
 

  

 



    

 



   

 



  

 



  

 



  

 



  

 



 Commenter 1 –  Richard Ludtke Responses 
 

 



Commenter 1 –  Richard Ludtke Responses 
 

Comment 1-1 
Tables ES-1 and 2-1 have been edited to correct the noted error. A 
Cass Lake substation expansion would not be required if Route 
Alternative 3 were selected. 
 
Comment 1-2 
A discussion of carbon footprints and the Project’s potential impact on 
climate change appears in Section 3.2.2.2 of the EIS. Text in this 
Section has been supplemented with information on the reduction of 
annual emissions with the Project relative to the currently operating 
transmission system.  
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Commenter 1 –  Richard Ludtke Responses 
 

Comment 1-3 
A discussion of the potential impacts of the Project on saturated soils 
appears in Section 3.3.2.2, paragraph 3, of the EIS. Potential 
mitigation measures to reduce impacts on saturated soils are included 
in Section 3.3.3 of the EIS. 
 
Comment 1-4 
The maps displayed in Appendix D of the EIS have been modified to 
represent the homes located along Route Alternative 3. 
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Commenter 2 –  Bob Wagner Responses 
 
 
Comment 2-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
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Commenter 2 – Bob Wagner; Commenter 3 – Mike Lish  Responses 
 
 
 
Comment 2-2 
Text in Section 3.7.2.3 has been supplemented with information on the 
potential impact of Route Alternative 3 on fauna compared with Route 
Alternatives 1 and 2.  A description of biological resources and species 
of concern identified for Route Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 appears in 
Sections 3.7 and 3.8 of the EIS. 
 
Comment 3-1 
The Applicants evaluated alternative locations for Route Alternative 3 
prior to developing the route described in the EIS. During the 
evaluation it was determined that extending Route Alternative 3 east 
from the Wilton Substation to Highway 71 would require siting the 
Project through a high density residential development. Extending 
Route Alternative 3 north of Bemidji along Highway 71 would require 
siting the Project through additional residential and commercial 
developments, which are located north of Bemidji and near Turtle 
River, Ten Strike, and Blackduck. In addition, the Bemidji Airport is 
located in proximity to Highway 71 and may have been affected by a 
potential Route Alternative along the highway. 
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Commenter 3 –  Mike Lish Responses 
 
 
Comment 3-2 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
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Commenter 4 –  Benita Dingman Responses 
 
 
 
Comment 4-1 
Please refer to the comment response from Ms. Steinhauer that 
appears directly below the comment. 
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Commenter 4 – Benita Dingman; Commenter 5 – Jay Johnson Responses 
 
 
 



Commenter 5- Jay Johnson; Commenter 6 –  Richard Ludtke Responses 
 
 
Comment 5-1 
Please refer to the comment response from Ms. Steinhauer that 
appears directly below the comment. A discussion of the easement 
acquisition process appears in Section 2.4.3 of the EIS.  
 
Comment 6-1 
Please refer to the comment response from Ms. Steinhauer that 
appears directly below the comment. A discussion of the acquisition 
process and “Buy the Farm” provision appears in Sections 2.4.3, 
3.11.2, and 3.11.3.6 of the EIS. 
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Commenter 7 –  Jim Haack Responses 
 
 
Comment 7-1 
Please refer to the comment response from Ms. Steinhauer that 
appears directly below the comment. A discussion of the acquisition 
process and “Buy the Farm” provision appears in Sections 2.4.3, 
3.11.2, and 3.11.3.6 of the EIS. 
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Commenter 7 – Jim Haack; Commenter 8 – Barbara Bohn Responses 
 
 
Comment 8-1 
Please refer to the comment response from Ms. Steinhauer that 
appears directly below the comment. 
 
 
  
 
 
  

7-1
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Commenter 9 –  Carol Winans Responses 
 
 
Comment 9-1 
Please refer to the comment response from Ms. Steinhauer that 
appears directly below the comment. A discussion of the purpose and 
need for the Project appears in Section 1.1 of the EIS. 
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Commenter 10 –  Jack Frost Responses 
 
 
 
Comment 10-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
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Commenter 10 – Jack Frost; Commenter 11 –  Dave West Responses 
 
 
Comment 11-1 
Please refer to the comment response from Ms. Steinhauer that 
appears directly below the comment. 
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Commenter 11 – Dave West; Commenter 12 –  Jim Haack  
 

Responses 
 
 
Comment 12-1 
Please refer to the comment response from Ms. Steinhauer that 
appears directly below the comment. 
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 Commenter 12 – Jim Haack Responses 



Commenter 12 –  Jim Haack Responses 
 
 
Comment 12-2 
Please refer to the comment response from Ms. Steinhauer that 
appears directly below the comment. A discussion of safety and health 
appears in Section 3.20 of the EIS. The intent of a ROW is to allow for 
operation and maintenance of a transmission line in a way that 
ensures the safety of residents, transmission line maintenance 
personnel, and other members of the public. ROW width varies by the 
type of transmission structure and the surrounding environment. The 
Applicants have requested a ROW of 125 feet, or 62.5 feet on either 
side of the centerline using the H-frame structures they propose. In 
some areas, single-pole structures with ROW of approximately 75 feet, 
or 37.5 feet on either side of the centerline, could be used. No building 
structures would be allowed within the ROW. 
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Commenter 12 – Jim Haack; Commenter 13 –  Barbara Anderson Responses 
 
 
Comment 13-1 
Please refer to the comment response from Ms. Steinhauer that 
appears directly below the comment. 
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Commenter 13 –  Barbara Anderson Responses 
 
 
Comment 13-2 
A discussion of state and international standards for EMF exposure 
appears in Section 3.20.1.1 of the EIS. Ms. Steinhauer’s response 
below should be corrected to state that Minnesota has an 8 kV/m 
standard for electric fields, but no standard for magnetic fields. 
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Commenter 13 – Barbara Anderson;  
Commenter 14 –  Cameron Clemens 

Responses 
 
 
 
Comment 14-1 
Please refer to the comment response from Ms. Steinhauer and Mr. 
Poremba that appears directly below the comment. 
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 Responses 



Commenter 15 –  Jane Johnson; Commenter 5 – Jay Johnson 
(continued from earlier) 

Responses 
 
 
Comment 15-1 
Please refer to the comment response from Ms. Strength that appears 
directly below the comment. 
 
Comment 5-2 (continued from Commenter 5 earlier) 
Please refer to the comment response from Ms. Steinhauer that 
appears directly below the comment. 
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Commenter 16 – Tom Leif; 17 –  Barbara Anderson Responses 
 
 
Comment 16-1 
Please refer to the comment response from Ms. Steinhauer that 
appears directly below the comment. 
 
Comment 17-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
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Commenter 17 – Barbara Anderson Responses 
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