
Consolidated Scoping Comments 

C-80 Eastern Plains Transmission Project 
Scoping Summary Report 

Public Involvement  
• The scoping meetings held in September included little effective provision for public comment. After viewing posters 

describing Western’s project and having an “open house” opportunity to meet with Western officials, the public had 
no opportunity for direct comment, questions, and in-depth discussion, thus blunting the results of the meeting. 
Many community members expected an opportunity to stand up and express comments or concerns as in a town 
hall meeting. Neither the public nor members of the press had any opportunity to hear or know other citizens’ 
concerns about the project. There was no interaction between community members. If the purpose of a scoping 
process is to generate comment, having the opportunity to hear your neighbors’ concerns may spark others of your 
own and vice versa. The open house, tabletop format did not allow all public comments to be recorded. Community 
members who expressed concerns to Western representatives at each tabletop station really did not actually lodge 
an official comment. Again, if the purpose of the scoping meetings is to assist Western in defining the scope of the 
EIS and identify potential alternatives, it does not improve the process to have valuable comments lost in the 
distance from tabletop discussion to the “write your comments here” table. There are perhaps elderly or under-
educated community members in ANY public scoping meeting for whom a written comment requirement effectively 
eliminates their opportunity to be heard. Citizens that made the rounds in the tabletop forum were often told that a 
particular problem was “not in my area.” It is doubtful too many of the commenters eventually found the person who 
was responsible for that area. In a town hall forum, the responsible person would be sitting on the panel, able to 
answer the question immediately. Western ineffectively communicated what was supposed to happen in their 
tabletop format. The format prohibited the press from effectively communicating the breadth of the public’s concern 
to the community. If the forum had allowed the press to adequately communicate to the larger community the range 
of concerns of those present that could have prompted further written scoping comments from those community 
members unable to attend your meeting. Now such additional comments will never come forth.  

• Also many land owners have no idea that you have proposed power lines over them, I discovered this when I talked 
to my neighbors under the proposed G-7 power line. I think you should go another step and make sure every body 
knows about thes [sic] power lines.  

• Did a good job on his property [BC-HT line]  
• Even if not specifically stated in the comment, please make all information public as it becomes available, including 

hard copy(ies) to local and regional libraries and at the Western field and state offices in Kansas, Colorado, 
Nebraska, and New Mexico and in electronic format to a public website. Please create a public website or FTP site 
separate for this purpose. “As it/they become(s) available” means prior to publication of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (“DEIS”).  

• He has questions about the environmental process, about the routes, and wants to know why he wasn't notified. His 
phone number is (719)740-3340.  

• I (Kristina Kampbell) received a phone call from a Mr. Ed Schifferns who lives in Arriba, CO (close to Limon.) Mr. 
Schifferns just found out that a power line may be built on his property and he never received a mailing about the 
first set of public meetings. He is pretty irate and would like someone to call him back a.s.a.p.  

• I did not realize until this morning that you had a dead line of September 30th to turn the response in. I have several 
fields included in your proposed route and have great issue on several locations. I was waiting until I had time to sit 
down and write my concerns to you.  

• I understand Public meetings are underway on Tri-State's capacity as it may relate to Renewable energy projects 
such as ours  

• I was wondering why Western Resource Advocates excellent analysis and report challenging the need for this 
project was not included on your list of links at http://www.wapa.gov/transmisson/eptp.htm  

• In Arapahoe County our main concerns are environmental, topographical, agricultural, visual  
• Keep up the great job of keeping tribes informed.  
• Let me know what my options are with communicating my concerns and suggestions. The electric line put in 3 

years ago went across 4 of my fields. I have learned some things from that.  
• Mr. Andersen asked if the routes were set yet. He asked for verification of additional scoping meeting sometime 

around January 2007, again I reaffirmed that there will be another round of scoping meetings sometime (shortly) 
after the new year. Lastly, he gave me property descriptions for his land and his neighbors land and asked that we 
send him overlaid maps.  
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Public Involvement  
• Participants were specifically told at the public meetings that the new proposed coal plants were not within the 

scope of the EPTP. This is factually and legally incorrect. These statements make clear that Western has already 
inappropriately pre-judged the scope of the EPTP before even considering any public input. Thus, Western’s 
scoping process has been arbitrary and capricious. We request that Western reissue a new notice of intent to 
prepare an EIS and specifically identify the three new coal plants as part of the scope of this project to be 
considered.  

• Please make all correspondence on all permits submitted to any local, state or federal agency public as the 
materials become available.  

• Please make all studies and supporting documentation, including all third-party prepared environmental and cultural 
resources technical and evaluative reports available to all affected communities as they are completed and 
throughout the preparation of the DEIS and when the DEIS is published.  

• Please publicize the names, titles, addresses, phone numbers, and job descriptions of all Tri-State employees, and 
outside consultants and contractors who are currently performing any work on the EPTP and related power 
generation facilities or who are anticipated to perform such work throughout the development of the EIS.  

• Right after the EPTP EIS Public Scoping meetings a meeting between Colo. Springs Utilities and the EPTP Route 
Selection Team should be conducted. Need to share corresponding alternative corridor data to coordinate route 
refinement. CSU data will be downloaded on a disc for data share. 

• The Coalition makes the following request for future public involvement and other procedural issues for this project. 
Please ensure federal, state, and local permitting agencies hold open format public meetings or hearings and 
establish a basis for ongoing credible dialogue for each permit application. 

• The Coalition makes the following request for future public involvement and other procedural issues for this project. 
Please include a peer oversight process of DEIS environmental reports independent of Tri-State funding. 

• The Coalition makes the following request for future public involvement and other procedural issues for this project. 
Please indicate in detail reasons for refusing each request included in these comments. 

• The Coalition makes the following request for future public involvement and other procedural issues for this project. 
Please require Tri-State to swear under penalty of perjury that all information provided to the public as part of this 
process is complete and accurate. 

• The Coalition makes the following request for future public involvement and other procedural issues for this project. 
The Coalition requests mailings of all project design changes for this action as soon as they are known as per 40 
CFR 1506.6(b)(1). 

• The Coalition makes the following request for future public involvement and other procedural issues for this project. 
This Coalition deems any change in the project as substantial bearing on the impacts of the project. See 40 CFR 
1501.7(c). Please conform to the requirements at 40 CFR 1501.7 and 1506.6(b)(3) after each design change. 

• The scoping meetings held in August and September lacked several provisions for public comment. The "open 
house" format did not provide a quality environment for direct comment, questions, or in-depth discussions on the 
EPTP. Our members did not have an opportunity to hear or know other citizens' concerns about the project or 
interact with other community members 

• This project has been poorly publicized. Insufficient time has been allocated for initial public comments. The 
September 30, 2006 deadline should be extended. 

• This project has been poorly publicized. Insufficient time has been allocated for initial public comments. The 
September 30, 2006 deadline should be extended. 

• Tri-State Generation and Transmission (Tri-State) representatives were present officially at the scoping meetings. 
Tri-State is proposing to build at least 2,100 MW of pulverized coal plants in Kansas and Colorado that is the main 
purpose of building the EPTP. At the same time, Western officials stated at public meetings that these proposed 
coal plants were outside the scope of the EPTP EIS process. These statements made clear that Western has 
already inappropriately pre-judged the scope of the EPTP EIS process. It was also inappropriate to have Tri-State 
assist with the scoping meetings when they serve to benefit from the EPTP. The Coalition makes the following 
request to cure these deficiencies in the Western scoping process for this project. These requests are not meant as 
an exhaustive list of remedies for the problems discussed herein: Western should conduct all public meetings in a 
question and answer, open format with a facilitator and have all questions, comments, and answers recorded 
and/or transcribed.  
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Public Involvement  
• Tri-State Generation and Transmission (Tri-State) representatives were present officially at the scoping meetings. 

Tri-State is proposing to build at least 2,100 MW of pulverized coal plants in Kansas and Colorado that is the main 
purpose of building the EPTP. At the same time, Western officials stated at public meetings that these proposed 
coal plants were outside the scope of the EPTP EIS process. These statements made clear that Western has 
already inappropriately pre-judged the scope of the EPTP EIS process. It was also inappropriate to have Tri-State 
assist with the scoping meetings when they serve to benefit from the EPTP. The Coalition makes the following 
request to cure these deficiencies in the Western scoping process for this project. These requests are not meant as 
an exhaustive list of remedies for the problems discussed herein: Western should disallow any future Tri-State 
involvement in public meetings. If, however, Tri-State continues to fulfill an official role in public meetings, the 
Coalition is requesting one as well.  

• Unlike verbal comments Western and Tri-State officials made at the scoping meetings in September, it is obvious 
from a review of the specifics of the contract between Western and Tri-State that the first transmission lines to be 
built connect the Holcomb facility to Lamar, Colorado. Without the existence of the coal plants in Kansas, the 
transmission system as designed would not be required (Ref. - Exhibit A to Contract No. TS-05-0045 (Western 
Contract No. 05-RMR-1583) between Tri-State Generation and Transmission Association, Inc. and United States 
Department of Energy Western Area Power Administration, Rocky Mountain Region, Loveland Area Projects, for 
Participation in the Eastern Plains Transmission Project).  

• We believe the scoping meetings too narrowly defined what people could comment on and failed to identify the 
proposed new coal plants. Our members attending the scoping meetings were told the three new coal plants were 
not within the scope of the EPTP or open for discussion at the tables with Western staff.  

• We highly recommend that future planning for the EPTP should have local community meetings of landowners and 
other community stakeholders that will be impacted by the project. These meetings should allow all community 
members to ask questions that will be recorded and enable the community to hear the concerns of others.  

 

Radio or Television Interference  
• GPS interference at auto steering machinery  
• My business band 2-way radios already have limited use beside Excel 345 kv line.  
 

Recreation  
• EPA considers the protection, improvement, and restoration of wetlands and riparian areas to be a high priority. 

Wetlands increase landscape and species diversity, and are critical to the protection of designated water uses. 
Possible impacts on wetlands include, but are not limited to, impacts to: water quality, habitat for aquatic and 
terrestrial life, channel and bank stability, flood storage, ground water recharge and discharge, sources of primary 
production, and recreation and aesthetics. Road, transmission line, buried cable, and other facility construction, 
land clearing and earthwork generally include sedimentation and hydrologic impacts which at some level may cause 
changes to surface and subsurface drainage patterns and, ultimately, wetland integrity and function. Riparian 
habitats, similar to wetlands, are important ecological areas supporting many species of western wildlife. Riparian 
areas generally lack the amount or duration of water usually present in wetlands, yet are "wetter" than adjacent 
uplands. Riparian areas increase landscape and species diversity, and are often critical to the protection of water 
quality and beneficial uses.  

• Please consider impacts to local and regional recreation.  
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Recreation  
• The effects of the Eastern Plains project activities on area ecology, including vegetation, wildlife and their habitats, 

as well as recreational hunting and fishing activities, should be disclosed and evaluated in the EIS. Important 
vegetative issues include: reclamation activities supportive of pre-existing land uses, including wildlife habitat; weed 
growth jeopardizing reclamation efforts or post-project land use; any adverse impacts to Federal/State sensitive 
plants; and/or violation of executive orders concerning invasive species, flood plains, or Wetlands and Riparian 
Zones. Important wildlife issues include: compliance with Federal or State game and fish wildlife management 
objectives; wildlife mortality; crucial wildlife habitat; adverse impacts to breeding or nesting activities; and/or any 
adverse effects to Endangered Species Act listed threatened or endangered species, USFWS listed or proposed 
species, BLM sensitive wildlife or fish species, or other State-listed species. Potential impacts to the above that may 
occur in the project area should be identified and discussed.  

• Visual impacts associated with project construction and operation activities may affect the visual character and 
scenic resources of an area, including the aesthetic and/or functional quality of recreational experiences. This may 
include the introduction of impacts out of character with the setting and the visual impact of equipment and crews 
during construction and later operational/maintenance activities. The severity of these effects depends on a number 
of factors, including: can the surrounding landscape integrate visual changes without attracting attention; how far 
from, or visible to, sensitive viewing areas and/or roadways are the activities; how much disturbance will occur; 
what mitigation efforts are put forth to integrate activities and structures with the area; and/or what is the potential to 
reclaim disturbed landscapes? The EIS should evaluate these aspects, and detail mitigation steps that will be taken 
to minimize associated impacts. Interim and final reclamation work should allow disturbed sites to blend into the 
natural surroundings, to the extent possible.  

• We are suggesting two alternate routes that will cause a minor re-routing of your proposed powerline (See map.) 
One takes your line father east, out of immediate view of the 1-25 corridor, along the route Xcel is proposing for 
their powerline across ("our") State land. The other route follows the existing powerlines just south of the El Paso 
County line and then west and north to the Midway Station. Either of these alternate routes are not the 'best case' 
for us but they would eliminate interference with our ranching operations, somewhat reduce visibility from the 1-25 
corridor, lesson intrusion into potential recreational areas and not proscribe any ecologically sustainable 
development that may be possible in the future.  

• We have Dove, Quall [quail], Deer, Antelope, and the sometimes lost Elk out here, but when you guys bring your 
trucks and equipment out here, they will leave and the hunting ground for hunters gets farther away  

• We have reviewed the information provided for the construction of approximately 220 miles of new high-voltage 
transmission lines in western Kansas. Additional review will be needed for the siting of the ground level fiber optic 
regeneration facilities and access roads as the final route becomes more apparent. The project was reviewed for 
potential impacts on crucial wildlife habitats, current state-listed threatened and endangered species and species in 
need of conservation, and public recreation areas for which this agency has some administrative authority.  

 

Residential  
• (placement near roads?)No! there are residents very close or on the roads now  
• According to the map the line will be placed across the road or on our private land and we ARE opposed to either 

situation.  
• Accordingly, we request that the EIS consider each of the following reasonable alternatives and appropriate 

mitigation measures and, for each of the options, please assess direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. 
Appropriate Mitigation Measures That Tri-State Has Failed to Include in its Proposal for a New, Conventional Coal-
Powered Generating Stations in Kansas and Colorado. Please provide for a staffed complaint hotline to address 
neighborhood problems, e.g., noise, odor, dust, traffic, vibration, and a plan to resolve any identified problems.  

• Area labeled A9 and A10- Move corridor 1.5 – 2 miles west to avoid houses as marked map 40-T13S, R36W.  
• Concerned about the siting of the Rolling Hills/Energy Center line near his new home. Home is located in the SE 

quarter of Section 9, T22, R36W. Prefers B9 segment over B5, B6, B7 and B8.  
• Consider the impact of the number of residences effected [sic] by K12 in the area of 112th and Trumball. Please use 

the K13 or farther north or south from K12.  
• Distance or close proximity to farmsteads  
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Residential  
• G-7 corridor passes in very close proximity to my house and it concerns me of what type of health issues it will 

effect.  
• homes  
• house locations  
• I believe that the other North-South route is less populated and is straight north of the substation  
• I do not want two power lines within one mile of my house. B7 would do that.  
• I don’t want it on or near my property. Where we live we chose because the powerlines were away from our house. 

I hope they are placed away from me and my neighbors  
• Keep away from developed areas for all reasons checked-off on previous page  
• My house is within 1/8 mile from I4, I would prefer you use I1 or I2 Route  
• No – it would put it too close to residence.  
• Please determine what plans, if any, exist for subdivisions in and around Holcomb and Garden City, Kansas and 

make copies of those plans public as they become available and include in the EIS scope.  
• Please move it further east of us & take it down (west) on 144th where no one lives  
• Probably along field lines as this would put it further from our home. The farther west the along the proposed 

corridor the better.  
• Proximity to residences  
• Regarding the northerly continuation of the transmission pathway upon crossing Hiway 50, there are two residences 

on W/2 of Sec 20-24-36 and the Kearny Co. Sanitary Landfill is located on the extreme S/E, corner, of Sec. 18-24-
36 with only non-residential CRP or pasture located on E/2 of Sec. 19, as well as most of Sec. 18 (except for the 
landfill and the extreme westernly part of .Sec 18. Thus, if the transmission lines were to border Sec 30 and Sec 29, 
as I’ve mentioned above, then I might suggest that, upon crossing Hiway 50, it would seem plausible to veer the 
pathway diagonally NW through Sec 19 and Sec 18 to pick up the due northerly pathway showing on your proposed 
map. Such a route would conveniently lie west of the landfill, again where no residences are too close.  

• Regarding the transmission line options, K-2 which travels near the Deer Trail area is a better option that the K-3 
option, which will run much close to out residence and those of our neighbors along County Road 42. Please 
consider K-2 as the �referred option for this line. Thank You!  

• Running the line down the road would bring it even closer to my residence.  
• Segment J3 goes near a house- if it was located a mile North there would be no houses except a historical church. 

South a mile would also be free of homes  
• The powerlines should be place(d) as far away from dwellings as possible, at least over a half mile.  
• There are at least twelve residences to avoid from the county line north. It is obvious no one wants to live near a 

high voltage transmission or distribution line. We strongly urge you to find a less populated area with lower valued 
land to go through with this line.  

• There is currently a high voltage line about ¾ mile from us which was there already. We obviously accept that. We 
went to a meeting about the new proposal and suggested the new one run with the old one which has been there 
for 35+ years. There should be much thought into the fact there are homes along the proposed line north of 
Burlington and the health hazards it could cause as well as other issues addressed on page 1.  

• This line would come much to close for comfort to three residences. I have great concern living this close to 
transmission lines.  

• We already have powerlines owned by Xcel going through our land which makes the land harder to farm and less 
attractive for residential development in the future. More lines, such as this, will hurt future development of the land. 
Please keep it as far away from our land as far as possible. T4S R59 W s/2 ¼ 6 –S ½ Sec. 5 N ½ Sec 8 n4 of 
sections 7 & 18.  

• We would request that no lines be closer than one half mile from headquarters, homes, and corrals  
• Would like to see the line go beside the least amount of housing possible. Would prefer for the line to not go by 

house on A-11.  
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Rights-of-Way Acquisition  
• Do you practice the art of Emmenant [sic] Domain?  
• How much ROW do you need?  
• I have built excellent 4-wire pasture fencing between SE and NE Sec. 30 with a 14-foot access gate. Another such 

gate is on the northernly side of Sand Creek. Once the towers would be in place, those gates might be used by 
maintainence crews. But pasture fence would have to be breached in the constructing of the towers. I would like to 
discuss with the initial right-of-way land services agent whether a hinged, swinging barbed-wire property fence 
could be construction across Sand Creek to separate the livestock from Sec. 30 and Sec. 29. We had attempted 
such an endeavor, but this was washed out in 2001. I think I have seen a better, viable design, and would like to 
see it constructed at that point.  

• The compensation for the purchase of the easement (up to 90% of the lands market value) and replacement of 
damaged crops and property will not make up for the years of inconvenience of farming, and ranching around. I 
also fear that we will never recoup decrease in property value due to construction on our land.  

• Very populated area between Ellicott & Yoder, you guys buying everyone out?  
• We can not and will not give an easement to build this line through the Blackwolf Creek land, specifically in 2S 44W 

of Yuma County. This land includes the NW 1/4 of Sec. 11 and N 1/2 of Section 12 and is restricted by a 
conservation easement mandated by Governor Owens. This conservation easement does not allow this type of 
construction and we wish to make you aware of this potential situation.  

• Will you buy me out?  
 

Social and Economic Values  
• …and the property value of my small and humble ranch  
• Accordingly, we request that the EIS consider each of the following reasonable alternatives and appropriate 

mitigation measures and, for each of the options, please assess direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. 
Appropriate Mitigation Measures That Tri-State Has Failed to Include in its Proposal for a New, Conventional Coal-
Powered Generating Stations in Kansas and Colorado. Please provide plans to assist local agencies with 
infrastructure issues related to the work force of the project construction and plant operation, e.g., water, sewerage, 
fire fighting, hospitals, schools, roads, etc. Please include cost estimates associated with these infrastructure 
additions or estimates of those infrastructure addition requirements.  

• An Xcel VIP is quoted in testimony before a US Senate committee several weeks ago that Xcel has had to spend 
an additional “tens of millions of dollars” to replace coal because of not enough track from Powder River basin to 
transport their coal supply. What will Tri-State do about the track problem? How much will that increase costs? Who 
pays? What will be used to replace coal? Who will pay for new tracks? Are their enough coal cars available?  

• Another question was weed control near the towers; will that be taken care of by Western/Tri-State or himself? I 
(Robert Pearson) said probably him. He feels this will be a compensable cost to him.  

• Are you going to pay for the crop lost because it can’t be sprayed with a airplane for insects?  
• Brings down my property value!  
• But DMEA has a contract with TriState that absolutely stops them from purchasing local renewable power sources. 

Yet this project, by itself, is too small (7 megawatts) for Tri-State’s high powered executives to dedicate much time 
to. Tri-State insists that all renewables be cost competitive with the avoided costs of coal generation.  

• Citizen concerns  
• Concerned route might impact his crop-spraying operations. Construction of this transmission line will also impact 

the value of the land that it crosses, most likely this will be negative.  
• Cost of wind vs. coal. Pollution thru coal lifecycle. Pollution from wind vs. coal. Socioeconomic benefits of wind vs. 

coal.  
• Decrease in property values  
• Decrease in property values  
• Decreased land value  
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Social and Economic Values  
• Decreased property value  
• Decreased property values  
• Decreased quality of life.  
• Decreasing value of future home sights [sic]  
• Devaluation of farmland crossed  
• Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income 

Populations,” signed in 1994, applies to federal agencies that conduct activities that substantially affect human 
health or the environment. In accordance with this order, the EIS should disclose and evaluate any environmental 
justice aspects associated with impacts on rural low-income communities by either the proposed project, or the 
potential build-out for reasonably foreseeable development analysis. If there are no applicable environmental justice 
considerations, then that should be disclosed. EPA recommends close coordination with any potentially impacted 
Native American tribes.  

• Hendrick Realty [Burlington] has information on comparative land values on north and south sides of I-70  
• How will the economics of the project work?  
• However it is a big issue to say with certainty that we want Renewables but then, in the same breath, say there is 

not only no premium for renewables but not even a competitive market for them either.  
• I would not object to this. In fact, I would be glad to have a major electrical transmission line in close proximity, 

provided these would not jeopardize certain views, characteristics, and values I have been building into my farm  
• If the transmission plans as presented are followed, Baca County will be the only county in the entire southeastern 

Colorado to not be included in the transmission project. This leaves Baca county, who coincidently has some of the 
best wind in the US, with no chance to help improve the socioeconomics of their county, thus also helping to create 
more low income households  

• Impact of any use of eminent domain on the economic viability of impacted farms/ranches.  
• Is there modeling on Concentrating Solar Power? On wind energy? On biomass? On IGCC? On incentives for 

home and business PV systems? What are the benefits of alternative energies considering dollar costs, health 
costs, environmental costs, and national security costs when using Middle East oil as fuel for transporting coal?  

• Land owner compensation  
• Land value impacts  
• Mr. Coan’s concern is that if the transmission line is constructed east of the Prospect Valley reservoir in Sections 25 

& 36, T.1N, R64W, the value of his lots will be negatively impacted by this “second corridor.” His 6 lots are located 
in the W1/2N1/2 of Section 31.T.1N, R.63W. According to Mr. Coan other landowners in the area have also 
subdivided their property and one major selling point is that these lots come with an unobstructed view of the 
mountains from Pikes Peak to the Wyoming border.  

• Mr. Schifferns is strongly opposed to the transmission line on his property. He stated that even along the proposal 
to the south of him (the existing Tri-State line) there is a lot of bad feelings in the area because at that time they 
offered only $50.00 per pole to cross property.  

• No consideration is given to the devaluation of a cultivated field that is cut in half by large transmission towers. It is 
devastating to diagonally cut through a cultivated field What happens to the valuation of a home if a hog feed lot is 
near by. There is much concern about that and rightly so, but no one considers what happens to a piece of farm 
land that is cut up with numerous overhead utility limes, pump stations etc. That is exactly what has already 
happened to the piece of property that I own that is now considered as one of the routes for this proposed lime.  

• No regard for the jobs that could be created in rural areas through RE(renewable energy) generation  
• Opportunity costs for land use, water resources, and use of renewable energy (other than hydro).  
• Please assess the economic burden of medical costs and lost productivity on the members of all impacted 

communities.  
• Please conduct economic and/or socio-economic studies regarding the project and provide those studies as they 

become available.  
• Please include any plans for construction and operator work force housing and any permit applications necessary.  
• property values.  



Consolidated Scoping Comments 

Eastern Plains Transmission Project  C-87 
Scoping Summary Report 

Social and Economic Values  
• Renewables will never get off the ground if the power they generate can’t be sold at the rate Co-ops have to pay 

Tri-State. [sic]  
• Since the Tri-State power plants will be owned by its shareholders, the customers of Tri-State’s 44 electric 

cooperatives, please conduct an analysis of the potential financial impacts on the owners. This should include the 
financial liability placed on each consumer within the cooperative system as a result of this proposed capital 
expenditure, as well as the additional liability that would be incurred when and if carbon emissions limitations are 
imposed in the future, a reasonably foreseeable future action. This analysis should include the possibility that the 
plants may become obsolete and unusable decades earlier than planned if they are unable to economically retrofit 
to foreseeable new regulations, resulting in sunk costs to the shareholders.  

• Surely there is a way to avoid the populated rural areas and high valued farm land in southern Wallace County. 
Please consider our requests.  

• That means the avoid cost of the coal itself. That’s about 1.5 to 2 cents per KWH. In other words TS gives no credit 
for avoided capital cost because an individual renewable project is too small. But, in total, renewables have the 
potential to be significant. This is the chicken or the egg.  

• The change in socioeconomics of the entire area when agricultural land is no longer productive.  
• The compensation for the purchase of the easement (up to 90% of the lands market value) and replacement of 

damaged crops and property will not make up for the years of inconvenience of farming, and ranching around. I 
also fear that we will never recoup decrease in property value due to construction on our land.  

• The price of progress is taking a toll on my dreams and fresh start. I commute 36 miles a day-one way-to have the 
privilege to live in eastern El Paso Co. I earn over $50,000 a year.  

• The proposed Eastern Plains project traverses a variety of human environments, including but not limited to, low 
population rural farming communities to more populated communities. The EIS should identify and address the 
social and economic impacts this project may have on these different communities. This would include, but is not 
limited to, identifying the number of outside workers that would be brought in to construct the project and duration of 
proposed construction activities through the various communities. The EIS should also consider environmental 
related socioeconomic impacts to the local communities such as housing for project workers, schools, burdening 
existing waste and wastewater handling facilities, increased road traffic with associated dust and hazardous 
materials spill potential, and easier human access to wildlife habitat (with associated increased disturbances and 
ROWS). Methods to avoid or minimize such impacts, or if these issues are not a concern for this project, should be 
discussed. While assessing the reasonably foreseeable development that may follow this project can be difficult 
without having specific plans or requests for additional activities in the area, it is reasonable to address what 
additional activities could look like based on similar ongoing projects in Colorado, Kansas and other states.  

• The proposed transmission towers through Wallace County will not benefit residents of Wallace county but will have 
a profound affect on the environment and lives of some residents. Sharon Springs has no factories to help support 
the community. It is totally dependent upon the agricultural community. This county has struggled hard with seven 
years of drought affecting all sectors. Anything that hurts the ag sector affects the whole community and county.  

• The same people that are going to take my in-laws historic ranch and many others  
• There are at least twelve residences to avoid from the county line north. It is obvious no one wants to live near a 

high voltage transmission or distribution line. We strongly urge you to find a less populated area with lower valued 
land to go through with this line.  

• To completely pay for this project, about 8 cents per KWH is required from all sources. Essential is that this project 
MUST get the wholesale cost of electricity, probably 6 cents by the time it would be built. The rest can come from 
Federal tax credits, Green Tags and grants.  

• We realize that building and improving infrastructure is important to our economy and we are not against making 
these improvements. However, we don’t believe that the compensation will pay for our losses that we will incur on 
the issues we outlined earlier.  

• What research has been done, if any, in anticipation of future regs on pulverized coal plant emissions’ role in global 
warming? Who will pay for the enormous costs of retrofitting to comply with the regs?  

• Who exactly will be paying for the construction of this project? Will it be your customers or will it be tri-state 
customers?  
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Social and Economic Values  
• Without an adequate market for the power generated, Farmers can’t afford this project. However, if the project 

could just be paid the wholesale cost, the cost the local electric co-op, DMEA, must pay Tri-State, for power 
generated, that revenue might just more than pay for the project with even a slight surplus.  

• Yet TS presently buys 300 megawatts at market prices, but their objective is to build enough coal fired capacity to 
be a net seller (beyond their local co-ops) of electricity. And when that capacity is built they will want to sell every 
Kilowatt of it to pay their capital cost just as we would want to sell every Hydro Kilowatt for the same reason. If 
nothing is done this essentially could freeze out renewables forever.  

• You propose a powerline of 125 foot towers stretching across nearly three sections of our deeded land. There is no 
way that people in accord with the values we hold dear, will ever want to live by or under it.  

• You will bring down my property value- what will you do about that?  
 

Soils  
• [However] we are very careful not to create disturbance on our property-especially in the middle of a drought  
• A discussion of area geology, topography, soils and stream stability in terms of erosion and mass failure potential 

may be necessary to adequately portray the potential risk to surface and subsurface water quality and quantity, 
aquatic habitat and other resources from the implementation of specific alternatives. Section 313 of the Clean 
Water Act requires that Federal agencies comply with State and Local pollution requirements. Therefore, the 
appropriate State-identified Best Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce potential non-point sources of pollution 
from this project's proposed activities should be designed into the alternatives under consideration and disclosed.  

• Also by using the G7 leg instead of the G8, you will be crossing a lot of miles of fragile sandhills pasture land.  
• As stated above - I want to express how extremely unstable the ground is under the proposed G-7 power line is. 

Ranchers have strugled [sic] for many many years trying to keep ground cover over these blow outs and sandy hills 
and it would take forever to try to undo the damages this power line would change. Also the access roads for line 
maintenance would just continue the erosion problems. Where you have proposed the G-7 power line, many land 
owners will not even try crossing with a 4 wheel drive pickup - they use horses and atvs to stop from disturbing the 
pastures.  

• Erosion  
• Erosion  
• Erosion problems with G-7 will be very difficult to control, disturbing these sandy pastures are difficult now and 

that’s with ranchers taking very careful care not to disturb much. Access roads plus the instulation in the first place 
will be very expensive and difficult to control the erosion  

• For increased deposition of various pollutants, please assess the amount, in tons-per-year or pounds-per-year, by 
which each option would directly or indirectly increase the deposition – on (1) the soils, waters, and vegetation, (2) 
each Class I area in the Western half of the United States, (3) each highly agricultural region in the Western half of 
the United States, and (4) the habitats of threatened or endangered species – of each chemical, including but not 
limited to mercury and dioxin, known to harm soil, vegetation, or animals. It has taken ranchers in this area many 
years to get these hills west and south of Hugo to stop blowing and eroding due to the extremely sandy soil, most 
will not even drive a 4x4 pickup thru them because of the chance of tearing up the pastures except in certain routes. 
Bringing in heavy cranes and all the support vehicles to errect [sic] the towers will tear up a great amount of pasture 
grass.  

• J8 is very sandy- needed to use helicopter to construct. What is process for paying damages? It takes 5-7 years to 
reclaim the land because of the sandy soil  

• J9 26.00 Rd- E-3 miles-1/2 mile of crossings Sandy soils- 
• easily damaged  
• Land disturbance  
• Need to get sand wet to work with it- like when they put in the gasline  
• Please remember that our land is in a severe drought- it is very hard to recover from disturbance  
• Proposed site (south of Hwy 287) is through sand hills- too much damage and erosion.  
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Soils  
• sandy soils on S side of major drainages [generally] harder soils to north of major drainages  
• South of Rush Creek sandy. South side of major drainages generally sandy.  
• The area just south and west of Sharon Springs also breaks off into rough breaks that are very prone to erosion. 

Damage to pasture land is very evident under the existing transmission line. Ruts are 12" or more deep under this 
line. There is simply no way of stopping it once the grass is killed out. Reseeding of grass with only 12'' of rainfall 
often does not work. If a road way is put in, it also becomes a pathway of erosion through these breaks and gullies. 

• The EIS should evaluate effects of any proposed road improvements, new road construction, and general ROW 
construction and operation activities on the area. The evaluation should include increased access, travel 
management and enforcement aspects, as well as impact to the flora and fauna of the area. Dust particulates from 
construction, and ongoing operations on roadways are important concerns. Airborne dust may not only be a visual 
nuisance, but can be potentially dangerous to asthma sufferers. Sedimentation run-off can severely impact the 
aquatic environment. Please include detailed specific plans for addressing dust control for the project. Items in the 
plan should include, though not necessarily limited to, dust suppression methods, inspection schedules, and 
documentation and accountability processes. Construction techniques such as 95% base compaction prior to 
placement of gravel, culverts for water drainage, steep slope construction measures to prevent erosion, and 
appropriate dust control methods (such as placement of a non-chlorine based dust abatement chemical treatment), 
are important dust suppression and sediment reduction techniques. Consideration should be given to asphalt or 
concrete roadways instead of dirt or gravel roads.  

• The EIS should evaluate storm water management. To protect water quality from storm water runoff, including 
contaminated runoff from construction, operation, and maintenance activities, specific practices should be 
implemented. These practices include the following: Preserve existing vegetation during clearing and grading; 
Divert upland runoff around exposed soils; Use sediment barriers to trap soil in runoff where sheet flows occur; 
Protect slopes and channels from gullying; Install sediment traps and settling basins to reduce the velocity of 
channeled runoff; Store chemicals for project activities in covered containers in a specific location; Identify areas 
and procedures for fueling, and provide a protected vehicle washout; Preserve vegetation near all waterways; 
Ensure materials and education for cleaning up spills and leaks; and, Inspect the effectiveness of best management 
practices.  

• the previous ones [utilities] have not followed thru on maintenance on their lines. Maintenance on the lines is of 
utmost concern. We would like the erosion to be a minimum, and the grass reseeded.  

• The proposed transmission line G7 is over extremely sandy soil for many miles (50 miles plus). Landowners have 
worked for many years trying to stop wind erosion (blow outs) from growing and to put this powerline through here 
would cause a sever [sic] hardship for us.  

• The soil in the G-8 and G-9 corridors is much more stable soil which should not erode near as easily and does not 
have as many elevation drops and climbs as the G-7 corridor has.  

• Very sandy terrain with lots of blow-outs. We limit the usage of pasture to keep from creating excessive amounts of 
blowing sand. Every movement loosens the soil which results in more problems  

• Would not want to tear the sandy areas up  
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Special Status Species  
• Proposed mitigation that will be taken to minimize or eliminate adverse impacts should be presented. EPA 

recommends close, and early, coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on these and all other wildlife-
related issues. Concerning the Greater Sage-grouse, please detail the project’s adherence to BLM’s “National 
Sage-Grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy” – November 2004, and the States’ own criteria. As a minimum, the 
mitigation plans detailed in the EIS should be in compliance with those requirements. Generally, to effectively 
lessen impact to some wildlife, it may be necessary to provide additional “buffer zones” around the specific critical 
areas. For example, a recent study done at University of Wyoming indicates decline in breeding males at leks 
located within approximately 3 miles of drilling rigs in the Pinedale Anticline and Jonah natural gas fields in western 
Wyoming. Please provide additional information on where and how much buffer zone will be provided, as 
applicable. The EIS evaluations should include the above issues, among other area specific concerns, and detail 
mitigation steps that will be taken to minimize or eliminate adverse impacts. There may also be concerns related to 
the loss of upland resources associated with pipeline and associated facilities construction. An inventory of any high 
quality or locally and regionally rare habitats or plant communities, such as remnant prairie, should be included in 
the documentation. This would also include forested or treed areas. A description and the aerial extent of each site 
should be presented in the inventory. These resources should be avoided, if possible. If they can not be reasonably 
avoided then mitigation for their loss should be identified. We recommend replacement trees be planted to offset 
any unavoidable tree loss. We generally recommend that native saplings be used, if practicable, at a minimum 
ration of 1:1. In general, replacement trees should be planted close to where the loss occurred. However, mitigation 
might also include assisting county, state, or federal agencies with any ongoing or planned forest or tree 
reclamation projects in the watersheds affected. We recommend that the proponents commit to voluntary tree 
mitigation, if applicable, in the EIS and provide, as detailed as possible, a conceptual mitigation plan that 
compensates for any unavoidable tree loss. Equipment and materials should not be placed or stored in any 
environmentally sensitive areas. Where possible, excavation should be done from non-sensitive areas. Site 
preparation and construction activities should be timed to avoid disturbing plants and animals during crucial 
seasons in their life cycle. The specific BMPs that will be utilized for the Eastern Plains project should be identified 
in the EIS. Another concern that will need additional review once the final routes are defined, are the locations of 
ground disturbances in respect to the Designated Critical Habitat of the state-threatened Green Toad (Bufo debilis) 
and the federal threatened Topeka shiner ( Notropis topeka). Disturbance of these species will be temporary and 
will be limited to on-the-ground construction and placement of the fiber optic regeneration facilities.  

• Based on our concerns described above, we believe the most environmentally benign and wildlife friendly routes 
are A1-A3-A5-A11-A14 for the northern route. Portions of this route appear to follow an existing power line right-of-
way. Other northern routes are acceptable with the exception of A8, A9, and A10 which cross major tracts of native 
grassland where Lesser Prairie Chickens have been documented.  

• Currently, published data by Dr. Bob Rodel et al. show that nesting or brood rearing prairie chicken hens seldom 
nest nor raise their broods within 1,191 feet (a quarter-mile) of electrical transmission lines. Thus this could have 
serious implications upon reproduction and recruitment for the species in the limited suitable habitats that persist.  

• For harm to crops and to threatened or endangered species, please also assess the harm that air pollutant 
emissions resulting directly and indirectly from each option would inflict or cause to be inflicted on any populations 
of any threatened or endangered species of plant or animal.  

• For harm to crops and to threatened or endangered species, please assess the harm, in terms of the aggregate of 
lost value-per-year and remediation cost-per-year, that air pollutant emissions resulting directly or indirectly from 
each option would inflict or cause to be inflicted on crops and cultivated soil within 500 miles of each power plant.  

• For harm to crops and to threatened or endangered species, please perform additional, cumulative versions of 
these assessments that account for the emissions increases that would result directly or indirectly from the other 
new fossil fuel-fired power plants currently proposed for construction in the Western half of the United States.  

• For increased deposition of various pollutants, please assess the amount, in tons-per-year or pounds-per-year, by 
which each option would directly or indirectly increase the deposition – on (1) the soils, waters, and vegetation, (2) 
each Class I area in the Western half of the United States, (3) each highly agricultural region in the Western half of 
the United States, and (4) the habitats of threatened or endangered species – of each chemical, including but not 
limited to mercury and dioxin, known to harm soil, vegetation, or animals. Please consider threatened & 
endangered species on and around the plant site and all related project components.  
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Special Status Species  
• The effects of the Eastern Plains project activities on area ecology, including vegetation, wildlife and their habitats, 

as well as recreational hunting and fishing activities, should be disclosed and evaluated in the EIS. Important 
vegetative issues include: reclamation activities supportive of pre-existing land uses, including wildlife habitat; weed 
growth jeopardizing reclamation efforts or post-project land use; any adverse impacts to Federal/State sensitive 
plants; and/or violation of executive orders concerning invasive species, flood plains, or Wetlands and Riparian 
Zones. Important wildlife issues include: compliance with Federal or State game and fish wildlife management 
objectives; wildlife mortality; crucial wildlife habitat; adverse impacts to breeding or nesting activities; and/or any 
adverse effects to Endangered Species Act listed threatened or endangered species, USFWS listed or proposed 
species, BLM sensitive wildlife or fish species, or other State-listed species. Potential impacts to the above that may 
occur in the project area should be identified and discussed.  

• The Lesser Prairie Chicken (Tympanuchus pallidicinctus) is a candidate species for federal listing and has been 
documented in many locations throughout grasslands along the proposed alternative routes.  

• The video specifically address the potential effects of large structures on the species…which is a “candidate” 
species for listing under the Endangered Species Act  

• We have reviewed the information provided for the construction of approximately 220 miles of new high-voltage 
transmission lines in western Kansas. Additional review will be needed for the siting of the ground level fiber optic 
regeneration facilities and access roads as the final route becomes more apparent. The project was reviewed for 
potential impacts on crucial wildlife habitats, current state-listed threatened and endangered species and species in 
need of conservation, and public recreation areas for which this agency has some administrative authority.  

• Within the past year, Wheatland Electric has approached our department in regards to the possibility of cooperative 
efforts in restoring a large portion of irrigated cropland south of the Holcomb plant back to sandsage prairie. This 
area, if restored, will increase viable habitat for the Lesser Prairie Chicken and other grassland obligate species. 
We are not supportive of routes B1 and B2 because of the location of this future restoration effort.  

 

Vegetation  
• Proposed mitigation that will be taken to minimize or eliminate adverse impacts should be presented. EPA 

recommends close, and early, coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on these and all other wildlife-
related issues. Concerning the Greater Sage-grouse, please detail the project's adherence to BLM’s "National 
Sage-Grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy" - November 2004, and the States' own criteria. As a minimum, the 
mitigation plans detailed in the EIS should be in compliance with those requirements. Generally, to effectively 
lessen impact to some wildlife, it may be necessary to provide additional "buffer zones" around the specific critical 
areas. For example, a recent study done at University of Wyoming indicates decline in breeding males at leks 
located within approximately 3 miles of drilling rigs in the Pinedale Anticline and Jonah natural gas fields in western 
Wyoming. Please provide additional information on where and how much buffer zone will be provided, as 
applicable. The EIS evaluations should include the above issues, among other area specific concerns, and detail 
mitigation steps that will be taken to minimize or eliminate adverse impacts. There may also be concerns related to 
the loss of upland resources associated with pipeline and associated facilities construction. An inventory of any high 
quality or locally and regionally rare habitats or plant communities, such as remnant prairie, should be included in 
the documentation. This would also include forested or treed areas. A description and the aerial extent of each site 
should be presented in the inventory. These resources should be avoided, if possible. If they can not be reasonably 
avoided then mitigation for their loss should be identified. We recommend replacement trees be planted to offset 
any unavoidable tree loss. We generally recommend that native saplings be used, if practicable, at a minimum 
ration of 1:1. In general, replacement trees should be planted close to where the loss occurred. However, mitigation 
might also include assisting county, state, or federal agencies with any ongoing or planned forest or tree 
reclamation projects in the watersheds affected. We recommend that the proponents commit to voluntary tree 
mitigation, if applicable, in the EIS and provide, as detailed as possible, a conceptual mitigation plan that 
compensates for any unavoidable tree loss. Equipment and materials should not be placed or stored in any 
environmentally sensitive areas. Where possible, excavation should be done from non-sensitive areas. Site 
preparation and construction activities should be timed to avoid disturbing plants and animals during crucial 
seasons in their life cycle. The specific BMPs that will be utilized for the Eastern Plains project should be identified 
in the EIS.  



Consolidated Scoping Comments 

C-92 Eastern Plains Transmission Project 
Scoping Summary Report 

Vegetation  
• A wetlands mitigation plan should be provided with the EIS. Due to the time it can take to adequately reclaim some 

disturbed wetlands, it is suggested that Western require mitigation of wetland disturbance during the project 
operating time, and that mitigation for any particular wetland or riparian area begin concurrent with the disturbance, 
or even prior to project construction, if possible. As studies indicate that traditional mitigation is generally not 
successful in fully restoring wetland function, it is suggested that Western require a two-to-one mitigation of wetland 
disturbance. Mitigation requirements under 40 CFR Section 230 address the replacement of the wetland functions 
and values that are unavoidably lost, and any additional DOE, State and local mitigation requirements should be 
adhered to. The mitigation plan should include, but not be limited to: commitments to acquire and start mitigation 
work prior to project construction; detailed schedules of pipeline and wetland creation/restoration work; detailed 
construction plans; a detailed mitigation monitoring plan, including a time table; detailed performance criteria to 
measure success; detailed specifications and commitments for corrective measures to be taken if performance 
criteria are not met; detailed specifications and commitments to control invasive species; and, commitments to the 
establishment of a protection and management plan in perpetuity (i.e., legal surveys of the specific boundaries with 
buffers and conservation easements that are given to a land conservancy organization) for all mitigation areas.  

• Another concern that will need additional review once the final routes are defined, are the locations of ground 
disturbances in respect to the Designated Critical Habitat of the state-threatened Green Toad (Bufo debilis) and the 
federal threatened Topeka shiner ( Notropis topeka). Disturbance of these species will be temporary and will be 
limited to on-the-ground construction and placement of the fiber optic regeneration facilities.  

• Any effort to avoid large contiguous tracts of native grassland will successfully mitigate any major concerns with this 
species and other grassland obligate avian species.  

• Cattle use structures for rubbing and keep the vegetation from growing back.  
• EPA considers the protection, improvement, and restoration of wetlands and riparian areas to be a high priority. 

Wetlands increase landscape and species diversity, and are critical to the protection of designated water uses. 
Possible impacts on wetlands include, but are not limited to, impacts to: water quality, habitat for aquatic and 
terrestrial life, channel and bank stability, flood storage, ground water recharge and discharge, sources of primary 
production, and recreation and aesthetics. Road, transmission line, buried cable, and other facility construction, 
land clearing and earthwork generally include sedimentation and hydrologic impacts which at some level may cause 
changes to surface and subsurface drainage patterns and, ultimately, wetland integrity and function. Riparian 
habitats, similar to wetlands, are important ecological areas supporting many species of western wildlife. Riparian 
areas generally lack the amount or duration of water usually present in wetlands, yet are "wetter" than adjacent 
uplands. Riparian areas increase landscape and species diversity, and are often critical to the protection of water 
quality and beneficial uses.  

• EPA recommends that the EIS address specific requirements to: Maintain physical integrity of aquatic ecosystems; 
Assure an amount and distribution of woody debris sufficient to sustain physical and biological complexity; Assure 
adequate summer and winter thermal regulation; Assure appropriate amounts and distributions of source habitats 
for riparian- or wetland-dependent species; Restore or maintain water quality and hydrologic processes; and, 
Restore or maintain naturally functioning riparian vegetation communities.  

• For increased deposition of various pollutants, please assess the amount, in tons-per-year or pounds-per-year, by 
which each option would directly or indirectly increase the deposition – on (1) the soils, waters, and vegetation, (2) 
each Class I area in the Western half of the United States, (3) each highly agricultural region in the Western half of 
the United States, and (4) the habitats of threatened or endangered species – of each chemical, including but not 
limited to mercury and dioxin, known to harm soil, vegetation, or animals. it would be best to route the lines across 
cropland, avoiding native prairie as much as possible.  

• J8 [illegible]-grassland- don't want it torn up, very sandy the drier it is the worse it is.  
• Our primary concern is the effects of large vertical structures on or adjacent to contiguous tracts of native 

grassland.  
• Please consider all impacts on vegetation, including locally grown alfalfa and native vegetation from all plant 

operations and project construction.  
• Please consider impacts to wetland and riparian vegetation from decreased water and increased air emissions.  
• Please consider revegetation, dust control, and weed infestation of stripped agricultural lands due to decreased 

water availability and air emissions impacts.  
• Please consider the metal uptake by plants from emissions from the plant, specifically B, F, As, and Se. Please 

consider the translocation to mammals.  
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Vegetation  
• Prefer to see just use the equipment without tearing up the vegetation  
• The effects of the Eastern Plains project activities on area ecology, including vegetation, wildlife and their habitats, 

as well as recreational hunting and fishing activities, should be disclosed and evaluated in the EIS. Important 
vegetative issues include: reclamation activities supportive of pre-existing land uses, including wildlife habitat; weed 
growth jeopardizing reclamation efforts or post-project land use; any adverse impacts to Federal/State sensitive 
plants; and/or violation of executive orders concerning invasive species, flood plains, or Wetlands and Riparian 
Zones. Important wildlife issues include: compliance with Federal or State game and fish wildlife management 
objectives; wildlife mortality; crucial wildlife habitat; adverse impacts to breeding or nesting activities; and/or any 
adverse effects to Endangered Species Act listed threatened or endangered species, USFWS listed or proposed 
species, BLM sensitive wildlife or fish species, or other State-listed species. Potential impacts to the above that may 
occur in the project area should be identified and discussed.  

• The EIS should show the extent to which aquatic habitat could be impaired by potential activities, including effects 
on surface and subsurface water quality and quantity, aquatic biota, stream structure and channel stability, 
streambed substrate including seasonal and spawning habitats, large organic material supplies (woody debris), 
stream bank vegetation, and riparian habitats. The analysis should disclose whether projects could cause any 
reductions in habitat capability or impair designated uses. Other information relevant to the analysis, such as 
aquatic species habitat and the condition and productivity of that habitat, should also be included. Particular 
attention should be directed at evaluating and disclosing the cumulative effects of increased levels of erosion and 
sedimentation. Water quality parameters such as conductivity, dissolved and suspended solids, metals, pH, 
temperature, dissolved oxygen and physical aquatic habitat parameters may also be important monitoring indicators 
for determining stream or lake impairment or stress, as well as its sensitivity to further impacts. Existing water 
quality standards applicable to the affected water bodies should be presented to provide a basis for determining 
whether existing uses will be protected and water quality standards met.  

• We encourage Western to require delineation and marking of perennial seeps and springs and wetlands on maps 
and on the ground before activity development so industry employees will be able to avoid them. We recommend 
establishment of wetland and riparian habitat buffer zones to avoid adverse impacts to streams, wetlands, and 
riparian areas. We recommend a 100-foot buffer of native vegetation be provided around each mitigation site to 
help enhance wildlife habitat and protect the site from sediment buildup that could result from land use practices 
immediately outside the buffer area. If stream bank disturbances result, then we suggest stabilizing stream banks 
using soil bioengineering techniques.  

• We have reviewed the information provided for the construction of approximately 220 miles of new high-voltage 
transmission lines in western Kansas. Additional review will be needed for the siting of the ground level fiber optic 
regeneration facilities and access roads as the final route becomes more apparent. The project was reviewed for 
potential impacts on crucial wildlife habitats, current state-listed threatened and endangered species and species in 
need of conservation, and public recreation areas for which this agency has some administrative authority.  

• Where this cuts across a pasture, grass has still not covered over after nearly fifteen years.  
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Visual Resources 
• As a ranch owner near the northern most proposed routing (#1), I strongly object to the placement of high tension 

lines along and over Highway 24 and along the ridge south of Simla, Ramah, etc. The aesthetics of such placement 
will affect locals and visitors using highway 24 alike.  

• Disruption of agricultural activities  
• EPA considers the protection, improvement, and restoration of wetlands and riparian areas to be a high priority. 

Wetlands increase landscape and species diversity, and are critical to the protection of designated water uses. 
Possible impacts on wetlands include, but are not limited to, impacts to: water quality, habitat for aquatic and 
terrestrial life, channel and bank stability, flood storage, ground water recharge and discharge, sources of primary 
production, and recreation and aesthetics. Road, transmission line, buried cable, and other facility construction, 
land clearing and earthwork generally include sedimentation and hydrologic impacts which at some level may cause 
changes to surface and subsurface drainage patterns and, ultimately, wetland integrity and function. Riparian 
habitats, similar to wetlands, are important ecological areas supporting many species of western wildlife. Riparian 
areas generally lack the amount or duration of water usually present in wetlands, yet are “wetter” than adjacent 
uplands. Riparian areas increase landscape and species diversity, and are often critical to the protection of water 
quality and beneficial uses.  

• For decreased visibility in scenic areas, please assess the ten highest hourly visibility degradations, the ten highest 
daily visibility degradations, and the average annual visibility degradation that pollutant emissions resulting directly 
or indirectly from each option would cause (1) within a ten-mile radius of the facilities, (2) in each Class I area 
containing land that lies within 300 kilometers of the facilities, and (3) in each Class II area containing land that lies 
within 300 kilometers of the facilities.  

• For decreased visibility in scenic areas, please perform an additional, cumulative version of this assessment that 
accounts for the emissions increases that would result directly or indirectly from the other new fossil fuel-fired power 
plants currently proposed for construction in the Western half of the United States.  

• For standards for all air quality impact assessments, please ensure that all air quality impact assessments have 
professional and scientific integrity as required by 40 C.F.R. §1502.24. Thus, please make all analyses of impacts 
to Class I air quality related values consistent with the Federal Land Managers’ Air Quality Related Values 
Workgroup (FLAG) Phase I Report, December 2000. Further, please ensure all modeling assessments are based 
on common practice and procedure for proper air quality analyses as detailed in EPA’s Guidelines on Air Quality 
Modeling in 40 C.F.R. part 51, appendix W. These standards include following: The modeling of maximum emission 
rates (i.e., potential to emit considering federally enforceable controls) of each pollutant to be emitted by the power 
plant and associated emission sources, as well as from other reasonably foreseeable sources, that could occur 
over the averaging time of the standard with which compliance is being assessed. For visibility modeling, please 
model the maximum hourly average emissions and maximum 24-hour average emissions. Further, please model 
existing sources at the maximum actual emission rates occurring over the averaging time of the standard with which 
compliance is being assessed. See section 9.1.2. of 40 C.F.R. part 51, appendix W.  

• I would not object to this. In fact, I would be glad to have a major electrical transmission line in close proximity, 
provided these would not jeopardize certain views, characteristics, and values I have been building into my farm  

• In Arapahoe County our main concerns are environmental, topographical, agricultural, visual  
• Line goes straight through yard and buildings  
• Move Tri-state line from in front of his house  
• Mr. Coan’s concern is that if the transmission line is constructed east of the Prospect Valley reservoir in Sections 25 

& 36, T.1N, R64W, the value of his lots will be negatively impacted by this “second corridor.” His 6 lots are located 
in the W1/2N1/2 of Section 31.T.1N, R.63W. According to Mr. Coan other landowners in the area have also 
subdivided their property and one major selling point is that these lots come with an unobstructed view of the 
mountains from Pikes Peak to the Wyoming border.  

• My property lies 2-1/2 mi west of Lakin within B4 according to your mapping setup, right where the transmission line 
turns northward and intersects Hiway 50. The legals are: N/2 & S.W.14 of Section 30-24-36. The proposed 
transmission pathway is drawn as going through the middle of Section 30. I’ve argued for the flexibility to move the 
pathway to the eastern border of Section 30. I would wish to avoid degrading the view of my farmstead and going 
through the most scenic area of my farm, which I have named Owl’s Canyon. Our land is located on the G7 leg on 
the map. It looks like I will be looking @ the new line out my living room window.  

• Please consider all visual impacts caused by the proposed transmission lines, related facilities, and the coal plants. 
• sky lineing  
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Visual Resources 
• Skyline visual impact  
• The EIS should address the issue of light pollution. Poorly designed lighting can waste energy and impact the view 

of the night sky. These problems can be addressed with efficient lighting systems designed to illuminate the ground 
or work area for safety and utility without causing glare, upward shine, or wasting energy. EPA suggests that the 
EIS address these issues and detail mitigation requirements, consistent with OSHA or other applicable safety 
requirements, for implementation by the proponent.  

• This is my land and I don’t want to look in my pasture and see high voltage power lines.  
• Visual clutter  
• Visual impacts associated with project construction and operation activities may affect the visual character and 

scenic resources of an area, including the aesthetic and/or functional quality of recreational experiences. This may 
include the introduction of impacts out of character with the setting and the visual impact of equipment and crews 
during construction and later operational/maintenance activities. The severity of these effects depends on a number 
of factors, including: can the surrounding landscape integrate visual changes without attracting attention; how far 
from, or visible to, sensitive viewing areas and/or roadways are the activities; how much disturbance will occur; 
what mitigation efforts are put forth to integrate activities and structures with the area; and/or what is the potential to 
reclaim disturbed landscapes? The EIS should evaluate these aspects, and detail mitigation steps that will be taken 
to minimize associated impacts. Interim and final reclamation work should allow disturbed sites to blend into the 
natural surroundings, to the extent possible.  

• We are suggesting two alternate routes that will cause a minor re-routing of your proposed powerline (See map.) 
One takes your line father east, out of immediate view of the 1-25 corridor, along the route Xcel is proposing for 
their powerline across (“our”) State land. The other route follows the existing powerlines just south of the El Paso 
County line and then west and north to the Midway Station. Either of these alternate routes are not the ‘best case’ 
for us but they would eliminate interference with our ranching operations, somewhat reduce visibility from the 1-25 
corridor, lesson intrusion into potential recreational areas and not proscribe any ecologically sustainable 
development that may be possible in the future.  

• We purchased this land and have a home here. We really do not want this line on our land. Out land was purchased 
in part because of the great view of the front range and obviously a high power line would greatly affect that.  

• We recently built our home on property that is somewhat unique for western Kansas. There are trees, hills, and a 
creek that provide a very beautiful setting. We chose this particular area because of these factors many years prior 
to building our home. We really don’t want this spoiled by a Large Transmission Line running through our property. 

• Who the hell wants to see this in their pasture?  
• Would be concerned with my view of Pikes Peak as we purchased this 40 acres on the hill because of the view and 

built our new home for the view  
 

Water Resources 
• & streams & rivers  
• [circled wells on checklist]  
• A discussion of area geology, topography, soils and stream stability in terms of erosion and mass failure potential 

may be necessary to adequately portray the potential risk to surface and subsurface water quality and quantity, 
aquatic habitat and other resources from the implementation of specific alternatives. Section 313 of the Clean 
Water Act requires that Federal agencies comply with State and Local pollution requirements. Therefore, the 
appropriate State-identified Best Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce potential non-point sources of pollution 
from this project's proposed activities should be designed into the alternatives under consideration and disclosed.  

• Accordingly, we request that the EIS consider each of the following reasonable alternatives and appropriate 
mitigation measures and, for each of the options, please assess direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. 
Appropriate Mitigation Measures That Tri-State Has Failed to Include in its Proposal for a New, Conventional Coal-
Powered Generating Stations in Kansas and Colorado. Please consider impacts to existing wells, springs, 
wetlands, wildlife, etc., including a detailed mitigation plan that includes avoidance as a mitigation strategy. Please 
make that information public as it becomes available.  
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Water Resources 
• Accordingly, we request that the EIS consider each of the following reasonable alternatives and appropriate 

mitigation measures and, for each of the options, please assess direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. 
Appropriate Mitigation Measures That Tri-State Has Failed to Include in its Proposal for a New, Conventional Coal-
Powered Generating Stations in Kansas and Colorado. Please consider proposed and alternative water 
consumption rates and amounts and include an analysis of proposed and alternative recycling methods.  

• Accordingly, we request that the EIS consider each of the following reasonable alternatives and appropriate 
mitigation measures and, for each of the options, please assess direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. 
Appropriate Mitigation Measures That Tri-State Has Failed to Include in its Proposal for a New, Conventional Coal-
Powered Generating Stations in Kansas and Colorado. Please consider whether any pretreatment of water will be 
required before it is used at the plants.  

• Accordingly, we request that the EIS consider each of the following reasonable alternatives and appropriate 
mitigation measures and, for each of the options, please assess direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. 
Appropriate Mitigation Measures That Tri-State Has Failed to Include in its Proposal for a New, Conventional Coal-
Powered Generating Stations in Kansas and Colorado. Please require adjudication of all water rights prior to 
issuance of DEIS.  

• Because this project may take water from wetlands, springs, seeps and streams to use for power plant cooling, 
please analyze the impacts of losing these ecological resources. Please also go beyond determining the effects of 
development on flows, fluxes and water levels to translating these effects into declines to the biotic components in 
the environment.  

• Creosote into water- wells are shallow  
• Due to the environmentally sensitive nature of this area and the potential for contamination of the aquifer, we have 

a strong preference for the eastern most alternative for this new transmission line.  
• EPA considers the protection, improvement, and restoration of wetlands and riparian areas to be a high priority. 

Wetlands increase landscape and species diversity, and are critical to the protection of designated water uses. 
Possible impacts on wetlands include, but are not limited to, impacts to: water quality, habitat for aquatic and 
terrestrial life, channel and bank stability, flood storage, ground water recharge and discharge, sources of primary 
production, and recreation and aesthetics. Road, transmission line, buried cable, and other facility construction, 
land clearing and earthwork generally include sedimentation and hydrologic impacts which at some level may cause 
changes to surface and subsurface drainage patterns and, ultimately, wetland integrity and function. Riparian 
habitats, similar to wetlands, are important ecological areas supporting many species of western wildlife. Riparian 
areas generally lack the amount or duration of water usually present in wetlands, yet are "wetter" than adjacent 
uplands. Riparian areas increase landscape and species diversity, and are often critical to the protection of water 
quality and beneficial uses.  

• EPA recommends that the EIS address specific requirements to: Maintain physical integrity of aquatic ecosystems; 
Assure an amount and distribution of woody debris sufficient to sustain physical and biological complexity; Assure 
adequate summer and winter thermal regulation; Assure appropriate amounts and distributions of source habitats 
for riparian- or wetland-dependent species; Restore or maintain water quality and hydrologic processes; and, 
Restore or maintain naturally functioning riparian vegetation communities.  

• Events such as vehicular spills of hazardous or toxic materials could result in significantly more adverse habitat and 
water quality impacts. For project activities which may result in contamination of water resources, the EIS should: 
discuss the frequency or likelihood of such events; and, describe the spill and release response capabilities (i.e. 
available response equipment, personnel, expected response times, etc.).  

• For increased deposition of various pollutants, please assess the amount, in tons-per-year or pounds-per-year, by 
which each option would directly or indirectly increase the deposition – on (1) the soils, waters, and vegetation, (2) 
each Class I area in the Western half of the United States, (3) each highly agricultural region in the Western half of 
the United States, and (4) the habitats of threatened or endangered species – of each chemical, including but not 
limited to mercury and dioxin, known to harm soil, vegetation, or animals. Have documentation and modeling been 
produced and submitted by Tri-State on how many millions of gallons of water per day that additional pulverized 
coal-produced electricity will use? Have drought and global warming projections been factored re water use? What 
is the source of the water? What populations, wildlife, and water resources will be affected?  
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Water Resources 
• Impact to wetland and riparian areas, and other waters of the U.S. will occur for this project. Executive Order 1 

1990, "Protection of Wetlands," signed in 1978 and amended in 1988, addresses potential long and short-term 
adverse impacts associated with the destruction or modification of wetlands. In addition, the national wetlands 
policy has established an interim goal of "No Overall Net Loss of the Nation's Remaining Wetlands" and a long-term 
goal of increasing quantity/quality of the Nation's wetlands resource base. ("Presidential Wetland Policy of 1993" 
website: http://www.usace.army.mil/inet/functions/cw/cecwo/reg/aug93w et.htm). In accordance with the intent of 
the order and national policy, EPA suggests a mitigation commitment that indirect draining of, or direct disturbance 
of, wetland areas will be avoided if at all possible, and a commitment to replace in kind such unavoidably impacted 
wetlands. EPA also suggests that Western require complete avoidance of disturbance to any fen wetland (a 
Category I resource). The EIS should consider a variety of means to protect wetlands and riparian areas, especially 
those areas with perennial streams which also serve as water supply for area communities. In addition to the 
evaluation and discussion of direct and indirect impacts, the EIS should provide cumulative impacts analyses for 
resources of concern that will be impacted by the project. At this time, for the Eastern Plains project, it appears that 
cumulative impacts analyses should be undertaken for the following resources: surface waters (quality, quantity and 
aquatic habitat), wetlands, wildlife habitat, and farmland. The EIS should analyze impacts according to airsheds and 
watersheds, rather than political boundaries. The purpose of a cumulative impacts analysis is to assess the 
incremental impacts on each resource of concern due to connected and unconnected actions that take place in a 
geographic area over time (i.e., past, present and future) no matter which entity (public or private) undertakes the 
actions. A cumulative impacts analysis aids in identifying the level of significance of those impacts on a particular 
resource and the appropriate type and level of mitigation required to offset the current proposal's contribution to 
these impacts. In the analysis of present and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it is appropriate to examine 
anticipated activity trends in the study area. Examining activity trends in other areas with similar uses and 
contributory metrics can be useful in this analysis.  

• In eastern Arapahoe County there are environmentally sensitive drainages  
• It appears from the NOI that this EIS and associated NEPA documentation will be used to address CWA Section 

404(b)(l) Guidelines compliance. All wetlands and waters of the U.S. (e.g., streams, rivers, lakes) that would be 
crossed or otherwise impacted by the proposal should be identified. This should include the identification of "farmed 
wetlands" and "prior converted wetlands." Impacts to these resources should be thoroughly identified and 
discussed. This may include, but should not be limited to, a characterization of their existing conditions, and the 
identification and assessment of the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to water quality/quantity, aquatic 
organisms and habitat. Details regarding the widths of proposed stream and river crossings and how the crossings 
will be accomplished should be identified and discussed. Where feasible, we recommend the use of low impact 
construction methods for all water crossings, including their associated floodplains, wetlands and forest lands. 
Where feasible, we recommend the use of directional drilling for all water crossings and their associated 
floodplains, wetlands and forest lands, for burying of the fiber optic cable.  

• Loss of productive agricultural land when water is sold from the land for use in the coal fired plant  
• Of the three alternatives for this project segment we would like to identify some environmental concerns associated 

with the western two alternatives. These alternatives are proposed to go through T2N, R56W and T2N, R57W and 
then south to Big Sandy. While these routes do not appear to directly impact City owned property they do go 
through a large shallow naturally sand-filtered aquifer. This aquifer is the same one that is the sole water source for 
the City of Brush.  

• On the Big Sandy/ Green Valley T.L. north of Limon section on map K3- along Hwy 71 avoid well in & stay west of 
corridor  

• Please analyze a detailed breakdown of the acre-feet (“AF”) water demand for each coal plant including how much 
will be used for each process of the project operation and construction and any proposed or anticipated AF demand 
changes throughout the course of plant operation and maintenance.  

• Please analyze impacts to adjacent water basins, if water is overdrafted from the basin.  
• Please complete and make public comprehensive water resource stud(ies) for the project and associated facilities. 
• Please conduct an inventory of seeps and springs impacted or utilized by the proposed project. Please make public 

the permit/proof number or legal description of each seep or spring to be used as the information becomes 
available.  

• Please consider all impacts from the construction and operation of the Tri-State coal plants including decreased 
water levels and increased mercury content.  

• Please consider all water quality impacts of the project.  
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Water Resources 
• Please consider any plans to pipe water from any other basin to support the need for water for any aspect of the 

project and make public all information regarding those plans as it becomes available.  
• Please consider basin surface & ground water balance with respect to any proposed conjunctive use of 

surface/ground water.  
• Please consider design conditions for the peak day, e.g., dry bulb and wet bulb temperature, humidity, and site 

elevation.  
• Please consider impacts of decreased recharge and assess whether flow will infiltrate or whether proposed 

recovery, if any, of recharge water will actually pump groundwater.  
• Please consider impacts of unintentional contaminant leaks such as PCBs (polychlorinated biphenyls) from new or 

upgraded sub-stations.  
• Please consider interbasin flow. If a connection is found or assumed, please consider changes to interbasin flow.  
• Please consider proposed and alternative pumping rates for individual wells or well fields.  
• Please consider site-specific precipitation measurement modifications.  
• Please consider the “plumbing” of Tri-State’s proposed power plants, including well field locations, surface water 

POD’s, location of spreading basins/injection wells, pipeline routing, etc.  
• Please consider the amount and characteristics of any wastewater discharged from plant operation processes and 

during project construction. Please consider proposed and alternate discharge locations, e.g., evaporation pond, 
local creek, etc.  

• Please consider the frequency, extent, and duration of flooding that occurs as a result of surface runoff and 
determine how that affects the estimated discharge from the groundwater.  

• Please consider the impacts of changing the period of use of the water rights that may decrease or eliminate the 
natural recovery period.  

• Please consider the seasonal water demand of the project.  
• Please consider the total water consumption for all units of the project including a break down of consumption by all 

individual uses including, but not limited to, cooling towers, blowdown water, and coal dust pile.  
• Please consider water consumption by individual source, e.g., evaporation at cooling tower, scrubber, makeup to 

boilers, dust control, sanitary uses, and all others not listed here.  
• Please consider water demand as both annual average and peak day.  
• Please consider whether the combined use of surface and groundwater rights counts water twice. For example, 

groundwater rights are limited by the perennial yield but the perennial yield depends on recharge from stream flow 
that may not occur because of surface flow diversions.  

• Please consider whether the project is dependent upon acquisition of all existing water rights in the basin, and, if 
not, what percentage Tri-State will need to acquire.  

• Please determine the amount of drawdown that will occur and determine whether the decreased capillary flow and 
exfiltration will cause more particulate air pollution from winds blowing across the land.  

• Please ensure the groundwater model developed for the basin adequately models the various fluxes such as spring 
flow and total ET loss. Please include at least two years of detailed study data.  

• Please impose the transient simulations of the project on the seasonal changes in the basin. Please consider 
seasonal water demand and recharge and seasonal head levels in boundaries. Because of the magnitude of this 
project and because drought will maximize the impacts, please consider multi-year dry periods in the modeling.  

• Please include simulated water level draw-down contour maps for the basin at time steps of 6 months and years 1, 
2, 5, 10, 15, 20, project life in the EIS analysis. Please also include water level contour maps for these time steps 
and direction of ground water flow. Please make these maps public as they become available.  

• Please make public the water Tri-State claims to hold under option for the proposed project, including the name of 
the current water user, the current water rights amounts, type of use, and place of use as they become available.  

• Please model evapotranspiration (“ET”) for both the steady state and developed conditions. It is not necessary for 
the water table to drop a certain level for effects to occur. The impacts occur even if just the gradient of the water 
table changes.  
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Water Resources 
• Please model the actual points of recharge. Please evenly spread recharge across the basin or distribute according 

to the elevation zones from the Maxey-Eakin (“M-E”) method. The ME method does not consider the hydraulic 
conductivity of the lithology in each of the zones. Additionally, most recharge occurs at canyon mouths due to runoff 
and recharge into alluvial fans. Because the effects of this project will be concentrated, please consider localized 
effects.  

• Please obtain all Clean Water Act discharge or fill permits and make public the nature of the discharge and/or fill 
and all permit applications as they become available.  

• Please perform a detailed water right abstract of the basin to identify the existing and supplemental nature of 
surface, groundwater, and spring water rights.  

• Please provide a detailed map showing all points of study including, but not limited to, test holes, production wells, 
monitor wells/piezometers, ET measurement sites, stream/spring flow measurement locations, weather 
measurements, geophysical measurement locations, etc. as they become available.  

• Please reassess recharge accounting for losses to interbasin flow and evaporation from the riparian areas of some 
of the tributaries.  

• Please simulate groundwater flow from plateau of the west with general head boundaries and examine the fluxes 
against reality. Please consider flux to the basin fill aquifer both temporally and spatially.  

• The EIS should evaluate effects of any proposed road improvements, new road construction, and general ROW 
construction and operation activities on the area. The evaluation should include increased access, travel 
management and enforcement aspects, as well as impact to the flora and fauna of the area. Dust particulates from 
construction, and ongoing operations on roadways are important concerns. Airborne dust may not only be a visual 
nuisance, but can be potentially dangerous to asthma sufferers. Sedimentation run-off can severely impact the 
aquatic environment. Please include detailed specific plans for addressing dust control for the project. Items in the 
plan should include, though not necessarily limited to, dust suppression methods, inspection schedules, and 
documentation and accountability processes. Construction techniques such as 95% base compaction prior to 
placement of gravel, culverts for water drainage, steep slope construction measures to prevent erosion, and 
appropriate dust control methods (such as placement of a non-chlorine based dust abatement chemical treatment), 
are important dust suppression and sediment reduction techniques. Consideration should be given to asphalt or 
concrete roadways instead of dirt or gravel roads.  

• The EIS should evaluate storm water management. To protect water quality from storm water runoff, including 
contaminated runoff from construction, operation, and maintenance activities, specific practices should be 
implemented. These practices include the following: Preserve existing vegetation during clearing and grading; 
Divert upland runoff around exposed soils; Use sediment barriers to trap soil in runoff where sheet flows occur; 
Protect slopes and channels from gullying; Install sediment traps and settling basins to reduce the velocity of 
channeled runoff; Store chemicals for project activities in covered containers in a specific location; Identify areas 
and procedures for fueling, and provide a protected vehicle washout; Preserve vegetation near all waterways; 
Ensure materials and education for cleaning up spills and leaks; and, Inspect the effectiveness of best management 
practices.  

• The EIS should show the extent to which aquatic habitat could be impaired by potential activities, including effects 
on surface and subsurface water quality and quantity, aquatic biota, stream structure and channel stability, 
streambed substrate including seasonal and spawning habitats, large organic material supplies (woody debris), 
stream bank vegetation, and riparian habitats. The analysis should disclose whether projects could cause any 
reductions in habitat capability or impair designated uses. Other information relevant to the analysis, such as 
aquatic species habitat and the condition and productivity of that habitat, should also be included. Particular 
attention should be directed at evaluating and disclosing the cumulative effects of increased levels of erosion and 
sedimentation. Water quality parameters such as conductivity, dissolved and suspended solids, metals, pH, 
temperature, dissolved oxygen and physical aquatic habitat parameters may also be important monitoring indicators 
for determining stream or lake impairment or stress, as well as its sensitivity to further impacts. Existing water 
quality standards applicable to the affected water bodies should be presented to provide a basis for determining 
whether existing uses will be protected and water quality standards met.  

• The EIS will need to analyze potential impacts to surface water, groundwater, and other existing and potential 
drinking water sources, including specifically any function and water quality impacts to aquifers. The analysis should 
also include water quality, quantity, and any adverse change to current water quality of the any rivers, streams and 
their tributaries. BMPs and mitigation measures should be used to protect these resources. EPA suggests ensuring 
that plans for any activities with the potential to impact any potential drinking water sources should be coordinated 
with the states and be evaluated for compatibility with the State's Source water Protection plans.  
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Water Resources 
• The EPA recommends the EIS include an accurate description of surface and ground water resources, as both are 

essential to understanding the potential effects of any project. The EIS should clearly describe water bodies within 
the analysis area which may be impacted by project activities. Identifying affected watersheds on maps of the 
various alternatives helps convey their relationship with project activities. The EIS should summarize the available 
data and the condition (reliability, gaps in data, etc.) of that information.  

• The transmission line already in place near County Road C is the better choice as it only crosses Adobe Creek. A 
line near County Road J would have to cross two branches of Adobe Creek plus Mustang Creek, Sand Arroyo 
Creek, and John Creek which all run into adobe creek.  

• There are too many creeks to be crossed if a new transmission line from Lamar to Boone is placed near County 
Road J in Kiowa County.  

• Therefore the States water would be put to more beneficial use benefiting farmers, and the country would have one 
more renewable home grown energy source.  

• We encourage Western to require delineation and marking of perennial seeps and springs and wetlands on maps 
and on the ground before activity development so industry employees will be able to avoid them. We recommend 
establishment of wetland and riparian habitat buffer zones to avoid adverse impacts to streams, wetlands, and 
riparian areas. We recommend a 100-foot buffer of native vegetation be provided around each mitigation site to 
help enhance wildlife habitat and protect the site from sediment buildup that could result from land use practices 
immediately outside the buffer area. If stream bank disturbances result, then we suggest stabilizing stream banks 
using soil bioengineering techniques.  

• what problems may be caused to the water table if the tower supports go through it. Also the ground water in my 
area is very shallow. Will you be putting in the towers deep enough to effect my well water due to punching holes 
thru the water table.  

 

Weeds  
• Absolute desire that if the transmission line must be near or on our property that it be placed adjacent to existing 

public roads. Not along field lines as these change periodically as crops and fallow ground vary to control weeds 
and erosion  

• Among the greatest threats to biodiversity is the spread of noxious weeds and exotic (non-indigenous) plants. Many 
noxious weeds can out-compete native plants and produce a monoculture that has little or no plant species diversity 
or benefit to wildlife. Noxious weeds tend to gain a foothold where there is disturbance in the ecosystem. ROW 
development activities, such as electric transmission and pipeline corridors, can cause such disturbances.  

• Another question was weed control near the towers; will that be taken care of by Western/Tri-State or himself? I 
said probably him. He feels this will be a compensable cost to him.  

• Habitat for noxious weeds  
• I1 noxious weeds a big problem  
• Please consider revegetation, dust control, and weed infestation of stripped agricultural lands due to decreased 

water availability and air emissions impacts.  
• Studies show that new roads and pipeline/utility ROWs can become a pathway for the spread of invasive plants; 

therefore, we suggest that the vegetation management plan address control of such plant intrusions. As this project 
follows many existing ROWs, the current trend for weed infestations in the affected project area should be 
evaluated for mitigation effectiveness and improvements if warranted. Early recognition and control of new 
infestations is essential to stopping the spread of infestation and avoiding future widespread use of herbicides, 
which could correspondingly have more adverse impacts on biodiversity and nearby water quality. There are a 
number of prevention measures available such as reseeding disturbed areas as soon as possible and cleaning 
equipment and tires prior to transportation to an un-infested area. Should an infestation occur or already be present, 
EPA supports integrated weed management (e.g. effective mix of cultural, education and prevention, biological, 
mechanical, chemical management, etc.). However, we encourage prioritization of management techniques that 
focus on non-chemical treatments first, with reliance on herbicides being the last resort. We recommend 
implementing yearly review and planning activity requirements for the above concerns, including evaluation of 
effectiveness to date.  
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Weeds  
• The area under and around these towers grow weeds and become a harbor for grasshoppers and insects.  
• The effects of the Eastern Plains project activities on area ecology, including vegetation, wildlife and their habitats, 

as well as recreational hunting and fishing activities, should be disclosed and evaluated in the EIS. Important 
vegetative issues include: reclamation activities supportive of pre-existing land uses, including wildlife habitat; weed 
growth jeopardizing reclamation efforts or post-project land use; any adverse impacts to Federal/State sensitive 
plants; and/or violation of executive orders concerning invasive species, flood plains, or Wetlands and Riparian 
Zones. Important wildlife issues include: compliance with Federal or State game and fish wildlife management 
objectives; wildlife mortality; crucial wildlife habitat; adverse impacts to breeding or nesting activities; and/or any 
adverse effects to Endangered Species Act listed threatened or endangered species, USFWS listed or proposed 
species, BLM sensitive wildlife or fish species, or other State-listed species. Potential impacts to the above that may 
occur in the project area should be identified and discussed.  

• We also note that hay can be a source of noxious weed seed. Hay/straw is used as mulch to slow erosion and 
encourage seed germination, and used to feed horses in hunting and recreation camps, and as wildlife feed during 
harsh winters. Cattle that are released on grazing allotments or horses used on public lands can transport 
undigested weed seed and spread it in their manure. Western should consider requiring use of certified weed free 
hay in mitigation.  

• Weeds hard to control under lattice structures-Noxious weeds are a big problem- joint grass  
 

Wildlife  
• Proposed mitigation that will be taken to minimize or eliminate adverse impacts should be presented. EPA 

recommends close, and early, coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on these and all other wildlife-
related issues. Concerning the Greater Sage-grouse, please detail the project's adherence to BLM’s "National 
Sage-Grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy" - November 2004, and the States' own criteria. As a minimum, the 
mitigation plans detailed in the EIS should be in compliance with those requirements. Generally, to effectively 
lessen impact to some wildlife, it may be necessary to provide additional "buffer zones" around the specific critical 
areas. For example, a recent study done at University of Wyoming indicates decline in breeding males at leks 
located within approximately 3 miles of drilling rigs in the Pinedale Anticline and Jonah natural gas fields in western 
Wyoming. Please provide additional information on where and how much buffer zone will be provided, as 
applicable. The EIS evaluations should include the above issues, among other area specific concerns, and detail 
mitigation steps that will be taken to minimize or eliminate adverse impacts. There may also be concerns related to 
the loss of upland resources associated with pipeline and associated facilities construction. An inventory of any high 
quality or locally and regionally rare habitats or plant communities, such as remnant prairie, should be included in 
the documentation. This would also include forested or treed areas. A description and the aerial extent of each site 
should be presented in the inventory. These resources should be avoided, if possible. If they can not be reasonably 
avoided then mitigation for their loss should be identified. We recommend replacement trees be planted to offset 
any unavoidable tree loss. We generally recommend that native saplings be used, if practicable, at a minimum 
ration of 1:1. In general, replacement trees should be planted close to where the loss occurred. However, mitigation 
might also include assisting county, state, or federal agencies with any ongoing or planned forest or tree 
reclamation projects in the watersheds affected. We recommend that the proponents commit to voluntary tree 
mitigation, if applicable, in the EIS and provide, as detailed as possible, a conceptual mitigation plan that 
compensates for any unavoidable tree loss. Equipment and materials should not be placed or stored in any 
environmentally sensitive areas. Where possible, excavation should be done from non-sensitive areas. Site 
preparation and construction activities should be timed to avoid disturbing plants and animals during crucial 
seasons in their life cycle. The specific BMPs that will be utilized for the Eastern Plains project should be identified 
in the EIS.  

• Accordingly, we request that the EIS consider each of the following reasonable alternatives and appropriate 
mitigation measures and, for each of the options, please assess direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. 
Appropriate Mitigation Measures That Tri-State Has Failed to Include in its Proposal for a New, Conventional Coal-
Powered Generating Stations in Kansas and Colorado. Please consider impacts to existing wells, springs, 
wetlands, wildlife, etc., including a detailed mitigation plan that includes avoidance as a mitigation strategy. Please 
make that information public as it becomes available.  
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Wildlife  
• Accordingly, we request that the EIS consider each of the following reasonable alternatives and appropriate 

mitigation measures and, for each of the options, please assess direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. 
Appropriate Mitigation Measures That Tri-State Has Failed to Include in its Proposal for a New, Conventional Coal-
Powered Generating Stations in Kansas and Colorado. Please consider measures for protecting water at the 
source for use by wildlife.  

• Accordingly, we request that the EIS consider each of the following reasonable alternatives and appropriate 
mitigation measures and, for each of the options, please assess direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. 
Appropriate Mitigation Measures That Tri-State Has Failed to Include in its Proposal for a New, Conventional Coal-
Powered Generating Stations in Kansas and Colorado. Please consider proposed and alternate plans to prevent 
interference with wildlife migration routes.  

• Accordingly, we request that the EIS consider each of the following reasonable alternatives and appropriate 
mitigation measures and, for each of the options, please assess direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. 
Appropriate Mitigation Measures That Tri-State Has Failed to Include in its Proposal for a New, Conventional Coal-
Powered Generating Stations in Kansas and Colorado. Please develop measures to prevent bird collisions with 
transmission lines.  

• Accordingly, we request that the EIS consider each of the following reasonable alternatives and appropriate 
mitigation measures and, for each of the options, please assess direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. 
Appropriate Mitigation Measures That Tri-State Has Failed to Include in its Proposal for a New, Conventional Coal-
Powered Generating Stations in Kansas and Colorado. Please develop precautionary measures to keep birds safe 
from the evaporation pond(s) and all other facilities.  

• Accordingly, we request that the EIS consider each of the following reasonable alternatives and appropriate 
mitigation measures and, for each of the options, please assess direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. 
Appropriate Mitigation Measures That Tri-State Has Failed to Include in its Proposal for a New, Conventional Coal-
Powered Generating Stations in Kansas and Colorado. Please include measures to keep wildlife away from waste 
ponds, disposal sites, other relevant plant operation facilities, and throughout all project construction activities.  

• affects [sic] on wildlife?  
• Among the greatest threats to biodiversity is the spread of noxious weeds and exotic (non-indigenous) plants. Many 

noxious weeds can out-compete native plants and produce a monoculture that has little or no plant species diversity 
or benefit to wildlife. Noxious weeds tend to gain a foothold where there is disturbance in the ecosystem. ROW 
development activities, such as electric transmission and pipeline corridors, can cause such disturbances.  

• Any effort to avoid large contiguous tracts of native grassland will successfully mitigate any major concerns with this 
species and other grassland obligate avian species.  

• EPA considers the protection, improvement, and restoration of wetlands and riparian areas to be a high priority. 
Wetlands increase landscape and species diversity, and are critical to the protection of designated water uses. 
Possible impacts on wetlands include, but are not limited to, impacts to: water quality, habitat for aquatic and 
terrestrial life, channel and bank stability, flood storage, ground water recharge and discharge, sources of primary 
production, and recreation and aesthetics. Road, transmission line, buried cable, and other facility construction, 
land clearing and earthwork generally include sedimentation and hydrologic impacts which at some level may cause 
changes to surface and subsurface drainage patterns and, ultimately, wetland integrity and function. Riparian 
habitats, similar to wetlands, are important ecological areas supporting many species of western wildlife. Riparian 
areas generally lack the amount or duration of water usually present in wetlands, yet are "wetter" than adjacent 
uplands. Riparian areas increase landscape and species diversity, and are often critical to the protection of water 
quality and beneficial uses.  

• EPA recommends that the EIS address specific requirements to: Maintain physical integrity of aquatic ecosystems; 
Assure an amount and distribution of woody debris sufficient to sustain physical and biological complexity; Assure 
adequate summer and winter thermal regulation; Assure appropriate amounts and distributions of source habitats 
for riparian- or wetland-dependent species; Restore or maintain water quality and hydrologic processes; and, 
Restore or maintain naturally functioning riparian vegetation communities.  

• flyways  



Consolidated Scoping Comments 

Eastern Plains Transmission Project  C-103 
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Wildlife  
• For increased deposition of various pollutants, please assess the amount, in tons-per-year or pounds-per-year, by 

which each option would directly or indirectly increase the deposition – on (1) the soils, waters, and vegetation, (2) 
each Class I area in the Western half of the United States, (3) each highly agricultural region in the Western half of 
the United States, and (4) the habitats of threatened or endangered species – of each chemical, including but not 
limited to mercury and dioxin, known to harm soil, vegetation, or animals. G-11 line goes through property that has 
horned lizards  

• Have documentation and modeling been produced and submitted by Tri-State on how many millions of gallons of 
water per day that additional pulverized coal-produced electricity will use? Have drought and global warming 
projections been factored re water use? What is the source of the water? What populations, wildlife, and water 
resources will be affected?  

• Impact of towers & powerlines on birds  
• In addition to the evaluation and discussion of direct and indirect impacts, the EIS should provide cumulative 

impacts analyses for resources of concern that will be impacted by the project. At this time, for the Eastern Plains 
project, it appears that cumulative impacts analyses should be undertaken for the following resources: surface 
waters (quality, quantity and aquatic habitat), wetlands, wildlife habitat, and farmland. The EIS should analyze 
impacts according to airsheds and watersheds, rather than political boundaries. The purpose of a cumulative 
impacts analysis is to assess the incremental impacts on each resource of concern due to connected and 
unconnected actions that take place in a geographic area over time (i.e., past, present and future) no matter which 
entity (public or private) undertakes the actions. A cumulative impacts analysis aids in identifying the level of 
significance of those impacts on a particular resource and the appropriate type and level of mitigation required to 
offset the current proposal's contribution to these impacts. In the analysis of present and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions, it is appropriate to examine anticipated activity trends in the study area. Examining activity trends in 
other areas with similar uses and contributory metrics can be useful in this analysis.  

• In eastern Arapahoe County there are major flyways  
• Placement of these facilities and roads will also need to avoid ephemeral wetlands known as playa lakes which are 

important stopover points for migrating waterfowl and shorebirds. These concerns will need to be addressed as the 
project progresses and routes are selected and may warrant an Action Permit from this department in the future.  

• Please consider impacts to human health, wildlife, and domestic animals caused by electromagnetic forces created 
by the proposed transmission lines.  

• Please consider the metal uptake by plants from emissions from the plant, specifically B, F, As, and Se. Please 
consider the translocation to mammals.  

• Please perform a human health and ecological risk assessment to evaluate the impacts of the project on residents 
and wildlife including diesel exhaust from trucks, trains, and on- 

• site mobile equipment and all criteria pollutants.  
• The area under and around these towers grow weeds and become a harbor for grasshoppers and insects.  
• The effects of the Eastern Plains project activities on area ecology, including vegetation, wildlife and their habitats, 

as well as recreational hunting and fishing activities, should be disclosed and evaluated in the EIS. Important 
vegetative issues include: reclamation activities supportive of pre-existing land uses, including wildlife habitat; weed 
growth jeopardizing reclamation efforts or post-project land use; any adverse impacts to Federal/State sensitive 
plants; and/or violation of executive orders concerning invasive species, flood plains, or Wetlands and Riparian 
Zones. Important wildlife issues include: compliance with Federal or State game and fish wildlife management 
objectives; wildlife mortality; crucial wildlife habitat; adverse impacts to breeding or nesting activities; and/or any 
adverse effects to Endangered Species Act listed threatened or endangered species, USFWS listed or proposed 
species, BLM sensitive wildlife or fish species, or other State-listed species. Potential impacts to the above that may 
occur in the project area should be identified and discussed.  
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Wildlife  
• The proposed Eastern Plains project traverses a variety of human environments, including but not limited to, low 

population rural farming communities to more populated communities. The EIS should identify and address the 
social and economic impacts this project may have on these different communities. This would include, but is not 
limited to, identifying the number of outside workers that would be brought in to construct the project and duration of 
proposed construction activities through the various communities. The EIS should also consider environmental 
related socioeconomic impacts to the local communities such as housing for project workers, schools, burdening 
existing waste and wastewater handling facilities, increased road traffic with associated dust and hazardous 
materials spill potential, and easier human access to wildlife habitat (with associated increased disturbances and 
ROWS). Methods to avoid or minimize such impacts, or if these issues are not a concern for this project, should be 
discussed. While assessing the reasonably foreseeable development that may follow this project can be difficult 
without having specific plans or requests for additional activities in the area, it is reasonable to address what 
additional activities could look like based on similar ongoing projects in Colorado, Kansas and other states.  

• We encourage Western to require delineation and marking of perennial seeps and springs and wetlands on maps 
and on the ground before activity development so industry employees will be able to avoid them. We recommend 
establishment of wetland and riparian habitat buffer zones to avoid adverse impacts to streams, wetlands, and 
riparian areas. We recommend a 100-foot buffer of native vegetation be provided around each mitigation site to 
help enhance wildlife habitat and protect the site from sediment buildup that could result from land use practices 
immediately outside the buffer area. If stream bank disturbances result, then we suggest stabilizing stream banks 
using soil bioengineering techniques.  

• We have Dove, Quall [quail], Deer, Antelope, and the sometimes lost Elk out here, but when you guys bring your 
trucks and equipment out here, they will leave and the hunting ground for hunters gets farther away  

• wildlife  
• Wildlife habitat and management are also very important to us and our land  
• Wildlife habitat disturbance  
• wildlife management  
• will the transmission line effect wildlife or livestock living and grazing near it  
• Within the past year, Wheatland Electric has approached our department in regards to the possibility of cooperative 

efforts in restoring a large portion of irrigated cropland south of the Holcomb plant back to sandsage prairie. This 
area, if restored, will increase viable habitat for the Lesser Prairie Chicken and other grassland obligate species. 
We are not supportive of routes B1 and B2 because of the location of this future restoration effort.  

• You'll chase the wildlife away  
 

 




