines the costs of building this line in great detail for all routes it L. . .

is totally devoid of the other side of the equation, The law requires the DEQ to figure out add]tlonal 1nformat10r1.

the “net present value of costs” to the Jandowner. Where is this determination? This EIS
does cannot meet the standard the law requires until this analysis is done!

: i i onomist and
The EIS examines thru documents and in photos (Chapter 2) the impacts of farming Response 439 DEQ retalned the services Of an agr

;u'ound poles and the differences between H-frames and monopoles, but there is & total an engineer to independently examine the increased costs of
ack of comparison between the value of the additional costs to the farmer on H-frames L. . .

verses the cost for MATL. to use monopoles. When you take these annual costs and farming around transmission line structures. Farmlng cost
project them into the future for the lfetime of this line, the addition costs to MATL vs. . .

farming around H-frames the equation equalizes or [alis on the side of the farmer. estimates prov1ded by MATL and two commentors on the
The DEQ should ask the Montana State Ag College to see if they can help determine this draft EIS were reviewed. The results of this review are

cost comparison of what the annual addition costs are associated to farming around poles.

presented in 3.13.

At the Conrad comment meeting Tom Ring stated that they couldn’t find any currenl  [EommemrE
analysis for cosis of farming around structures. Ag Canada, in January 2005, did a study

about “Midfield Structures” and the increase in farming around them. [ will include a
copy of this with these comments. Also, T will submit another done my neighbor Brent
McDonald. The original proposed line went thru his place. Alan Denzer | over a year
ago, submitted his costs to the DEQ and to MATL. These all vary, but they are all
subslantially larger than the proposed mitigation MATL is offering. These costs and
restrictions will only get worse as the time passes.

Modern farming techniques and opportunities will be unavailable on the land where this _
tine in built. There is no way to tell the future, but the ability to make a profit in farming

as in all businesses is with the opportunity to adopt new practices as they are become

available. This line and these polcs to a large degree make this impossible.

The inability to properly apply farm chemicals around these poles at the proper
application rate currently prohibits certain crops from being grown around these

structures. [ will include chemical labels and the rotation period with these comments.

Over application, which is unavoidable when you farm around these poles, causes the

rotation period to lengthen and in some instances make cerfain crops not able to grown

around these poles at all.
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Response 440: See responses to comments 437 and 439.
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Actual costs of farming around a doutle pole wtility set
T6.5 foet x 2840 ft = 1 gomm of 43560 square ft.

Spraying with a 120 & sprayer: 1804, ﬁiarrmercircle(leavlrvg 20 ft around poles) 160x3 1416 =502 f. x 1 5=
753.9 linear ft

120 ft/ 16 5 = 7.272727 acress 2640 . = 002755 &cres per fi. x 753.9 ft = 2.0768 acres per pole set.

application costs: $2.75! acre

chemical costs: $6.00/ agre { Raundup)

$5.76x 2.0768 x 4 = $81.00 (4 applications of Roundup)

[Continued)

Maverick costs: $11.00/ acre + $3.75app. = 14 75 x 2.0788 acres = §30.63 .

Total cost of going around a pole 1.5 times = $191.83

;frzsnavemgamndapohanaddltionalﬁmhkaspmespsonm, # will be a 260 ft dia, of an additional
.42 acres

$9.75 x4 x2.42 = $54.3¢ (Roundup cost)
$14.75% 242 = 53570

Heavy harowing with a 70 . tool: 80 ft dia. (leaving 10 ft around poles) 80 x 3.1416 = 282,75 1t x 15=4251
70/168.5 = 4,25 acres! 2640 ft. = {001606G78(acres per R.) x 425 . = 583%181&00'58.33[1&90‘0“{.
An additional Hme around poles at 180 &. dia = 502 68 At or 8 acres x $10.00 = $8.00

Saeding with a 60 1t air dril: BO ft dia x 3.1418 = 251 328 1.5=377 Hnear fi
60/16.5/2640 = 00137741 acre per ft x 377 # = 52 scres
Fertilizer: $38.00/ acra
Seed  $7.50/acre
Application $12.00/ acre
$ 55.50/ are x -52 = $28.66 per pole sat
An additional time around a pole set at 140 ft. dis. = 0SB acres x $55.50 = 333,87

Combining with 2 38 & header: 82 R din x3.1416= 257681 1t x 15=308420
36/18.5/2840 = 000826448 acres per R x 386.42 fi. = 32 acres

$20.00 per acre x .32 = $6.40

Addi&ana?aumwilibe!ncurredumilaau-«ermmunesmilfar1 combine to ciean up around & pole set. Also,
cofmbines need to be
runatcapacny:ndwinlusagrwommehadmlmanwnewhmmsmtmbmdmmbamp
accerding to the grain hss

monitor,

Appm:inuhrﬂmmsmnduchpohwwﬂl have a reduction in yieki do to over applied spray, fertilizer and
campaction from the

additionai Faffic from the equipment. if the reduction i 30% on a 58 bushel per acre proven yiekl, the resuits ara
17.4 busheis per acre

17.4 x 2 acras x $4.00 per acre =$139.20 por pols set.

There are othar factors that enter inta farming around an above gound power fine such ag unfocking and
locking the GRS autosteer

hmhmmhoaquiunentﬁlmyoummwumhsﬁ.ﬂamiamdmwmhekonlt:npauwimoul

5 meopilo;oiaﬁnltsp) apmmg_ T-_i;f;nuﬂwmam;u doublepohdpm;hnesmrﬁ' -Ir-|
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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.

» +  Rate: Fall Application - Olympus 70WG at 0.9 oz/a
Weed Spectrum "I u s - Timing: Winter wheat = 2-leaf up to jointing.
“A SIMPLE SOLUTION FOR YOUR HARD PROBLEMS " Target actively growing weeds = 1-leaf to 2-tiller grasses and 1-27 broadleaves
- d-;on_lm; 'd_ i e Fall jon Rates Spring Appli Rates = Varieties: No restrictions
a8 L sd‘ IC Name o . i . . . ;
C 0.6 oz/a 0.9 0z/a 0.6 oz/a 0.9 oz/a +  Adjuvant: A non-ionic surfactant is required. Use R-11at1 - 2 q/100 gal.
4 =
Japanese brome . Bromus Ja’m’f’””“ . & ¢ & »  Spray volume: Apply 5-10 GPA by ground and 5 GPA by air. SPREADER ACTIVATOR
Cheat {true cheatgrass) Bromus secalinus c C C c WNIDHE FEHEACTANT
Downy brome® Bromus tectorum s G s s *  Rainfast: 4 hours
Wild cat* Avorm fatus s ¢ s ¢ *  PHI: 71 days for grain or straw.
Quackgrass Elytrigia repends S s 8 S
Jointed goatgrass”® AAodops s - S ¢ S North Central Plains — MT, ND
bl Rl i ¢ c o ¢ ona L enirgl fiqiny —vil, [VIZ ) _ 5
Shepherspurse Gapsella bursa-pastoris e ¢ c c Cumulative Rotation T Lvs
Field pennycress Thiaspi arvense c c c c Crop Precipitation  + Interval (Months) &
Tumble mustard Sisymbrium altissimum (o] (o] Cc c ‘ s
Tansy mustard Descurania pinnata o] c C (o} Wheat 0 0
Flixweed Descurania sophia C & c c o § 2 e
Blue mustard Chorispora tenalla c (o} S C Field Eeas H 1 ﬂ-
Black mustard Brassica nigra c c c C Sunflower (Conventional) 24 18 e
Wild mustard Brassica kaber c C C c 9 r
Canola or Rape (vol.} Brassica sp. c c o} C Barley 24 i8 . 2
Pigweed Amaranthus retroflexus - s C C Tanola 24 22 r
Mouseear chickweed Cerastium vuigatum s c 5 = e
1 & 2 = For field infestations of Japanese brome or cheat (true cheat) only, control may be achieved up to @ maximum stage i 2 4__ A__“.—n—.
of 6 tillers.

3 = Applications should be made to actively growing weeds.

4 = When used according to label directions, wild ozt will be controlled in ID, MT, OR, and WA, Suppression outside these

four states.

5 = Fall and Spring sequential applications required. See label for application informaticn

S = Suppression (Continued)

MT & ND Application Guidelines

DOWNY BROME (Bromus tectorum) | | JAPANESE BROME (Bromus japrnicus) |

Life Cycle: Winter annual

Ligule: Membranous, tall, & toothed margin.
Blades: First blade is tall, narrow, and vertical. Long
narrow blades. Hairy on upper and lower sutface.
Prominent midrib below. Prominent veins above on
the second and later blades. Leaves twist clockwise.
Sheaths: Hairy, round, closed and split partway;
margins do not overlap.

Other: Often reddish-maroon at the base of the plant.
Seed: Lemma 6-13 mm long and awned. Awn 10-18
mm long, as long as lemma and hairy.

Life Cycle: Winter annual
Ligule: Membranous, tall, & toothed mare. 1,
Blades: First blade is tall, narrow, and ve tical. Long
narrow blades. Hairy on upper and lower surface.
Prominent veins above and midrib below. Leaves
twist clockwise.
Sheaths: Hairy, round, closed and split partway;
margins do not overlap.
Seed: Lemma 6-9 mm long, margins not rolled in at
maturity and awned. Awn 5-8 mm leng, about as long
as lemma and without hair. .

vy

i
\G ]

o

4 Y, CropScience

This bulleti not il to provide i ion for application. As with any crop-protection product, always reai
and follow label instructions. For a additional product information call toli-free 1-866-99Bayer or visit our web site at
www.cerealexpert.com
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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

Money. money. The EIS discusses the costs MATL has spent geiting casements for state of available technolo gy and the nature and economics
alicrnative routes that may not be huilt. Why is this a concern for the DEQ? The DEQ . . he Montana
says that it’s only concern is that the easements meet all the proper regulatory standards. of the various alternatives. However, the Montan

. i i i e the
MATL is only purchasing a 45 ft. easement and is forcing the landowner 1o give up his Environmental PO]ICy Act requires that an ]EIS dlSC%%S o
property rights for the safety zone for nothing. IF the safety zong is a requircment, the L 1 S Onan a 1cant. e COoSst to
DEQ should require MATL to purchase the tolal 105 f1, the eascment it requires to meet economic lmpaCts Of regulatlon pp

these standards as a part of the permit process. Does the 45 ft casement that MATI. is the applicant may be a factor in the permitting decision, but
offering 1o purchase meet these standards? o
it is not the only factor.

What size line is the DEQ permitting? The Draft EIS in its Executive Summary suys the
proposed transmission line could have the capacity to carry 300MW north and 300MW

south for 4 total of 600MW. Tonbridge Power in its annual statement of April 2007 [Comment 445 | . 1 certificate

states that the capacity of the line it is building will be 650MW both ways. Tonbridge Response 444: Comment noted. DEIQE i‘equ}TGBSS o ek

states that they are building the line for the additional capacity due to the great interest he Nationa ectric Safe ode whnic

from its shippers. Idon’t doubt that there is the interest and need for this additional holders to adhere to the . y h

capacity, but again 1 ask “What sizc line is the DEQ permitting?” These are public specifies clearances of supportmg structures from other

documents and one must assume they are correct. bioct d tical clearances above ground roads, and
objects ana vertical ¢ s ’

This company has money for its own purposes, but not for monopoles. Where is the . . hese

proof that MATL can only afford $800,000.00 addition costs for landowner mitigation on water. The agencies do not dictate how MATL meets t

Alternative 2, the Proposed Action? The doubling of line capacity doubles the cash flow :

of this line. MATL can afford these additional costs clearances, just that they must be met.

Rovenues: Tonbridge power, Inc. in a document of March 27, 2007 states that annual [Comment 47 | . . :

fevenues will approach 28.4 million by mid-2009 and gross close to CDN $900 million Response 445: MATL has proposed a line with the capacity to

over 25 years. That is at the original 300MW. When you double these Gigures for the . . .

Jine that MATL tells its investors it is actually building and surmise that they will have no move 300 MW in both directions. Also see response to

trouble applying to ship more power when the line is built, it makes the one time capital 3 4 6

expenditure to build Alternative 4 small. comment .

I'ask again. “What is the foundation for the statement MATL made to DEQ that they can

only afford an additional $800,000 for mitigation for the landowners on Alternative 2

when out of the other side of their mouth they are stating the former revenue
projections?” The additional costs with using monopoles would extend the payback

period only 4-3 months. For that you are asking the farmers o farm around the H-frames

for the rest of his Farming career.

Then there is the additional revenue from selling the excess fiber optic capacily,
Tonbridge tells their investors that this will be “substantial”, but tells the DEQitis
inconsequential,

The Governor of Monlana is proposing a tax cut for (hese types of tines that ship green _
energy. Well we all know that at this time this proposal is dead, but it is likely it will be
part of the final budget when the legisiature finally does a budget. While this is
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Page 10f2 Tonbridge Power Page 2 of 2

Tonbridge Power

» 20% of the contracts are for fifteen year terms, the remaining 80% for twenty-five vear terms.

TONBRIDGE + Shart tarm re-sales will be auctionsd through OATT's OASTS systerm by MATL.

POWER INC, Legal Dizclsirmer «  Site Map Sap 17,2007 2
@ 2005 TonbridgePow er.com All Rights Reserved

de file="shadowRightBottom asp' --=

Comment 445 (cont.)

YALUS THROUCGH A
;

NTACT INFO

PROJECTS

.t MATL ECONODMICS
Robust Revenue Model

+Based on the rasults of the June 2006 capacity audion, combined with the swarded capacity of the initisl FER:
approved open season, annual revenues should approach $28.4 million by mid-2009 and increase at a contract
inflator rate of 2.5% per annumn thereafter, Over the life of the project, aross revenus from these new twenty fi
year contracts and existing long term contracts should total close to CON$900 million, MATL has now sold out it
E00MWs of "rated” capacity.

+In the June 2006 capacity suction, for the first time ever, sn Open Accsss Same time Infarmation System ("0
suction module was used to allacate electric transmission capacity in a competitive environment. The OASIS sy
was developed for MATL by Open Access Technology International and is the first of its kind anywhere in the we
Using this system, MATL received thirty-seven bids from four different companies, The total amount of capacity
was requested was in excess of 2000MWs, or approximately Sx the avalable capadty up for bid, Capacity was

awarded to the bidders based on 1) the conditions placed on the bids and, 2) the present value of the bids, The
of the auction were that 150MWs was awarded to Energy Logics, Ine. for a twenty-four year term starting in 1
MATL also awarded 120MWs of capacity to Wind Hunter LLC for an approzimate twenty-five year term starting

2007, and 180MWs of capacity to Invenergy Wind Montana LLC for the same term, The remaining capacity cont
to be held by Great Plains Wind and Energy LLC, a successful bidder in MATL's initial open season held in 2005,

Summary Points of Revenue Model:
s annual revenues should approach $28.4 million by mid-2009

» COver the life of the project, gross agaregate revenues should total close to CON $900 million.
» Counterparties are required to be credit worthy.
+EBITDA is driven by low O&M / SGA, staffing and property taxes,

»Revenues from future capacity re-sales are almost without incremental cost.

+ Contracts are “take or pay” capacity sgresments.

+ Contracts are subject to conditions pracedent including completion of the line, receipt of reaulatory approvals,
board approval and the wind farms being developed.

hitp:/ferwrw tonbridgep ower.com/MATLeco asp 972772007

hittp:fiwww tenbridgep ower com/MATLeco.asp S/2712007
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e e
| design engineering is being undertaken on 2 fime and materials basis and forms a small part of the overall
cost. To date the Corporation has paid SNC $3,007,251 for design work.

‘ Detailed design on the actual line route has commenced, involving the placement of’ poles on three
dimensional computer assisted design — computer assisted manufacture {*CAD-CAM") to ensure hill and
crossing clearances, since an updated aerial survey was undertaken last fall on the new route, As part of

| this design, the size and rating of conductor and the impact on weight on pole requiremenis has been
decided. including the weight effects of ice loading on the conductor and wind shears up to 165 kilometers
per hour. The Corporation has selected the steel reinforced aluminum conductor “Falcon” which has a
diameter of 1590 kemls, and has a theoretical thermal rated capacity of 658 MWs, At high ambient
temperatures and limited wind conditions such conductor may not meet industry standards of aceeptable

| line luss performance criteria of 10% or less, The Corporation has been advised the range of therma!
capacity of the selected conductor, at acceptable line loss performance in the most adverse wind and
temperature conditions, is at least likely to be 450 to S00 MWs or higher.

This additional capacity can only be sold at a future dare if and when the two electricity systems, with
which the transmission tine interconnects, are able to import and export such additional capacity without
adverse effect. Further permitting will be required, including an upgrade in the WECC path rating. At
present the Corparation has only applied for a rating of 300 MWs rating in both directiens, and wili only be
able to sell firm capacity to such levels until further applications are made and approved. However, both
system operators will be able to use the line in emergency situations at a higher reting for emergencies of
short duration, such as occurred in luly, 2006 when Calgary was subjected to load shedding for several
hours due to an operational problem with the British Columbia inter-tie,

i The Corporation is aware that the Project is being constructed in a wind corridor, and accordingly has
‘ confirmed with SNC a design parameter of tolérating 165 km/h high winds and designated amounts of ice
loading without adverse effect. Tender packages have becn sent out by SNCio solicit bids from suppliers.
Finally, the Corporation has commiited [0 use a certain number of monopoles to diminish the impact on
farming activities for certain iandowners, where the route contemplates a diagona} crossing. Thesc impacts
| include loss of produetion, increased cost of weed control and diminished access for aerial spraying.

Contracts have becn awarded 1o SNC ATP and Power Engineers for the Lethbridge 1208 and Marias
‘ substations respectively. The Lethbridge station work bas been added as an annex to the existing SNC EPC

Agreement and thus incorporates all of the terms and conditions cmbedded therein. The Power Engineery
‘ contract provides for a fixed price in respeet of enginecring and construction management and a flow-

through (with an agreed mark-up) of matetials and subcontractor services. Waork is already well advanced
with both companies with the focus now on identifying the neccssary long lead-time items and the timeline
though regulatory approvals to construction, testing, commissioning and the in-service date.

construction cost is estimated at $129 million, of which various amounts have already been paid such as
the phase shifting transformer. These costs will become increasingly certain as tenders are received and
bids aceepred for equipment and material supply.

Construction Budger

MATL received initial construction budgets from ts proposed EPC contractors during 2005, which were
known to be preliminary in nature due fo the fact that the design and routing were not as yet set. The
preferred route has now been selected, in part to minimize landowner impact and environmental impact,
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and is 36 kilometers longer than originally estimated. In addition, design considerations have dictated an
| increase in capacity of the conductor from 300 MWs 10 over 650 MWs each way, with concurrent

of knowing the precise construction budget. Given current discussions with SNC the Corporation expects
that the construction budget should not exceed a total of $129 million (not including Project sofl or
I developmient costs) which is $30 million higher than the prel iminary estimates received in 2005, due to two

placed in the Maurias substation, The Comporation considered this cost increase to be considered prudent
‘ since it involves the doubling in thermal transmission capacity, while the increase in capacitors reduces

impedance and hence increase emergency ratings, both of which increase revenue potential that may be
afforded to the Corporation.

Financing Activities

The Corporation has financed all of its activities with common share equity to date. Management expects
that with the cost increases coming from line lengthening and additions of series capacitors needed 1o
increase emergency ratings, future construction financing requirements will total approximatety $115
million depending on the length of the final routing, consmuction elements chosen in pole censtruction,
substation design requitements, and the final contracts signed with the contractors, which may be
undertaken in two phases as well as any finance retated requirements. To date four financings have taken
place, all of which werce equity, which have raised total proceeds of $24,990,345 before costs of issuc and
exercise of options.

On April 27, 2006, the Corporation completed the offering of 41,672,250 units for aggregate gross

proceeds of §17,250,345, each unit cormprising ong common share and one half purchase warrant, where
i each purchase warrant entitles the holder to purchase an additional comman share for $0.55. These funds
I were applied to construction deposits, design costs, and advancement of the permitting and development
process,

| In addition, the Comoration acquired 100% of the outstanding shares of Rocky Mountain Power Limited
and LECTRIX Limited on April 27, 2007 for share consideration totaling 35,929,000 common shares of
the Corporation, These corporations each held a 17.5% interest in MATL, and by virue of the two
acquisitions, the Corporation now has a 100% direct and indirect intercst in MATL.

| Further financings are dependent on the total cost of construction elements, when such costs are due, and

the timing of regulatory approvais. Until the procurement process is completed under the EPC agreetnent,
the Corporation will not know with certainty the amount of totat construction elements nor the amount of
any deposits on construction clements that will be required in advance of Notice to Proceed. Recent
I negotiations with EPC contraciors have allowed the Carporation to begin to quantify the doposits required
| for long lead-time material orders, many of which are strongly influenced by commodity prices (for
‘ copper, steel, aluminum, ete.).

The Corporation has made efforts to push the requirement for advance payments oul to the date of the
| Notice to Proceed in order to diminish the effect on financial resources prior to availability of the senior
financing on Netice to Proceed. For example, the Corporation’s order with ABB, Inc. for the 330
megavoltampere phase shifling transformer for $10.956 million has been restructared such that the
f required payments, which to date have aggregaied $8.5 million, will be completed on the date of the Notice
‘ to Proceed and paid from the funds available out of the senior project finance debt. Secondly, the
Corporation has made arrangemcents for alternate secured debt financing for any other long lead items,
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Response 446: Comment noted. Please see response to comment Response 449: Comment noted. However, as indicated in
448. Section 2.3, no plans have been made to use the excess fiber
capacity for commercial purposes.
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.
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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.

conjecture at this time, the governors’ office estimates that this will provide MATL with

an annual tax relief of $5.000.000.00.

The opportunities for the company to enhance its cash flow keep coming. If MATL. can’t
afford to build this powerline right, with monopoles, it should not be buslt.

Response 452: Comment noted.

While reading the Draft EIS it was clear how much work and effort the DEQ put into (his Response 453: Comment noted.
decument.

The DEQ took the horrendous proposed routes that MATL submilied and tried very hard Response 454: Comment noted.
to iessen the impacts of a diagonal powerline. The documents main deficit is the lack of

the other side of the equation; the costs of farming around the poles Lo the farmer. This
still needs to be done. HMATL is going to make an annual payment of offset these cosls

then it should be part of the certificate. Once the certificate is issued | don’t see that the

DEQ has any authority beyond that time to force MATL to do anything,

Sincerely,
4

Chris Stephens
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From: Lee Otness [lee@3riversdbs.net]
Posted At: Wednesday, March 14, 2007 8:47 AM
Conversation: MATL route comments

Posted To: MATL

Subject: MATL route comments

Gentlemen,
Comment 455
As a farmer affected by the Proposed Action (AlT 2], Tfeel that DEQ should sfrongly consider selecting The
Agency Developed route (Alt 4). In particular, | would like to see the Conrad Realignment Segment C2 used

Implementation of Alt 4 would send a message to MATL and builders of any future power lines that the

concerns of farmers over increased production costs and possible devalutaion of farmland are a very real Comment 456

concern, on an equal footing with other environmental factors. Diagonal power lines crossing productive dryland
acres should be avoided as much as possible, just as you have acknowledged in proposing Alt 4. Power lines
need to be run north-south, east-west to minimize the impact on Montana's No. 1 industry.

7 seems to be using a form of economic blackmail by stating that the line might ndt be built if Alt 4 is
used. This ignores the fact that the extra cost of Alt 4 is a very small percentage of the prgfits MATL will realize
over the next decades with their transmission line revenue. Protecting valuable farmland ghould not be a deal-
breaker. In fact, it should be recoanized as part of the cost of doing business in Montana.| By the same

standards, some recognition of the decreased land values of the affected farmers must be considered. My land
will certainly be worth much less if | have a power corridor running through it. Comment 458

I hope you will give my comments some thought. I'll see you at the 3/27 meeting in Conrad.

Thanks,
Lee Otness

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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From: DAVID baumann [baumannd@msn.com] Response 459. Commel’lt l’loted.
Posted At: Wednesday, March 14, 2007 5:03 PM

C tion: EIS FOR TIE LTD. POWER LINE DECISION
o \ Response 460: Comment noted.

Posted To: MATL
Subject: EIS FOR TIE LTD. POWER LINE DECISION
Response 461: Montana does produce more electricity than it
I WOULD HOPE YOUR FINAL DECISION TO BE NO ACTION AND consumes. The need for this line as stated in Section 1.2.1 is
REJECTION OF THE PE%BUILD THIS POWERLINE ACROSS 126 “to connect the Montana electrical transmission grid with the
Hikis SERGRGTOR Alberta electrical transmission grid (no direct connection
IT WOULD SEEM THAT IT IS NOT NEEDED AS WE ALREADY HAVE A currently exists), provide access to potential markets for new
-omment . . . B . o s .
MORETE AP BEELURTE S URELT OF FOWER IV MCRTANA and existing power generation facilities in the vicinity of the
IT WOULD ALSO SEEM THAT SUCH A HUGE ENVIRONMENTAL EYESORE proposed transmission line, and improve transmission access
WOULD PRIMARILY BENEFIT A FEW PRIVATE COMPANIES AND BY FAR to markets seeking new enerev resources.”
NOT THE MAJORITY 8 &Y
OF MONTANA CITIZENS. IT IS ON 89 PERCENT PRIVATE LAND AND . .
PRIVATE CITIZENS SHOULD HAVE THE SAYSO. Response 462: Comment noted. As with many businesses, the
{FYOU CARE FOR-THE ENVIRGNMENT AND REALLY LOGK AT WHAT owner of the business pqtentlally benefits or is hur't from any
THIS WOULD DO TO IT IF IMPLEMENTED, THE ONLY HONEST pI'OfltS or IOSSGS, and soc1ety as a whole does not dlrectly
ASSESSMENT IS TO REJECT IT TOTALLY. reap the profits or incur the losses from that business. The
THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT, state and counties would gain tax revenues as indicated in
Section 3.13.
SINCERELY,
DAVID BAUMANN Response 463: Under the Major Facility Siting Act, the decision
S OTANA to approve, approve with conditions, or disapprove rests
with DEQ’s director.
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From: Frank Vargo [vargof@earthlink.net]
Posted At: Sunday, March 18, 2007 9:10 AM
Conversation: MATL route, parcel 3-19, land id 32678
Posted To: MATL

Subject: MATL route, parcel 3-19, land id 32678

Dear Mr. Greg Hallsten,

o me last summer. | have
r.| | addressed this to Peggy
d 3C. My property is #3-19. Could you email me or

C

Bellrone in an email dated 8/25/06. The Map | have is labe

send me an updated map? Comment 465

Thank You,
Frank Vargo

PO Box 962
Conrad, MT 59425
cell - 868-4673

Frank Vargo

vargof@earthlink.net

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 2 mile to the west of your
property, while Alternative 4 would be located about 4 miles
to the east.
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From: beckaroabos@aol com Response 466: See response to comment 464.
Posted At: Sunday, March 18, 2007 5:45 PM
Conversation: proposed wind farms

Posted To: MATL

Subject: proposed wind farms _W
Hello, 1 am concerned about the location of the proposed wind farms. The Rocky Mountain Front is
important habitat and spectacular scenery from Babb to Bowmans corners and 1 hope there are no plans
to change this. Also of greal importance is the flyway for Canadian Geese, Snow Geese , Trumpeter
Swans, and Whistling Swans. One of the problems with wind farms in California is lots of dead birds.
Please keep me posted as to where the wind farms will be located. Thankyou. Becky Tipler

AOL now offers free email to everyone. Find out more about what's free from AOL at AOL.com.
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From: Michael Garrity [garritymichael@yahoo.com]
Posted At: Tuesday, March 20, 2007 11:43 AM
Conversation: MATL transmission line

Posted To: MATL

Subject: MATL transmission line

March 20, 2007

Mr. Tom Ring, Director, and Mr. Greg Hallsten,
Montana Dept of Environmental Quality,

PO Box 200901,
Helena. Montana
tring@'mt. goy S0v;
Dear Mr. Ring and Mr. Hallsten,
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the proposed MATL transmission line

Please accept these comments from me on behalf of the Alliance for the Wild Rockies. Please also
include our comments in the public record with regard to the proposed MATL transmission line.

ve a huge | [Comment 467

59620-0901

: ns and transmission lines

will be kept at least east of H ays 89 and 287 from Babb to

Bowman’s Comment 468
Cor iew shed of Montana’s Rocky Mountain Front

S

We prefer all these propo

rs, 10 pr

some of the most spectacular undeveloped scenery in North America

heswestolthoscroules,
Comments 469 - 475

This large-scale development proposal would have a huge potential impact on north central Montana's
open landscapes adjacent to and including the world-renowned Crown of the Continent ecosystem.
Please examine comply with the National Historic Preservation Act and analyze how this project will

effect historic and cultural sites. Please analyze if this project will affect religious sites for Native
Americans. Please fully analyze the impact of this project on threatened, endangered and Management

Indicator Species. Please thoroughly examine the impact of this project on birds.

73] We urge that DEQ require a much more detailed, comprehensive environmental impact statement which
shows not only where the MATL transmission line might be routed but which also shows exact
locations for proposed wind farms and specifies how many turbines would be in each setting and the
cumulative effects, etc, of all this proposed development. Such a plan should analyze in detail
these cumulative effects, so that the overall visual (and aviary) impacts are within reason, at least for any
planned transmission lines and wind farms west of Interstate Hwy 15. The current MATL EIS does not

adequately meet those standards. Let's not tolerate haphazard development across some of Montana's
and North America's most scenic vistas.

We believe it is the appropriate time for a complete and comprehensive cumulative effects facilities
siting plan for such proposed and potential developments. It would seem best for that plan to be
incorporated as part of the MATL EIS. If this project goes forward, please let's make sure it's done in
the best interests of all Montanans, with all the foresight deserved.

Thank you for this opportunity to submit public comment.
Sincerely.

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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Figure _ . Crown of the Continent
Ecosystem and MATL 230 kV
Transmission Line Alternatives

Missoula

Legend
A Approximate Anemometer Location W E
D Aternative 2

S ternative 3
S lternative 4
I coc Ecosystem Boundary
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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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From: Elizabeth & Wilbur Wood [rewood@midrivers.com]
Posted At: Monday, March 26, 2007 7:18 PM

Conversation: MATL: March 26 to April 9 is NOT a 30 day comment period
Posted To: MATL
Subject: MATL: March 26 to April 9 is NOT a 30 day comment period

Ric
If

is March 26.
for comments on this trans
E period.

ission line is April 9, that is c

rtainly NOT a

Please clarify what is going on, and please extend the comment period.

Comment 476

Elizabeth & Wilbur Wood
STONEHOUSE PRODUCTIONS

Box 12 Roundup, Montana 59072
rewood@midrivers.com

DEQ Seeks Public Comment on Draft EIS for Montana Alberta Tie Transmission Line

Helena Today the Montana Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) released the draft

environmental impact statement (EIS) on the Montana Alberta Tie transmission line. The DEQ

is accepting public comment on the document until April 9, 2007.

Montana Alberta Tie Ltd. (MATL) has submitted a Montana Major Facility Siting Act
application to the DEQ to construct an electric transmission line. MATL proposes to
construct, operate, and maintain a 230-kV transmission line between Lethbridge, Alberta,
and Great Falls, Montana. As proposed, the 130-mile transmission line would extend from
the MontanaAlberta border northeast of Cut Bank to an existing substation just north of
Rainbow Dam near Great Falls.

A 30day public comment period for written comments will close on April 9, 2007. Public
hearings will be held at the following locations from 6:30-9:30
PM:

- Norley Hall, 400 N Virginia, Conrad on March 27, 2007,
- Glacier County WVoting Center, 917 East Railroad St, Cut Bank on March 28, 2007, and
- Great Falls Civic Center, Missouri Room, 2 Park Dr. S., Great Falls on March 29, 2007.

The draft EIS may be viewed on the web at www.deg.mt.gov. Persons on the project mailing

list will receive paper copies in the mail. For questions or to reguest a CD or paper copy

of the draft EIS contact Greg Hallsten at 406-444-3276. Written comments should be
submitted to Hallsten at the DEQ Director's Office, PO Box 200901, Helena, MT 59620-0901.
Comments may alsoc be e-mailed to MATLGmt.gov.

The DEQ will make reasonable accommodations for persons with disabilities who wish to

participate in this process. If you require an accommodation, please contact Lisa Peterson

at 406-444-2929 or at the address above.

Elizabeth & Wilbur Wood

STONEHOUSE PRODUCTIONS
Box 12 Roundup, Montana 59072
rewood@midrivers.com

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

March 27, 2007

Greg Hallsten firm contracts with wind farm developers, when wind
ih }(e),t,gftiwm of Environmental Quality generators are not fully using their contracted capacity, the
L e MATL line would be available for non-firm transactions
allowing power from other sources of generation to be
Dear M:. Hallster: imported to or exported from Montana.
ll‘v‘ld:;t\:r::-lggl’l-::;ax%zﬁj::ﬂf:dnﬂl\?[:\u;i:md) RO A, Response 479: Comment noted.

Comment 478 | Because of the vast wind resource in Montana and the limited in-state market,

development of Montana’s wind potential depends on construction of transmission lines Response 480: Comment noted.
to reach out-of-state markets, such as MATL.

Wind Hunter, LLC is developing several wind power projects in Montana and has .
Comment 479
contmcled for 180 MW of southbound capacity on MATL that could be used for one or RGSPODSG 481: Comment noted.

more of our projects. Timely completion of MATL is important to our marketing efforts.

MATL passes through areas that are well-suited for transmission line siting and
construction. We believe that throughout the route selection and permitting processes
MATL has demonstrated its sensitivity to environmental and landowner issues.

Represenlatives from Wind Hunter are unable to attend the public meetings scheduled for
March 27-29. However, we want to be on the record in support of the MATL project and
urge DEQ to approve the project at the earliest possible date.

Sincerely, ,//
///;:f T

Howard Lee
Vice-President of Business Development
Wind Hunter, LLC
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From: Judy Singer [jsinger0509@holmail.com] Response 482: See response to comment 468.
Posted At: Tuesday, March 27, 2007 12:37 PM

Conversation: Montana Alberta Transmission Line

Posted To: MATL

Subject: Montana Alberta Transmission Ling

To Government Officials,

Comment 482
WE require more and more energy, we also require natural beauty. Please keep all proposed large scale
windfarms and their transmission lines east of Highways 89 and 287, from Babb to Bowmans.....to
insure that the Beauty of the Rocky Mountain front is reserved for us and future generations.

Sincerely,

Judy Singer, Choteau Montana

Live Search Maps - find all the local information you need, right when you need it.
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From: Ronald & Deborah Ries [riesrd@tetonwireless.net] ReSponse 483: Comment noted.
Posted At: Wednesday, March 28, 2007 6:49 PM
Conversation: Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd

Posted To: MATL

Subject: Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd

Comment 483

Response 484: Comment noted.

10t comtortable with 1ts impact, more work needs

Comment 484

tortable

till acce

No matter what the cost to Matl!
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Response 485: Comment noted.

Inv nergy Wind LLC 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.

Mr. Greg Hallsten,

Director's Office, Montana Department of Environmental Quality,

e Response 487: Comment noted.
Helena, Montana 59620-0901,

Response 488: Comment noted.
Dear Mr. Hallsten,

Invenergy Wind LLC 1s an owner, developer and operator of wind energy projects across
North America and Europe. We are proud to own and operate the largest wind farm in

Montana—the 135 MW Judith Gap Energy Center. @E

We believe in the environmental benefits of renewable energy for our world and the
significant economic benefits that wind energy projects bring to local ranchers and whole
communities. Over 70% of the construction dollars were spent on Montana contractors.
Just ask Wheatland County and the Ranch owners in Judith Gap about the nearly $2
million of annual income they are receiving as hosts of one of the top performing wind
farms in the wesl.

I'ransmission has been the major obstacle to more wind projects being built in Montana |Eornmeni486
and we were very encouraged to see the Montana Alberta Tie Line (*MATL”) propose a
partial solution to the transmission shortages in the northwest region. We helieve that the
success of the MATL line will encourage more transmission investment in Montana
which will allow more wind energy to be built.

Invenergy Wind has two wind projects under development that we hope to interconnect
with this proposed line. We have reserved a portion of the capacity on the MATL line
and the early success of our prajects hinge on the success of this transmission line. [Comment 487

We applaud the Governor, legislators, DEQ and other Montana energy policy makers
who are working together with landowners, environmentalists and energy companies to
responsibly build transmission infrastructure that will help Montanans realize the benefits
of its abundant renewable resources and at the same time increase state energy rehability

via a stronger more interconnected system.
Comment 488

We support the MATL line and ask that you approve their application to construct |

Sincerely,

Mark D. Jacobson
Senior Development Manager
Invenergy Wind LLC
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3 R ¥ g - ragez ol
From: Mark Jacobson [MJacobson@invenergylic.com) ol T

Posted At: Thursday, March 29, 2007 3:43 PM
Conversation: MDEQ public hearings

Posted To:  MATL

Subject: FW: MDEQ public hearings Ches

MDEQ web site: htlp://www.deq.stale mLus/MFSIMATL asp

Please include this letter from Invenergy as support for the proposed MATL line

Mark Jacobson oy

From: Ches Maciorowski [mailto:ches.maciorowski@matl.ca]
Sent: Friday, March 23, 2007 9:48 AM

To: Bill Alexander; Mark Jacobson; pascoeenergy@acl.com
Cc: Bob Williams

Subject: RE: MDEQ public hearings

Gents, if you are unable to show up in person to the hearing you may submit comments to:
Mr. Greg Hallsten,

Director's Office, Montana Department of Environmental Quality,

PO Box 200901, Helena, Meontana 59620-0901,

or e-mail to MATL@mt.gov.

here is an excerpt from the MDEQ posting

A 30-day public comment period for written comments will close on April 9, 2007.
Public hearings will be held at the fallowing locations from 6:30-9:30 PM:

Norley Hall, 400 N Virginia, Conrad on March 27, 2007,

Glacier County Voting Center, 917 East Railroad St, Cut Bank on March 28, 2007, and
Great Falls Civic Center, Missouri Room, 2 Park Dr. S.. Great Falls on March, 29, 2007

Ches

From: Ches Maciorowski

Sent: Monday, March 19, 2007 6:44 PM

To: 'Bill Alexander'; Mark Jacobson; Bill Pascoe (pascoeenergy@aol.com)
Cc: Bob Williams

Subject: MDEQ public hearings

Bill A., Bill P., Mark,

The MDEQ has issued its final draft report for public comment and has scheduled hearings in a number
of Montana locations next week. It would be beneficial to our and your project(s) to make a presentation
of support at the hearing. An appearance in person would carry more weight however; it may be
possible to submit a submission in writing if a personal appearance from your arganization is simply not
possible. Bob can you please confirm whether the latter method is an acceptable alternative. Thanks.

5/8/2007
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From: Doug Hammill [workshops@dochammill com] Response 489: Comment noted. See response to comment 468.
Posted At:  Friday, March 30, 2007 1:02 PM

Conversation: Proposed Montana-Alberta transmission line, Great Falls to Lethbridge

Posted To:  MATL

Subject: Proposed Montana-Alberta transmission line, Great Falls to Lethbridge

Comment:

These proposed large-scale wind farms and transmission lines must at a minimum be
kept east of Highways B9 and 287 from Babb to Bowman’s Corners.

Montana’s Rocky Mountain Front deserves to be protected from development and the
view of it west of 89 and 287 should be unobstructed.

The public from Montana and around the nation and world has strongly and repeatedly
rendered such an opinion on many different occasions with regard to a wide range of
development efforts.

Some of the most spectacular undeveloped scenery in North America lies west of those
routes and must be preserved for present and future generations.

Respectfully submitted,

Doug Hammill

DOC HAMMILL'S HORSEMANSHIP
WORKSHOPS AND VIDEOS

Douc HAMMILL D.V.M
www.DocHammill.com
workshops(@dochammill.com

PO Box 415, East Glacier Park, MT 59434
406-250-8252

5/8/2007
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From: JOHN fichnchasemasweli@email.com) Response 490: See the revised discussion of cumulative impacts
Pasted At:  Friday, March 30, 2007 1:33 PM in Chapter 4. The agencies are not aware of any plans for oil
e R and gas well development that would be dependent on the
Subject: No New Transmission Lines in Montana MATL hne AS indicated ln response to comment 478, the
I- This project is not just about one transmission line. MATL hne Would be aVaﬂable for Short-term transactions
It is a first step toward what could transform huge areas of Montana’s from Other forms Of generation.

rural landscapes to
industrial-style energy production ? i.e. infrastructure for wind, oil &
gas, coal ? and all the cumulative impacts that development would bring.

Response 491: See response to comment 24.

2- Before the MATL line is approved, DEQ and DOE should complete

a broad regional programmatic EIS that addresses all aspects of wind Comment 491

farm & Response 492: The agencies do not have regulatory authority to
transmission and other energy development in northcentral Montana ? . . . . . . . .
general arcas that should or shouldn’t be developed; long-term guarantee full pUth partICIPatlon in decisions for locatlng
projections of overall : :

cumulative impacts such as habitat fragmentation; economic disadvantages Wlnd farms. The MATL hne WOUId be located east Of

for Montanans compared to benefits to heavily subsidized wealthy Interstate 15 south of Brady but remains west of the

corporations; private . . . .

property rights & eminent domain & devaluation of neighboring property; interstate north of Brady in order to cross the international

guidelines & stipulations for the long-term & regulatory oversight; etc. boundary and ahgn Wlth the rest Of the prOjeCt in Canada.

DEQ should guarantee full public participation in siting

decisions for locating all future wind farms and transmission lines.

Forexample, let'skeep s Response 493: Comment noted. The agencies are aware of a
proposed industrial-scale wind farms and transmission lines near . 1y e

Interstate Hwy 15, well east of the Rocky Mountain Front, to protect the wood pOle line built in the 1930s between Great Falls and

viewshed of some of the
most spectacular undeveloped scenery in North America,

Havre that is still being used today as a result of ongoing
maintenance of the line.

4- Once built, these structures are going to be there for
. y x i 1 T ARG TR we Comment 493
lifetimes. As one local farmer commented at the public hearings, “Get
it right the first time, or don’t

build it at all.” Response 494: Comment noted.

Conclusion: No way! This is not good for the environment, citizens. t's only good for large energy

COmpanies w ave > W :ir b >CISIONS.
companies who do not have to live with their bad decisions Corent a5

John Maxwell
Missoula MT
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From: dmuenchphoto@aol.com Response 495. Comment l’loted.
Posted At: Friday, March 30, 2007 2:12 PM
Conversation: mall proposal for the development of wind farms .

Response 496: Comment noted.
Posted To: MATL
Subject: matl proposal for the development of wind farms

B oz A% 20 Response 497: Comment noted.
Fo Whom It May Concern:

!rl |-7u7u 111 those other Montanans who are concerned fbout the transmission line proposed by MATI . .y . .
||h ve are so eager to prevent oil and gas development in inappropriate places (and because we | Response 498 The range Of blrd mortalltles aSSOCIated Wlth

et e L e e e — wind farm development is indicated in the revised

| bandwagons that SEEM to provide for clean energy| But habitat fragmentation is not clean. Economic
disadvantage to ordinary citizens in order to provide windfall profits for heavily subsidized large discussion of cumulative impacts (see Section 4.9).
corporations is not clean. [ The devaluing of property that has long held Montana's open space and clear | [497

|views as one of its values is not clean] Wind farms on migratory bird flyways kills many. This is not

e Response 499: Costs and risks of the proposed MATL line to
‘\\’c must know exactly what we are domng, who it benefits, who it hurts, what the long-term impacts are, Montana are discussed in the draft EIS. The benefits and
whether the trade-offs come anywhere near being worth the development before we jump into . . . .
developing anything. Haven't we, by now, had enough of greed in the name of doing good? How costs of the prO]eCt to Montana are discussed in Sections 1.2
gullible are we, when money is waved in our faces. and 3.13. Potential impacts to Montana customers are
| would ask the DEQ guarantee full public participation in siting decisions and that we pay careful discussed in Section 3.13.

attention to keeping industrial-scale wind farms and transmission lines near I-15, well east of the Rocky
Mountain Front, to protect the viewshed of some of the most spectacular scenery in America. We don't
have a whole lot left. Couldn't we do the right thing here, from the beginning?

q & i A Response 500: See response to comment 492.

Ruth Rudner-Muench, Harrison, Montana

AOL now offers free email to everyone. Find out more about what's free from AOL at AOL.com
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Fram: Ursula Mattson [fillinpt@3rivers net]
Posted At: Saturday, March 31, 2007 8:53 AM
Conversation: MATL Public Comments

Posted To:  MATI

Subject: MATL Public Cammenls

March 31, 2007

To: Mr. Greg Hallsten, Montana Department of Environmental Quality, PO Box 200901, Helena, M1
59620

Dear Mr, Hallsten,
The following are my thoughts [or the public record on the propesed MATL and associated wind farms.

| am a 30 year resident of East Glacier Park, Montana and work in several Northcentral Montana
hospitals. [spend a lot of ime driving to and from work adnuring the beauty of this area’s uncluttered
wide open sky and landscapes. | am very disturbed by the proposed MATL and associated wind farms

for a number ol reasons,  |Comment 501

1) The visual impact of the line itself plus wind farms is difficult to imagine. [ have seen the wind farms
in Cowley. Alberta and near Cardston on the edge of Walerton Lakes National Park and the few
turbines just out of Browning. [ personally feel that they are intrusive, oul of place, and detract
significantly from the visual splendor of this unique landscape. This is what draws people (visitors) ta
our arca. The unbelievable dramatic beauty of the Rocky Mountain peaks rising out of the plains is best
scen from the prairie. Are wind turbines and transmission lines really what people want to see as they
drive west toward the mountains? | “omment 502

2) The impact of the transmission line and wind farms on migratory birds has not been adequately
addressed. The East Front is a migration corndor for waterfowl, raptors and Bald eagles as they fly to
and [rom their nesting sites in the arctic. How will the turbines and the line affect them? 1 can only

imagine it having an adverse impact. [Cormment 503

3) Lasl is the 1ssue of planning for wind power in Montana. We have no plan other than rushing forward
in the interest of finding sustainable alternative energy sources to oil, — drive and fly just as much as any
of us, so it may seem hypocritical to oppose wind farm development.  feel that we need to proceed m
an educated and well researched manner,

Energy conservation should be foremost in our personal choices as we | as in our legislation at the state
and national Tevel, This dependency on foreign oil and all fossil fuels s unacceptable. Next is the wise
development of alternative energy sources such as wind and solar. [n Montana this could mean small-
scale, decentralized development that will not adversely impact our seeond most important source of’

meome...toursm, Comment 504

Let's plan for all future wind farm development in Montana by studying what has and hasn’t worked
other areas, miligating adverse effects, and looking at the long term 1mpacts on tourism, migratory birds,
and our scenic beauty and vistas which awe and inspire us as Monlanaas as well as those who come (o
visit. Let’s have a set of guidelines that we use to plan our future so that someone else doesn’t plan it
for us. Let's start with a more detailed EIS for the MATL that addresses the associated wind farms.

Carnment 505

SAR2007

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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From: Susan Reneau [bluemountain@montana.com]
Posted At: Monday, April 02, 2007 11:23 AM
Conversation: Rocky Mountain Front EIS

Posted To:  MATL

Subject: Racky Mountain Front EIS

Dear Greg Hallsten, Montana Dept. of Environmental Quality: T TEDE
Please record the fact that | support a comprehensive EIS on the Rocky Mountain Front and

that the Canadian company wishing to use public lands to extract g
transmission line that will lead to more

ras and oil wanlts one

If this is allowed, it will \xl the scene for gas and
oil extraction lines criss crossing the landscape and destroying the national forests and other
_public lands that are being used.

| Before MATL is approved to put in the transmission line, a complete and broad regional EIS
must address all aspects of wind farm and transmission and other energy development in
north central Montana. The public must be fully informed and written reports must be made

public. Public meetings must be conducted. I assume this will happen but because we all
know what assume means, 1 am writing this to you Comment 07

Once these transmission lines are constructed, they will permanently obstruct the glorious
landscape of the Rocky Mountain Front. Has anyone examined the feasibility of

underground transmission lines that would not do too much damage? [ am just thinking this
might be a solution

L= g Comment 508

| support energy excavation but only if it does not destroy water quality, wildlife [C
[ habitat and other aspects of life on the Rocky Mountain Front and still allows other]|
| users of federal public land to enjoy the land that belongs to all of us. Unsrghlly

omment 510
transmission lines all over the land does not attract me especially for the Ilmlied_

amount of energy that might be extracted. |Please go carefully and follow all ElS|
[guidelines for investigation. | | [Comment5TT |

Sincerely,

Susan Reneau
5425 Skyway Drive
Missoula, MT 59804

A Theodore Roosevelt Republican

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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From: Ring, Tom

Sent:  Monday, April 02, 2007 3:48 PM
To: MATL

Subject: FW: MATL Alt Route 2 suggestion

From: Lee Otness [mailto:lee@3riversdbs.net]
Sent: Friday, March 30, 2007 2:16 PM

To: Ring, Tom

Subject: MATL Alt Route 2 suggestion

Tom,

Thanks for hosting the 3/27 meeling at Conrad. You seemed pretty busy afterwards so | didn't get a chance
to meel you personally.

Speaking in public is not one of my strengths but | did have one thing I'd like to suggest. If Alt 2 is ultimately
approved, | believe MATL should use long span monopoles on all cropland and CRP land. This would be a
compromise | could live with and would be considerably cheaper for MATL than Alt 4, which also incorporates this

concept on a longer, therefore more expensive, route. [Comment 512

In my own situation, out of 11 or 12 poles that pass through my cropland only 3 are monopoles (as best | can
figure out from the maps) yet the rest also diagenal through cultivated fields. This, along with putting as many

poles as possible on fence lines, would certainly make farming around them easier. [Comment 513

| still feel that Alt 4 is clearly the best route and I'l try and get a letter to the director stating my concerns.

Maybe you can mention this idea to the powers that be in the meantime.  [Comment 514

Best,
Lee Otness

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.
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Page 1 of | Response 515: Comment noted. See the revised discussion of
socioeconomic impacts in Section 3.13.

Johnson, Nancy

From: ONE STOP CENEX [onestop@3rivers.niet]
Posted At: Manday, April 02, 2007 4:44 PM
Conversation: Positive Commenls

Posted To: MATL

Subject: Paositive Commenls

To Whom It May Concern

| am writing this letter in support of the propesed Montana-Alberta Tie transmission line

| live in Valier, MT and we face an uphill battle trying to keep local businesses and our schools open, | recently
reviewed the information available and conclude that this transmission line will create a positive economic spark
for the State of Montana and Pondera County. Aleng with this econemic growth it will aiso provide the tax revenue
needed to keep small schools in our rural communities open. Please do the right thing and move forward with this
project so that towns like Valier may continue to prosper in the years to come.

Regards,
Scott Curry
Owner

One Stop Cenex
Liquor Agency #78

5/8/2007
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From: Mary Hamilton [solplex@montana com] Response 516: Comment noted. Distributed generation would
Posted At: Tuesday, April 03, 2007 12:32 PM .
Conversation: Large power lines as part of the FERG new national grid not meet the needs of the proposed line.
Posted To: MATL
Subject: Large power lines as parl of the FERC new natienal grid .
Response 517: Comment noted. The proposed project would be

1 national grid with very large p is. What we need to do in the financed priVate].y, and Would not Contribute to the nationa].

s to think small. That

tE a ‘ T ; 3 E¥a : id, ‘ debt.

Response 518: Comment noted.

than .
Land will be condemned "in the national interest" even though it is the farthest thing
from the national interest to build large transmission. There will be lots of good
permanent jobs created with
distributed generation while large power lines and power plants
would only create boom and bust economies that are very detrimental to communities and
place the dollars in the hands of a few out of state companies CEOs.

small is beautiful. Comment 518

Mary Hamilton

Member Solar Plexus LLC
1605 Stephens Ste B
Missoula, MT 59801
PH:406-721-1130
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From: s [Charles Miler@mso.umt edu] Response 519: The developers of wind farms near the proposed

Faslo A PWetheeaay Mo 0% 2007 LA AN line have not revealed their plans yet. Wildlife and wildlife

Conversation: Reguest for comprehensive EIS on transmission lines and wind farms . .

PR habitat could be adversely affected by construction of the

Subject: Request for comprehensive EIS on transmission lines and wind farms transmission line and wind farms. DEQ has requested this
S information, but does not have regulatory authority over

Cornment 519

| request DEQ to perform a much more comprehensive EIS to include the impact of proposed transmission lines

wind farms and cannot demand the information. See the

and v farms on wildlife and in particular the 5 alil \ and mi ) h se . . . . . .

S oS oy U e e o penlcrth kit S st S o iy discussion of wildlife impacts resulting from the

T aniavol for eoreidarsliors o Fdmpp ANt malint transmission line in sections 3.8, 3.10, and the expanded
Charles Mille cumulative impacts analysis in Sections 4.9 and 4.11.
5/8/2007
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From: sporte@mea-mft.org

Posted At: Wednesday, April 04, 2007 4:54 PM

Conversation: comments on MATL EIS
Posted To: MATL

Subject: comments on MATL EIS
To whom it may concern

| am writing in opposition to the MATL proposal. | am a 5" generation Montanan who lives in Helena and
Choteau. | cherish Montana's rural landscapes. | don't want to see huge areas of our rural areas transformed into

industrial-style energy farms

In particular, it is crucial to protect the viewshec of the Rocky Meuntain Front. It is one of Montana's most
spectacular landscapes. It boosts the local economy by bringing in visitors who spend money in Choteau as well
as other small towns in the region. That helps keep local ranchers on the land, and that too protects our rural

landscapes and our unigue Montana way of life. [Comment 521

| strongly support renewable energy, but il should be done on a small, site-specific scale to avoid unsightly power

lines and habitat fragmentation.  [Comment 522

Thank you considering my comments.

ek o s kol o ol o s oo o e o s o o o sl o s oo s e o ko s ook
Only the individual sender is responsible for the content of the
message, and the message does not necessarily reflect the position
or policy of the National Education Association or its affiliates.

5/8/2007

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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From: Paul Stephens [greateco@a3rivers.net]
Posted At: Thursday, April 05, 2007 5:39 AM
Conversation: Comment on the DEIS

Posted To: MATL

Subject: Comment on the DEIS

of the DEIS at the hearing, but haven't vet siudied it. The only other comment I would make at this time
is to question whether or not this project is dependent on the Highwood Generating Station being
approved. Since we anticipate the Highwood Station will not be built using CFB or pulverized coal
technology, and other coal-burning plants will probably be shut down, there may not be enough power
generated in Montana to support this line to Canada. Although we should encourage exports to Canada
(since the U.S. has a balance of payments deficit with Canada), we shouldn't compromise our own
environmental quality or other values for this purpose. I'm especially concerned that the MATL might
encourage the construction of more dirty coal plants, refineries for oil shale, and the like which would
violate Canada's clean air standards, but still be legal in Montana and the U.S. Please keep me informed

on this issue

Paul Stephens, Montana Green Bulletin
PO Box 2501

Great Falls, MT 59403

The Montana-Alberta Tie, Ltd. With most of our attention being devoted to stopping the Highwood
Generating Station for the past couple of years, a major high-voltage power line connecting Great Falls
with Alberta has largely slipped beneath the radar. It goes through boring farmland, with little impact on
scenic values or agricultural production, and it is claimed that it will encourage the growth of wind
energy production, both for Montana use and for export to Alberta, Canada — the nearest high-density
urban population to the fruitful plains of central Montana.

So far, so good, or so we thought. I had not been following the MATL discussion at all. I should have
been suspicious when Peggy Beltrone, the City, the Development Authority, and most politicians were
lining up to promote and support it. But having often been accused of being "against everything," |
thought that maybe | could ignore this issu¢ entirely. Not so. The public hearing quickly revealed that,
as one citizen put it, "all the farmers are against this, and all the politicians are for it." Needless to say, I
found my sentiments agreeing with the farmers -- even though some of their reasons, like the line would
interfere with "soil sterilization” in their no-till, chemical wheat-growing strategies, were anything but
consistent with Green agronomy. Some of the large local landowners, however, had even better reasons
than I gave in my early testimony for questioning the validity of this project.

Comment 523

Here is something 1 wrote about the MATL 1n the last Montana Green Bulletin, | also received a copy

ring is that this line has a lot to do with the proposed

| What became clear during the course of the He
|Highwood Station and other "merchant plants.” as well as selling the cheap hydropower from Missouri

5/8/2007

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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Page 2 0f 3

Comment 524
(Centinued)
River dams (now owned by PPL) to Canada at a greater profit, since Canadians will pay a premium

because they are more concerned about meeting Kyoto standards (limiting or taxing greenhouse gas
carbon emissions) than we are. If the Highwood Station isn't built, there may be less need or interest in

building this line
Comment 525

it all the costs apd burdens attending this powerline needed 1o be paid |
by the priva 1 line, and Iql:ulmmd \\Eluhu or not it was ppmpw e 10 use
Eminent Dum iin o |lllu. \ indowners to accommodate the line, even thoug gh this was a private venture
and not part of a regulated, public utility. | was given a state website to consult concerning the Eminent
Domain issue.  [Comment 526

The landowners, many of whom had testified at several regional hearings, were unanimous in criticizing
the DEQ and other state agencies for promoting out of state corporations over the interests and well-
being of Montanans, but most were willing to aceept MATL if all their concemns were answered, and
they were compensated for their economic losses. Apparently, they individually sign some sort of
contract with the company, and get some sort of financial compensation, but if they don't, Eminent
Domain does come into play, and they are forced to take the deal whether they like it or not. Of course,
they always have the political optien of trying to shut down the project entirely. and that may happen if
the company invelved is not straightforward about its real plans and intentions, which it appears it has

not always been, |Comment 527

Although two commercial wind farms are proposed between Great Falls and Lethbridge, Alberta, in the
vicinity of Cut Bank, the plans are still vague and apparently not yet finalized or funded. We have been

led to believe that nothing but windpower would be distributed by this line (largely from south to north,

or from Montana to Alberta, although there seems to be something in the DEIS which claims that
Alberta power could be sent south as well -- obviously, both could not happen simultaneously, although

one citizen claimed that the DEIS was misleading on that account). But most power produced in

Montana is still coal-fired, and it's all mixed together on the grid. If Canadians pay more for the clean

wind and hydro-power, then we are stuck with the dirty coal power, and there would be more incentives

to build plants like the Highwood Station and keep the antiquated (and very dirty) Colstrip in operation.

I'he question remains that if the Highwood Station isn't built, and current windpower projects are used in
place of it - even to the extent of shutting down existing coal plants at Colstrip, ete. - then why do we
need a major power transmission line to Canada? This was a point forcefully made by several opponents

of the line.  [Comment 529

So far. though, the environmental and clean energy communities haven't mobilized against it. Citizens
for Clean Energy was holding its weekly meet 1 the same time, but at the other end of town, and
only Mark Good and Gene Sentz of environmentalists 1 know testified mildly against MATL, or in
support of it with certain caveats. M ave a good presentation in favor of windpower, although both
he and Gene, who is from Choteau, were concerned about lines and wind turbines impacting the scenic
values of the Rocky Mountain Front. Choteau resident and comedian David Letterman has even joined a
landowner's suit to oppose the canstruction of powerlines from Gibson Dam, so [ don't suppose he cares

much for MATL, either. |Comment 530
Comrment 531

|M-\ T. the proposed line will be 3 s side of the Front, on fat farmland with only |

v ] II\!\\ ever, Ll will impose considerable costs on [Comment 532
farmers who must farm around the large py \nns \\Imh support the wires. These also impact aerial crop-

le:mn_. and Buck (?Hnul a plmnmcnl farmer m:l lmmu ullhflﬂ e Im Cong
ofh ad

mi ||\|\ll||lu| scen

|mn[m|3ui lh at one

1 ¢ ‘|
e power lifjes, whic hlu~M T
1 ~{Comment 533
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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 %2 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.

demonstrated 1o have health impacts both on people and livestock. The power indusiry. of course.

obal warming, has suppressed and destroyed much of the research

vigorously denies this, and like g
which details and quantifies this risk

582007

Comiment 533
(Continued)

c3of3
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From: B. Hoggan [mb

Posted At: Thurst April
Conversation: Powerline
Posted To MATL

Subject Powerline

Comment 534

payment

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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From: Starshine [dr.starshine@bresnan.net]
Posted At: Thursday, April 05, 2007 3:21 PM
Conversation: MATL Comment

Posted To:  MATL

Subject: MATL Comment

Greg Hallsten,

Comment 535

1 am concerned ahout the huge power lines that MAT]
lines will cut across land whether it is tilled or forested

Great amounts of electricity are lost in transmission.

|- proposes to install. The power
causing havoc either way. Montana

needs, instead, small power plants for each area becauge

Ther the alumi plant was

built in Columbia Falls is b it was cheaper to ship the bauxite to the power of

Hungry Horse Dam than the power to the bauxite in H

Starshine

1200 32nd STreet S. #50
Great Falls, MT 59405
453-8989

Be who you are and say what you feel.
Those who mind don't matter.
Those who matter don't mind. Suess

5/8/2007

Comment 536

Response 535: Comment noted.

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

for coal-fired generation plants that would be dependent
Wiee upon the MATL line.

it both the need

From: Mathsen, R.M. and L.S. [mathsenlsrm@yahoo.com]
Posted At; Th April 05, 2007 3:53 PM
Conversation: M AT L Comments
G gy Response 538: Comment noted. The line is not routed near the
PHbASE b enmens Rocky Mountain Front. See Figure 1.1-1 and response to
comment 232.
—_Gnmmem 537
Response 539: See response to comment 529.
ape should it
on the east side Response 540: See response to comment 529. Whether or not
g unacceptable environmental or medical problems would be
vest stimulated would depend on the design and location of
g £ lities along 1 -fi i i
3 hypothetical future coal flr?d electrical generating plants
the corridox along the route. The agencies are not aware of future plans

ar and

e Response 541: The primary beneficiaries of this line will be the
company that proposes to build this line (Montana Alberta
bl e Tie Ltd. owned by Tonbridge Power Inc.), and any wind
ol 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.

April 6, 2007 Response 546: Comment noted. See the revised discussion of
cumulative impacts in Chapter 4.

Montana Department of Environmental Quality
Director’s Office
PO Box 200901

e Response 547: The agencies have no regulatory authority to site
Attn: Greg Hallsten A - . . .
wind farms and little if any regulatory authority to require
mitigating measures to control how they would be built. See
I have reviewed the Draft EIS for the proposed MATL transmission line. Please consider my . . . . . . .
comments on behalf of the National Parks Conservation Association. We are a national non- the reVlsed Cumulatlve lmpaCtS dlSCLlSSlOIl m SeCtlon 4:.16 fOI‘
:::l;:\l:. ;::,g:::;,:_llt_:?n:?:;::)"M more than 330,000 members, with a mission to protect national more detall on Visual impaCtS Of Wlnd farm development.
Our comments are limited to the potential impact of this project, its connected actions and Persons lntereSted mn lmplementatlon Of mltlgatlng measures
cumulative effects on park and ecosystem values and the experience of visitors to Waterton- Should Work Wlth 1nd1v1dual developers as w1nd farms are
Glacier International Peace Park and the surrounding Crown of the Continent region. .
sited and planned.

The DEIS states that the intention and likely affect of this project is to facilitate the development

Dear Mr. Hallsten,

sver, the DEIS does not provide much information about the potential

of wind farms. Ho

nitude of wind farm development. We have observed the recent

ion and

scope, I
prolift
| fashic

tion of wind farms near Pinch Creek, which appears to have proceeded in a piccemeal
he

We are concerned tha

ut a comprehensive plan to address scenic values and perhaps also avian values.
it the DEIS d«

s of wind farm development. We would like to see these issues addressed

not take a harder look at the potential connected actions

and cumulative effec
in greater detail before a ROD 18 issued

The DEIS states on page 4-16 that “Wind generation facilities (associated with and facilitated by

this transmission line) would be highly visible and not compatible with the natural I:uldwnpc.
Operating windmills would generate a strobe effect and blade glint. Red tower lights at night

would also adversely impact visual resources "wind

[Further, the DEIS states, “Operation of wind

1e renewable wind energ be a positive development opportunity for the region

sure it is d visual and avian impacts can be mitigated by

P A
siting, in terms of both location and mag

1 ‘ AW Comment 547

tude/frequency. However, we are not aware of any

Steve Thomps
P.O. Box 4485, Whitefs
Hhampson(@np

i Manager
* (406) 862-6722

npea.org
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- - Response 548: See the revised discussion of cumulative impacts
NPCA Comments on MATL DEIS in Chapter 4 for further explanation of the types of impacts
re that may occur and Appendix O for possible measures to
L B e reduce these impacts. The agencies do not have regulatory
I dhis ransimission e, tn the gbseng authority over siting of wind farms.

opportunity for the publi

where wind farms might be

8 1§ DR fovset ot :;‘f.“. sty trough MEPAINEPA and i Response 549: Your worst case scenario is not likely from the

“Rocky Mt ; i e Wean e 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

st i e L e o west of Interstate 15, the agencies are unaware of any that
=ERat = : [Comment 549 ]
s B T R S e ST SRS would be located west of H}ghway 89. ‘Where .deye}opments
are located depends on project economics, availability of
Sincerely,

transmission capacity, landowner agreements, and the wind
resource.
Steve Thompson

Senior Program Manager
Glacier Field Office
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From: brian harcourt [farbs@ez

Posted At: Fride

thiink.net)

April 06, 200 12 PM

Conversation: MATL Power Line Placement
Posted To: MATL
Subject: MATL Power Line Placement

My friend Jimmer was in a wheel chair from the age of 12. He never had an opportunity to do many

recreational things due to this handicap.

River. This went on for twenty five years until Jimmer passed away

After his pass

g, the hunting rights went 1o the handicapped, and the 12 10 13 year-olds. This gave
these people a chance to hunt without strenuous activity, or having to travel considerable distances

Roberl Carney gave Jimmer and his riends the exclusive nghts to hunt on Nis property on (he Teton }

Comment 550

Comment 551
case put the proposed power line next to the existing N.W_.E. line so people ci

an still hunt on Camey

pro . |If the Tine can't be moved, the recreation on the Carney land will prob

ing divided by a power ling, this could create a health risk

Iy end. Because of |

=== brian harcourt
- fart
--- EarthLink: The #1 provider of the Real Internet

aearthlink.net

Comment 552

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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From: Russ & Loraine Wah! [rw@:

Posted At: Saturday, April 07, 2007 5:28 PM

Conversation: MATL
Posted To: MATL
Subject: MATL

Hi,

Comment 553

| am in full support of the construction of the proposed MATL line. It will be a financial benefit to North Montana
and the communities affecled. As a farmer, | am aware of the inconvenience of having lo farm around poles on
our farmland, yet considering the compensation already offered, the MATL line should not be of consequence to

lhose affected. Please expedite this project as quickly as possible

Sincerely,

Russ Wah!
P.O. Box 1268
Cut Bank, MT 59427

Response 553: Comment noted. See additional discussion of

costs associated with farming around structures in Section

3.13.
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From: Jim

Posted At: Sunday, April 08, 2007 10:13 AM
Conversation: Montana Alberta Transmission Line

Posted To: MATL
Subject: Montana Alberta Transmission Line

T'o Montana Department of Environmental Quality

The EIS on MATL is way too limited. 1t does not address the extensive wind farms that will be an adjunct to the transmission

and Sue Brown [woodsy@onewesl.net]

Comment 554

line. The EIS must address the cumulative impacts on view shed and waldlife. it should address the need 1o construct coal,

gas or hydrepower power plants to supplement wind energy. In short this limited EIS is woefully inadequate

Jim Brown
1504 Woods Gulch
Missoula, MT 59802

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.

From: Kale Sako [katesako@msn.com]
Posted At: Sunday, April 08, 2007 3:32 PM
Conversation: Montana-Alberta Tie Line (MATL) EIS
Posted To: MATL

Subject: Montana-Alberta Tie Line (MATL) EIS
Re: Montana-Alberta Tie Line (MATL) EIS

Mr. Hallsten:
Ilove the idea of developing renewable energy resources, particularly in ways that benefit and
support Montana's traditions, such as ranching, farming, and quiet enjoyment of the
outdoors. However, we should take the opportunity to fully plan the development from start
to finish. We know enough about the goals and tendencies of energy industries and the value
of landscapes to plan energy transmission and wind development right from the start.

I live outside of East Glacier, backing up to the Badger-Two Medicine. My family and I walk
in the Badger-Two Medicine almost every day, and often visit the Rocky Mountain Front
between Browning and Great Falls. It is a spectacular place that is cherished by Montanans
and non-Montanans alike. | know how quickly a landscape can be transformed by power lines
and wind turbines. My hometown is Richland, Washington—it is a beautiful desert area with
a few hills dotting the landscape. On a recent visit there, I was shocked to see one of the
“hills”, which use to seem distant and serene, covered with wind turbines. The turbines are so
large that the hill seemed to move towards the town and become smaller, all at the same time.
It feels like some dropped an industrial park on the town. 1doubt the residents there knew
that their landscape would change so drastically with the addition of the wind turbines.
Although the MATL project is about a single transmission line, it is clearly closely associated
with additional energy production and transmission issues, including the development of
wind farms and possibly other energy sources. The first step is always critical because once
one line is in people will argue that another line or related structure isn’t going to make that
much difference, Thus, the first step should include careful consideration of all the items that

Response 556: Comment noted.

might logically or necessarily follow. This includes consideration of actual long-term financial
benefit to Montana communities (not just how much money is being generated and going to a
company who is involved in the process), types and kinds of energy development follow-on
and their impact on the environment, and long-term maintenance and removal issues.

In particular, the Rocky Mountain Front and the prairies and ranches running along it need to
be protected from any energy development or transmission that degrades the scenic,
recreational and economic values of the area. Thus, no transmission lines or wind farms

should be licensed or allowed along the Front.

any private landowners or public leaseholders

transmission line developer complains that hay
even though it is best for the farmers, then the d

benefit should be given to the Montana farmer,

’lm- along the Rocky Mountain Front is maintai

urther, we shouldn’t cut corners or pressure
nto accepting these plans. For example, if the
ng single poles on farm land is too expensive,
evelopers need to rethink their plans. Every
rancher and landowner to ensure the quality of

ed, if not made better. We can’t afford to

5/8/2007

Comment 556
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Page 2 of 2

sacrifice these places for projects that mainly benefit corporations, other states, other countries,
etc

Thanks for taking my comments into account. Please keep me informed of the progress of this
project

Katie Sako

PO Box 475, Fast Glacier, MT 59434
(406) 226-4694

5/8/2007
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From: Craig Storle [CACSASTORLE@msn.com] Response 557: Comment noted.
Posted At: Sunday, April 08, 2007 11:11 PM
Conversation: Power Line from Montana to Canada

Posted To:  MATL Response 558: Comment noted.

Subject: Power Line from Montana to Canada
Dear Mr. Greg Hallsten: Response 559: Use of monopoles and following section lines are
I am Writing in concern with the proposed fower line by MATL across Montana to Canada. 1 | measures adopted tO address land use lmpaCtS Where

believe if The Executives of MATL were told [that the people of Montana wanted to use the ugliest |
power pole system across their backyards there would be a different viewpoint by their wives and

appropriate. Many existing lines in Montana use H-frame

children. If they wish to have this power pc 1(,'7I|nrr: go through, Montana should insist on a single | WOOd poles. This structure type Wou].d be used on the

pole system no matter the cost. If MATL cap afford the H style pole system you know that the

system is planned to make a return on the ipves 2 an's-cost" the vie: - MATL llne in range land and ln Selected locations on Crop
land and our ability to farm it economically.| If MATL insist on continuing to threaten Montanan's A

with eminent domain, Montana should make MATL fight it all the way through the court system. 1 land. The presence of the new line on Carney property
doubt due to the cost MATL would follow through with their threats, 1 feel they should be single .

pole system and follow the section lines or existing power line in place. This would create the least WOLlld not preclude use Of the land fOI' huntmg.

amount on impact on the land and those trying to make a living off the land, |Comment 558

I have had the privilege to be allowed to watch my young children experience the outdoors on Mr.
Robert Carney's land and many of the other land owners of Teton County. He has been gracious
enough to allow the handicapped and young to hunt on his property. The proposed power line
wants to cut through the middle of his property rather than follow the existing line. The existing
line is also the ugly H pole system, which I feel should have never been allowed. I feel as
Montanans we need to take pride in what our environment looks like and how it is used. Please,
consider making MATL use the single pole system, follow the section lines, and existing system. 1
thank you for taking the time to hear a Montanans point of view on MATL and their proposed

impact on the land and land owners. ST tEE
| st |
Sincerely,

Craig and Amy Storle
Dutton, Montana

S/2007
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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 Comment 572: Page 3-157 of the draft EIS draws a conclusion on
farmland and was identified incorrectly in the draft EIS as 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
grassland. The agencies are soliciting comment on these - :
. ) . ) . converting costs to today’s US dollar values.
alignments and another possible alignment in the Belgian
Hill Road area. See Sections 2.6 and 3.16 for additional

Response 572: Comment noted. Additional discussion of
information.

alternatives in the Diamond Valley area is found in Sections
2.6 and 3.16. See Section 3.13 for additional information

Comment 568: Commenter already has 22 H-frames on his land
about the cost to farmers.

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. Comment 573: Commenter feels insulted by DEQ'’s view that
annual payments proposed by MATL for farming around structures
Response 568: The Major Facility Siting Act requires a finding is mitigation for impacts.

“that the facility minimizes adverse environmental impact,
considering the state of available technology and the nature
and economics of the various alternatives.”

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

Comment 569: Commenter supports Al 4. reduce the impact through compensation.

Response 569: Comment noted. 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

Comment 570: The draft EIS failed to address the cost to farmers Alternative 4 after doing a fair economic analysis.

who have to farm around the structures for the life of the line.

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

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 in Sections 2.6 and 3.16.

would cost more than the additional cost of building Alternative 4. _ ] ]

The commenter estimates it would cost farmers an additional Comment 575: Commenter believes the draft EIS is an economic

$6,522,000 to farm around the structures over the life of the line. statement and not an environmental impact statement.

Response 571: Comment noted. The agencies have worked with Response 575: Your opinion is noted.

consultants to better quantify the costs of the line to farmers.

See Section 3.13 for additional information. 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

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.

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.
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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: |s 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. s 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. Itis 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. Comment 651: Since the study area consists of 88 percent
agricultural land and 69 percent is dry land cropland or CRP land,
Response 649: The agencies agree that MATL is not a utility but reducing adverse impacts to this category of land should carry
is a private transmission line service provider. MATL plans great weight when comparing the alternatives.

on making profits from the services it provides. . .
&P P Response 651: Comment noted. See revised estimates of the

Comment 650: Senator Baucus has concerns that the needs of type of land use affected by the alternatives in Section 3.1.

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.
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MONTANA ALBERTA TIE LTD ﬁﬁ

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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13.

19.

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:

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

e 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.

e 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.

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.

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.

Response to Comments 236



MATL Transmission Line EIS

38.

306.

385.

385a.

MATL’s Response:
Refer to the answer to question 10.

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.

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.

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.

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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358b.

360.

700.

MATL’s Response:

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

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.

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.

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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