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

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

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

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




Volume 2 - Comment Response Document

VOLUME 2

13} oo T [T T ot oo ] 3 R 1
Part 1. Consolidated ReSPONSES .....icireurmurmarmasmesrasmasssssnssnssnsssassassassassnssnssnnsnnsss 3
Part 2. Individual ReSPONSES.....ccruireirmsrmsrmsrmsrsasmasmassassassnsssssnssssssassassassnssnnsnns 23
Part 3 List of Commenters.....cccccirimimimeimememmsrmsmmsmmemmesmssmasmsssasssssnssnsssasnasss 370
Part 4. Attachment ..o s e s s s s nannanna e 382

All references are in the Reference section of Volume 1.




Volume 2 - Comment Response Document

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS, INTRODUCTION

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

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

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

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

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

Part 1. CONSOLIDATED RESPONSES
Introduction to Consolidated Responses

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

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

Avian and Wildlife Issues
Economic Issues

Farming Issues

Legal and Regulatory Issues
Line Capacity Issues

Line Issues

Safety Issues
Socioeconomic Issues

Soils Issues

Tax Issues

Vegetation, Wetland and Weed Issues
Visual Issues

Wind Farm Issues
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Avian and Wildlife Issues

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

North American Migration Flyways Atlantic Flyway

(with Principal Routes) Mississippi Flyway
Central Flyway
Pacific Flyway

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

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

Economic Issues

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

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

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

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

Farming Issues

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Section 3.18 lists the findings and determinations that DEQ must make under MFSA
section 75-20-301, MCA, before the line can be approved. If DEQ cannot make the
findings required in section 75-20-301, MCA, it is required to deny the certificate (75-20-
301(4), MCA).




Volume 2 - Comment Response Document

A landowner has the option of receiving a negotiated settlement for use of the land if
and when the land is used for a facility by easement, right-of-way, or other legal
conveyance in either a lump sum or in not more than five consecutive annual
installments (75-20-409, MCA).

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

Eminent Domain

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Line Capacity Issues

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

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

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

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

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

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

According to MATL (2007b):

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

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

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

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

12
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transmission.  Although the transmission capacity of the proposed line could be
upgraded without changes to the poles or structures or easements, such an upgrade
would require other modifications to the United States or Canadian transmission
system, as well as extensive modifications to the facilities in substations along the line.
Any increase in power on the MATL line beyond 300 MW could only happen after
appropriate transmission studies were performed to identify the needed transmission
system upgrades and then the implementation of those upgrades. Such an increase in
power flows on the MATL line would require revised permits from Federal, State, and
provincial regulators.

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

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

Line Issues

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

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

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

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

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

Safety Issues

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

MATL has changed its application relative to minimum ground clearance. The
minimum ground clearance of MATL’s proposed line would comply with the
requirements of the National Electrical Safety Code. On cultivated and CRP lands,
expected heights of the tallest farming equipment (20 feet), including antenna heights,
were used to determine the new minimum ground clearance of 27.2 feet for the safe
operation of farm equipment under the line. Additionally, MATL has indicated it
would work with farmers to alleviate the issue of tall radio antennas on farm
equipment.

14
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In all cases, ground clearances are calculated with the conductor temperature at 100
degrees Celsius (212 degrees Fahrenheit) and the ambient temperature at 32 degrees
Celsius (90 degrees Fahrenheit). This is equivalent to a situation where the conductors
are moving close to 600 MW of power (twice the rating of the line) on a warm summer
day, excluding power factor effect.

Socioeconomic Issues

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

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

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

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

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

Soils Issues

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

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

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

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

Erosion

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

Tax Issues

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

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

MATL would pay property taxes in five Montana counties as well as paying Montana
income tax.

16



Volume 2 - Comment Response Document

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

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

Vegetation, Wetland, and Weed Issues

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

Vegetation

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

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

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

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

Wetlands

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

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

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

The agencies would require installation and maintenance of line marking within %2 mile
of wetlands to reduce avian mortality from collisions.

Weeds

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Response 3: Comment noted.

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

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

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

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

Response 8: Comment noted.
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Response 9: Your opinion is noted.
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Response 11: Comment noted.
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‘\ Montana Fish,
) Wildlife (R Parks

4600 Giant Springs Road
Great Falls, MT 59405
406-454-5846
FAX:406-761-8477
Ref:RS031408-01

Tom Ring

Montana Department of Environmental Quality - DEQ
Environmental Science Specialist

P.O. Box 200901

Helena, MT 59620-0901

RE: Federal Draft EIS MATI
Dear Mr. Ring

With regards to the content and context of the Draft EIS for the Montana Alberta Tie Ltd, (MATL) 230 kV
I'ransmission Line, Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks (FWP) is submitting the following comments,

Energy Development and the need to develop and increase that overall capacity of transmission lines in
Montana 1s recognized by FWP as a benefit to all Montanans. Along with development comes the requirement
to assure impacts are minimized or avoided. An obligation to identify potential/real impacts related to
development, operations, presences, and connective activities lie with the Applicant (MATL) during the EIS
process. Accordingly adequate analysis of those impacts and the options to avoid, minimize, or mitigate for
impacts must be detailed in this draft EIS so that reviewers and agencies responsible for protecting Montana's
resources and interest can correctly and precise!

inadequate data, analysis, identification ar

ess where and what impacts should be identified, Based on
in the Draft MATL EIS, FWPs
believes additional review or analyzes are needed. When propose ions result in undesirable impacts to

sessment on many iss!

natural, social, and or cultural resources, adequate and detailed mitigation options must be identified in the

LIS Comment 12

Based on the size, complexity, potential associated and connective development, the crossing of an
international border, and the diverse natural and other resource values that will be found within the zone of
development of this project, FWP believes the Draft EIS is inadequate to meet both MEPA and NEPA
requirements. Where specific information regarding floodplains, wetlands, stream crossings, and aquatic
resources would be appropriate, this MATL Draft EIS provides only brief and incomplete information and
3-68,T
eflect the total amount of wetlands in the analysis area.” . To
meet MEPA and NEPA. MATL EIS needs to ground truth. identify. and then make appropriate analysis of any

Comment 13

generalizations. Anexample of this, page le 3.6-2: “because there are no wetland data available for

portions of Teton County the table does no

Response 12: Your opinion is noted. Adequate mitigation of

significant impacts has been identified.

Response 13: DEQ must comply with MEPA “to the fullest

extent possible” and “discuss the impacts of a proposed
action in a level of detail that is proportionate to their
significance.” Streams, wetlands, and aquatic resources
would be spanned (except for one angle structure in Black
Horse Lake) and would be minimally impacted.
Floodplains would also be minimally impacted.
Additional wetland impacts in Teton County are described
in the Final EIS, Section 3.6. At this time it appears that all
wetlands can be spanned, as noted above, or other wise
avoided through design. DEQ would require a 50-foot
buffer around wetlands (Appendix F). Also see the
discussion in Vegetation, Wetlands and Weeds in the
Consolidated Responses section. DEQ considered the level
of information to be sufficient to make a decision because
the detailed on-the-ground surveys to be completed
during the construction phase will ensure effective
mitigation.
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wetlands that may occur in each of their alte sting data does not exist. it 1s the responsibility of
the applicant to gather the appropriate informat lysis, Additionally, the draft
MATL EIS does not include analysis for known, proposed, and potential associated and connective

development as required in NEPA for projects that cross international borders. Comment 15
Comment 16

Other specific concerns parallel the comments above regarding generalitics, a lack of analysis where
information was not found, and lack of any adequate analysis of mitigation (pages 3-80 & 3-81). Several
sections of the draft MATL EIS reference possible resource conditions, possible presence of wildlife, habitat

Comment 17 | types that may hold specific species, and other resource related possibilities. General terms found throughout

much of the document indicate lack of knowledge, therefore inadequate analysis of conditions and thus

tives. If e

1 and

provide an adequate

inadequate conclusions of impacts that this project and connected projects may have on local resources. In the
example sites (Chapter 3 pages 3-98 and 3-99) it is apparent that there is a lack of actual knowledge of wildlife
resources, (“The cottonwood stands along the Marias and Teton Rivers represent potential roosting habitat
for those species that roost in tree cavities and exfoliated bark. These Species may occur in low densities given
the limited availability of forest habitats within the analysis area.”). This should be specific and not potential
and may. 1f, as suggested, there is low density of a species, FWP would suggest that low levels of disturbance

in or around an area with limited habitat and expected low numbers of a species would result in substantial

impacis to local resources and those species. The conclusion made in the document does not reflect any such

conclusion, and 1s based on potential habitat type and may be present Comment 18

Review of the MATL draft EIS revealed consistent inadequacies related to wildlife, fisheries, aquatic and
terrestrial resources, resulting in concerns regarding protection of valuable resources, minimizing potential
impacts and compliance with MEPA and NEPA, We recommend further details be addressed in areas where
little of no specific information was obtained and more thorough and specific investigation of local conditions
be made. Additionally, connected development and energy projects should be addressed as required in NEPA

when project cross international borders
Comment 19

Sincerely,

Gary Bertellotti
Region 4 Supervisor

Response 14: The EIS has been revised to include additional
information pertaining to Teton County wetlands in
Section 3.6.

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

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

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

February 14, 2008

Montana Department of Environmental Quality
Environmental Management Bureau

Mr. Tom Ring, Environmental Science Specialist

P.O. Box 200901

Helena, MT 59620-0901

Dear Mr. Ring:

Glacier Electric Cooperative, Inc. would like to offer its unequivocal support