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VIA MESSENGER & US MAIL

Re: Big Stone Transmission Line Project

Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement
PUC Docket Nos. E017, et al/TR-05-11275 and CN-05-619

Dear Ms. Ferguson:

On July 31, 2006, the Minnesota Department of Commerce made available for public
review and comment a Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the Big Stone Transmission
Project. The Department advised that it would accept comments on the Draft EIS until October
31,2006.

This letter contains the comments of the seven utilities that have applied for both a
Certificate of Need and Route Permits for the two proposed high voltage transmission lines that
constitute the Big Stone Transmission Project. The seven utilities are: Otter Tail Power

Company, Great River Energy, Western Minnesota Municipal Power Agency (as represented by
Missouri River Energy Services), Southern Minnesota Municipal Power Agency, Montana-
Dakota Utilities Co., Central Minnesota Municipal Agency, and Heartland Consumers Power
District (the Applicants).

Initially, it is important to recognize that the Department of Commerce has complied with
all the procedural requirements established in the statutes and rules for conducting environmental
review of new high voltage transmission lines of the size and type proposed here. Minnesota
Statutes § 1 16C.57, subd. 2c, requires that an Environmental Impact Statement must be prepared
before the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission can make a final decision on a route permit.
Minnesota Rules part 4410.7020 requires that an Environmental Report be prepared before a
Certificate of Need for a new high voltage transmission line can be issued. Minnesota Rules par
4410.7060, subp. 2, provides that the environmental review can be combined into one EIS when
a Certificate of Need application and a Route Permit application are pending at the same time. In
this case, the Public Utilities Commission has directed that the two proceedings be combined and
that a single EIS be prepared. MPUC Order Agreeing to Combine the Environmental Report and
Environmental Impact Statement Document, November 29,2005.

Doc# 2197277\2



LINDQUIST & VENNM P.L.L.P.

Ms. Sharon Ferguson
October 31, 2006
Page 2

The procedural requirements for preparing the Environmental Impact Statement and

providing the public with an opportunity to paricipate in development of the document are found
in Minnesota Rules pars 4400.1700 and 4410.7030. At the outset, the Deparent is required to
hold public information meetings to solicit public input into the scope of the Environmental

Impact Statement. The Deparent held five separate meetings over a three day period in
Januar 2006 in western Minnesota in the area where the lines would be built. The Deparent
issued its Scoping Decision on Februar 28,2006.

Once the Draft EIS is completed, another round of public meetings is required to allow
the public to ask questions and make comments about the information in the document.
Minnesota Rules part 4400.1700, subps. 7 and 8. Public meetings were held in six different
locations from October 9 to October 16, 2006, where the public was afforded an opportnity to

enter comments on the Draft EIS. In addition, the general public was given until October 31,
2006, to submit comments in writing on the Draft EIS.

The Departent's task after close of the public comment period is to "respond to the
timely substantive comments on the draft environmental impact statement consistent with the
scoping decision and prepare the final environmental impact statement." Minnesota Rules part
4400.1700, subp. 9. The Department intends to respond and release the Final EIS by December
1, 2006. Once that step is completed, the Deparment wil have satisfied all the procedural
requirements associated with preparation of an EIS.

On the substantive side of the issue, it is readily apparent from a review of the Scoping
Decision and the Draft EIS that the Department has addressed in sufficient detail all the issues
that it is required to address. The Department has evaluated several alternatives to the proposed
transmission lines including a renew ables/natural gas option, a distributed generation option, and
a no-build option, both with and without the Big Stone Unit II facility. And the Deparent
evaluated the potential environmental and health issues associated with the proposed

transmission lines and the alternatives.

A good number of commenters at the public meetings and many of those who submitted
written comments to the Department directed their comments and concerns to the Big Stone Unit
II facility in South Dakota. However, the Department specifically listed in its Scoping Decision
at page 6, issues that were outside the scope of this EIS, and one of those issues that is outside
the scope is "(a )ny consideration of generation alternatives or substitutions at the proposed Big
Stone II plant site in South Dakota." Therefore, the potential impacts of the Big Stone Unit II
facility are under consideration only to the extent of its impact on transmission in Minnesota.

Therefore, it is not necessary for the Deparment to respond to all the comments that were
received about Big Stone Unit II. The Departent need only respond to substantive comments

consistent with the scoping decision.
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The Applicants have only two minor points to bring to the Department's attention that
may require a brief response in the Final EIS. One point relates to two relatively minor changes
in the location of certain facilities from what was proposed. One change is in the location of the
Canby Substation, and the other change is in the location of the border crossing between South
Dakota and Minnesota along the preferred Granite Falls route.

The Applicants are proposing to change the location of the Canby Substation. The new
site for the substation is approximately one mile northeast of the existing site. The Applicants
described this change in written testimony it prefied with the Departent and the Administrative
Law Judges and the other parties in this matter on June 1, 2006. See testimony of Darryl
Shoemaker and Myron Rader. The new site is outside the floodplain, is more readily available
for maintenance, and the involved landowners have shown an interest in moving the site. A copy
of a map showing the new location is attached to this letter. Importantly, there are no new or
different environmental impacts that result from moving the substation to this location.

A second change in the project involves the border crossing for the Granite Falls line
along the route preferred by the Applicants. This slight change in the route is described in the
supplemental testimony of Myron Rader fied with the Administrative Law Judges and the
paries on October 2, 2006. A map showing the change at the border is attached to this letter.
This change is being made to address a concern by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service to avoid a
certain parcel of land upon which the USFWS has an opportnity to acquire a grassland
easement in the future. The change wil minimize environmental impacts so there is no
additional response required from the Department other than to recognize the change in the
route.

The second point on which the Applicants would offer comments relates to any cost
figures in the Draft EIS. The Department is aware that cost estimates for the Big Stone II facility
have gone up from the time the Applicants filed their applications in late 2005. These cost
increases are due in most part to inflationar prèssures on the cost of materials and labor. The
Applicants' analysis shows that for the same reasons, cost estimates for other alternatives the
Applicants examined have correspondingly increased. It is reasonable to expect that any cost
figures in the Draft EIS for the alternatives that were examined, including wind, natural gas, and
various distrbuted generation options, would also increase. For example, the cost figures in
Table 18 on page 65 of the Draft EIS are based on the costs of new projects initiated in 2005.
The Applicants suggest that it is not necessary for the Deparent to recalculate cost estimates
for any of the alternatives investigated, but to simply recognize in the Final EIS that any of the
cost estimates presented are likely to have increased since they were prepared in July 2006 and
that it is not appropriate to compare any of the cost figures in the Draft EIS with more recent
figures presented during the upcoming evidentiar hearng.
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In the end, the Department's task is to prepare a Final EIS that is "adequate."

"Adequacy" wil be determined by the Commission based on the Draft EIS, the comments
received, and the responses to the substantive comments included by the Department in the Final
EIS. Minnesota Rules part 4400.1700, subp. 10 provides:

The final environmental impact statement is adequate if it:

A. addresses the issues and alternatives raised in scoping to a reasonable
extent considering the availability of information and the time limitations for
considering the permit application;

B. provides responses to the timely substantive comments received during the

draft environmental impact statement review process; and

C. was prepared in compliance with the procedures in this chapter.

The Department has surely complied with items A and C in the above rule - the

Deparment has adequately addressed the issues and alternatives raised in scoping and has
followed all the applicable procedures. Upon response to any timely substantive comments on
any issues or alternatives raised in scoping, the Department wil have complied with item B.

The Applicants look forward to receiving the Deparment's Final EIS on or about
December 1 of this year. Thank you for your comprehensive evaluation in the Draft EIS.

Very truly yours,

LINDQUIST & VENNU~

-¡ J
Todd J. Guerrero

TJG/kas

c: Attached Service List

Doc# 2197277\2





























































 
 

October 31, 2006 
 
Ms. Sharon Ferguson 
Department of Commerce 
85 7th Place East, Suite 500 
St. Paul, MN 55101-2198 
 
Cc:  Dr. Burl Haar 
 Executive Secretary 
 Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
 121 7th Place East, Suite 350 
 St. Paul, MN 55101-2147 
 
Re: In the Matter of a Draft 

Environmental Impact 
Statement and Petition for a 
Certificate of Need and Route 
Permit for the Big Stone II 
Transmission Project: 
Windustry Comments 

Docket No.  E017/TR-05-1275;  
E017/CN-05-619 

 
 
 

 
Dear Ms. Ferguson: 
 

On September 30, 2005, Otter Tail Power Company and its affiliates applied to 
the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission (PUC) for a Certificate of Need for two 
high-voltage transmission lines in Southwestern Minnesota.  The companies also 
applied to the PUC for a Route Permit for these transmission lines on January 9, 
2006.  The PUC held hearings on these applications during the months of 
September and October, 2006.  Attendees raised numerous objections with the 
proposed projects.  Most of these objections concerned the Big Stone II coal-
burning plant itself, as opposed to the transmission lines.  We contend that the Big 
Stone Transmission Project should not be constructed and enumerate several of the 
key points pertaining to the project’s impact in Minnesota, focusing on the larger 
issue of the Big Stone II plant. 
 
Environmental Impacts 
 

Despite the fact that the proposed plant is in South Dakota, installing a new 
coal-burning plant will have serious impacts on Minnesota’s environment.  The 
plant is located only a few miles from the Minnesota border.  Prevailing westerly 
winds will carry the majority of airborne pollutants into the state.  Water pollutants 
will similarly impact Minnesotan ecosystems.  The Federal Draft Environmental  
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Impact Statement (EIS) determined the air and water quality impacts of the plant: 
 

 CO2: 4.7 million tons per year from the proposed plant, in addition to 4.23 
from the current plant 

 Mercury: 189.6 lbs. per year from both plants 
 NOx: 16,448 tons per year from both plants 
 SO2: 13,278 tons per year from both plants 

 
These Mercury, NOx, and SO2 levels are equal to the 2004 emissions levels from 
Big Stone I alone.  The applicants claim that the proposed plant will not increase 
emissions due to improved efficiency and waste processing.  However, Big Stone I 
already emits more than the mercury allowance promulgated in the 2005 Clean Air 
Mercury Rule by the Environmental Protection Agency for the entire state of South 
Dakota (144 lbs/year).  Currently, the DNR has issued advisory cautioning Big 
Stone City residents to limit the amount of fish they consume from Big Stone Lake, 
which is adjacent to both the current and proposed power plants, because of 
elevated mercury levels.  In order to comply with federal regulations and ensure the 
safety of local ecosystems, the applicants need to prove they can control their 
current mercury emissions before being granted permission to construct the 
proposed new plant.  It should be noted that the Minnesota Draft EIS does not 
address the mitigation measures that the Big Stone I and II facilities plan to 
implement to prevent additional mercury emissions above those allowed by the 
2005 Clean Air Mercury Act.  Nor does it address how emissions would be reduced 
at Big Stone I under the No Build option.  Windustry requests that these issues be 
addressed in section 7.6 and 7.7 of the EIS. 

Minnesota recently committed to reducing mercury levels in its own lakes and 
streams.  In August, 2006, the Mercury Reduction Bill (HF 3712) was passed.  
While Big Stone I and II are technically in South Dakota, nearly half of their impact 
area is in Minnesota.  The Minnesota Statute regarding granting of Certificates of 
Need (216B.243 Subdivision 3) stipulates that the commission evaluate the benefits 
of the facility, “including its uses to protect or enhance environmental quality.”  
The applicants have not sufficiently demonstrated that the proposed project will 
sustain local ecosystems. 
 
MN Preference for Renewable Generation 
 

Minnesota has clearly established its preference for renewable energy 
generation and environmental protection.  MN Stat. 216B.243 Subdivision 3a states 
the preference for renewable energy in the state of Minnesota:  
 

The commission may not issue a Certificate of Need… for a large 
energy facility that generates electric power by means of a 
nonrenewable energy source, or that transmits electric 
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power generated by means of a nonrenewable energy source, 
unless the applicant for the certificate has demonstrated to the 
commission's satisfaction that it has explored the possibility of 
generating power by means of renewable energy sources and has 
demonstrated that the alternative selected is less expensive 
(including environmental costs) than power generated by a 
renewable energy source. 

 
While the MN Draft EIS, sections 11.3 and 11.4, states that a combined 
wind/natural gas alternative would be twice as expensive in terms of project costs, 
these figures do not take into account environmental costs addressed in the previous 
section such as potentially increased respiratory problems among local residents, 
increased mercury levels, and impacts on wildlife. 
  
Economic Impacts 
 

The installation of the proposed 600 megawatt (MW) plant will effectively 
eliminate demand for electricity in the area, undercutting any financial incentives 
for Minnesotan-developed and owned wind power there.  Southwestern Minnesota 
is the windiest part of the state and constitutes a renewable natural resource.  Big 
Stone II therefore represents approximately 1800 MW of lost wind development, 
over $2.5 billion in lost investment in Southwest and Western Minnesota.   

Furthermore, because of current Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC) rules, it is impossible to reserve space for wind-generated electricity on the 
proposed transmission lines.  At the Information Meeting and Public Hearing 
pertaining to this case held on October 16th, 2006, at 6:00pm at the Minnesota PUC 
in St. Paul, a representative from the Midwest Independent Operator pointed out 
that without significant changes to FERC policy, committing transmission capacity 
to wind-generated power is not feasible.  The lack of guarantee of transmission for 
wind energy on the proposed lines suggests that any potential wind energy 
development in the region may not find a ready transmission network to bring the 
electricity to market, further undermining incentives for renewable energy 
development.  Given the potential for wind development in the region, opting for a 
non-renewable energy source runs contrary to Minnesota’s established priority of 
supporting environmentally sound policies that promote locally-owned renewable 
energy facilities. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Lisa Daniels 
Executive Director 
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SAMPLE LETTER

From: gschmitz@ssndmankato.org
Sent: Saturday, October 28, 2006 7:12 PM
To: Sharon.Ferguson@state.mn.us
Subject: We need clean energy, for our health and our economy.

Dear Ms. Ferguson,

I am concerned about the proposal to build a new coal plant in South Dakota, rather 
than investing in clean energy that supports local communities and is better for our
health.

Here are my concerns with the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that was 
prepared for the Big Stone II coal plant proposal:

• The draft EIS did not fully consider renewable energy alternatives to
meet the alleged needs of the Big Stone partners.
• The determination that a new coal plant is the only alternative that
would result in reasonable long-term operating costs seems incomplete, since the 
draft EIS did not consider the potential for future costs related to the emission of
greenhouse gases.  Carbon dioxide is not currently regulated under the Clean Air 
Act, but it will most likely be a regulated pollutant in the near future.
• The draft EIS did not adequately outline the likely effects that Big
Stone II’s air pollution will have on human health and the environment.
• The social and environmental justice issues relating to mercury were
ignored in the draft EIS.  The draft EIS did not address the contribution that the 
proposed coal plant’s mercury pollution will have on the health of women, children, 
and anyone who fishes for food.

Thank you for your time and I hope you consider these issues in the final 
Environmental Impact Statement.

Gladys Schmitz
170 Good Counsel Drive
Mankato, MN  56001-3138
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SAMPLE LETTER

From: tjhierlm@yahoo.com
Sent: Saturday, October 28, 2006 4:56 PM
To: Sharon.Ferguson@state.mn.us
Subject: The Big Stone II Coal Plant and Transmission Expansion is not
in the public�s best interest

Dear Ms. Ferguson

I am writing to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed
construction of the Big Stone II Coal Plant Transmission Project.

Very simply, this project would increase pollution levels in Minnesota’s air and 
water from toxins like mercury, and the projected 4.7 million tons of CO2 it would 
emit each year is the last thing we need as we try to solve the challenge of global 
warming.  I am deeply concerned about the proposed construction of both the Big 
Stone II Coal Plant, and the transmission lines that would bring toxic coal fired 
power into Minnesota.
I do not feel that this coal plant expansion is needed in Minnesota (in fact it 
would do great harm), and therefore the transmission lines are not needed.
I ask that you explore clean, renewable energy as an alternative to the expansion of
the Big Stone coal plant and the transmission lines that would are proposed to carry
the dirty power into Minnesota.  Alternatives to the coal plant and new transmission
lines like wind power and biomass generation are good for local economies, good for 
our public health, and good for our natural resources.
INVEST IN A CLEAN FUTURE
By combining renewable sources of wind energy, solar, and responsible biomass, the 
states of South Dakota and Minnesota could build our local economies around clean 
and safe energy sources.  According to a recent report by the U.S. Energy 
Information Administration, Minnesota is the top importer of energy in the country. 
I feel that these transmission lines are unnecessary when we could work to keep 
dollars in Minnesota by generating renewable energy and making more room on existing
lines for wind power, biomass, and solar energy, not dirty coal.
This is not only an environmental imperative.  Renewable energy production also 
means economic investment and new jobs.  According to the Job Jolt Study conducted 
by the Environmental Law and Policy Center, an aggressive clean energy development 
plan that advances renewable energy production and maximizes energy efficiency 
efforts would have the potential to create more than 200,000 new jobs across a 10 
state Midwest region by 2020.  In fact, wind power alone would create 22 direct and 
indirect construction and manufacturing jobs for each MW of installed capacity. 
Governor Pawlenty recently acknowledged declared that “Wind energy projects with 
strong local ownership are good energy policy, good environmental policy and good 
for local economic development.”
For greater Minnesota economies, wind development is an economic imperative.  Since 
small wind developers in Western Minnesota would not gain equal access to serve as 
providers on these transmission lines, and therefore construction of these 
transmission lines would rob these communities of serious economic potential.  In 
addition, since the construction of the lines correspond directly to the expansion 
of the Big Stone II Coal plant, the importing of South Dakota coal power on the 
proposed transmission lines would be reserving decades of commitment to coal power- 
not wind or biomass power generation, leaving rural economies without opportunity.
Consider also the impact on Minnesota’s economy regarding outdoor recreation, which 
is a $9 billion industry.  Damage to the environment with the construction of new 
lines, as well as the effect on the air, rivers, and wildlife in Minnesota from the 
burning of toxic coal, would seriously damage one of Minnesota’s most lucrative 
industries.
STOP THE DIRTY UNHEALTHY COAL RUSH

Our states are increasingly relying on unhealthy energy sources, and we urge you to 
consider the long term environmental and health costs of dirty coal that the 
transmission lines would be contributing to.  It is no secret that we already depend
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on inefficient, dirty coal, which provides 75% of Minnesota’s energy and nearly half
of South Dakota’s energy. Every time a new coal plant is built or expanded, we 
decide to use dirty energy for generations to come. Coal plants are long-living, 
massive polluters.
They produce global warming gases, ozone precursors that contribute to regional 
haze, and particulate matter that increases the risk of respiratory and 
cardiovascular illnesses.  I urge you to consider in the EIS how these transmission 
lines would be serving energy sources that contribute to global warming gasses, 
mercury pollution, and other toxic emissions.

Building new, unnecessary transmission lines would further damage environmentally 
sensitive areas, disrupt wildlife, damage agricultural land and disturb farmers, and
be a health hazard for local residents.  I urge you to consider how renewable energy
sources can be transmitted on existing power lines, without construction of these 
new, proposed lines.
PROTECT PUBLIC HEALTH
Consequently, the proposed Big Stone II expansion would be bad for public health, 
and the transmission lines would be carrying this dirty, unnecessary power into 
Minnesota at a serious cost to Minnesotans.  Coal plants release an enormous amount 
of mercury, which is extremely toxic to both people and wildlife.  Many area lakes –
including Big Stone Lake – are already under fish consumption advisories for 
mercury.  More fish consumption advisories and more public health threats are not in
our best interest.
Additionally, fine particle pollution from U.S. power plants cuts short the lives of
nearly 24,000 people each year, including 2800 from lung cancer.  Minnesota - long 
recognized as the land of clean air has issued an unprecedented number - of air 
quality alerts for ozone and particulate pollution.  The recommendations have gone 
so far as to urge certain populations to protect their health by avoiding outdoor 
exposure.

When we commit to building new transmission lines, rather than energy conservation 
or upgrading existing ones to support transmission of wind power, we increase the 
health risk to residents near these new lines.  The possibility of stray voltage, 
the collapse of power lines, and possible risks of living near large electro PROTECT
MINNESOTA’S ENVIRONMENT Big Stone II’s proposed transmission lines would also 
contribute to the growing threat of climate change.  Coal burning is one of the 
largest sources of greenhouse gas emissions.  Every day the future threats of global
warming to our environment, agricultural economy, and lifestyle become more 
apparent.  To cite one example, a recent study by Carter Johnson of South Dakota 
State University estimated that waterfowl populations could decline by more than 50 
percent by 2050 when the prairie pothole region dries up – an inevitable outcome of 
global warming.  The prospect of future carbon regulations actually makes a current 
investment in coal an expensive risk for the future.
 The issue of more coal at Big Stone transcends even these arguments, and becomes a 
matter of common sense.  There are better alternatives to a massive expansion of the
Big Stone power plant miles away from the metropolitan centers it would ultimately 
power with these transmission lines in Minnesota.  Transmission problems, 
environmental and public health issues, economic arguments, and the more sensible 
prospect of renewable energy, conservation, and at the very least clean coal 
technology all point to the folly of this project.
The public does not want it, and neither does the Department of Commerce – as 
indicated in the Minnesota Department of Commerce’s comments on the Otter Tail Power
Resource Management Plan.
I strongly urge you include all of these matters in the scoping of the EIS, and deny
the certificate of need to Otter Tail Power.

Todd Hierlmaier
5017 Oxford Ave
Edina, MN  55436
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