
 

  

 



  

 

  

 



  

 

  

 



  

 

  

 



  

 

  

 



  

 

  

 



  

 

  

 



  

 

  

 



  

 

  

 



  

 

  

 



Commenter 56 – Darrell Magoon 

 

Responses  
 
Comment 56-1 
Thank you for your comment. In September 2009, the PUC approved 
Enbridge Energy’s request for a deviation from the permitted route in 
this area to address environmental and cultural resource concerns 
associated with crossing the Necktie River. Revised maps with the 
new pipeline alignment have been requested from Enbridge Energy. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

56-1



Commenter 57 – Kenn Mitchell 

 

Responses 
 
 
Comment 57-1 
A discussion of potential health and safety effects appears in Section 
3.20 of the EIS. 
 
Comment 57-2 
A discussion of the cumulative effects from the Project and pipelines 
appears in Section 4 of the EIS. 
 
Comment 57-3 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

57-1

57-2

57-3



Commenter 57 – Kenn Mitchell 

 

Responses 

57-3
(cont.)



Commenter 57 – Kenn Mitchell 

 

Responses 

57-3
(cont.)



 
Commenter 57 – Kenn Mitchell 

 

Responses 

57-3
(cont.)



Commenter 57 – Kenn Mitchell;  
Commenter 58 – Elizabeth Sherman  

 

Responses 
 
 
Comment 57-4 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

57-4



Commenter 58 – Elizabeth Sherman 

 

Responses 
 
Comment 58-1 
Please refer to the comment response from Ms. Steinhauer that 
appears directly below the comment. A discussion of the Project 
purpose and need appears in Section 1.1 of the EIS. A discussion of 
alternatives considered but not evaluated in the EIS appears in 
Section 2.3 of the EIS.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

58-1



Commenter 58 – Elizabeth Sherman 

 

Responses 



Commenter 58 – Elizabeth Sherman 

 

Responses 
 
Comment 58-2 
A discussion of socioeconomic impacts of the Project appears in 
Section 3.11 of the EIS. A discussion of potential health and safety 
effects appears in Section 3.20 of the EIS. 
 
Comment 58-3 
A discussion of EMF appears in Sections 3.20.1.1 and 3.20.2.2 of the 
EIS. Text in Section 3.20.1.1 has been supplemented with an 
additional subsection titled “Continued Research on EMF Health 
Effects” that contains a discussion of ongoing research on the 
potential health effects of EMF. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

58-2

58-3



Commenter 58 – Elizabeth Sherman 

 

Responses 
 
 
Comment 58-4 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

58-3
(cont.)

58-4



Commenter 58 – Elizabeth Sherman 

 

Responses 
 
Comment 58-5 
A discussion of the trust responsibility appears in the Executive 
Summary and Sections 1.3.2 and 1.3.3 of the EIS.  
 
Comment 58-6 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 
Comment 58-7 
A discussion of impacts to wetlands appears in Section 3.6.2 of the 
EIS. A discussion of impacts to biological resources appears in 
Section 3.7.2 of the EIS. A discussion of environmental permits and 
regulatory approvals that may be required for the Project appears in 
Section 6 of the EIS. 
 
Comment 58-8 
Text in Section 3.20.1.1 has been supplemented with an additional 
subsection titled “Continued Research on EMF Health Effects” that 
contains a discussion of ongoing research on the potential health 
effects of EMF.  

58-5

58-6

58-7

58-8



Commenter 58 – Elizabeth Sherman 

 

Responses 
 
 
Comment 58-9 
Text in Sections 1.2.3, 1.3.5, and the Executive Summary has been 
modified to clarify that all Route and Segment Alternatives would avoid 
crossing on or over tribal trust land. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

58-9



Commenter 58 – Elizabeth Sherman;  
Commenter 59 – Vikki Howard 

 

Responses 
 
Comment 59-1 
Three Route Alternatives (Route Alternatives 1, 2, and 3) were 
identified in the state Scoping Decision signed by the Director of the 
OES on March 31, 2009 and the federal Scoping Decision signed by 
the Director of Engineering and Environmental Staff, Rural Utilities 
Service on December 3, 2009. An alternative that follows Highway 200 
was evaluated in the Macrocorridor Study, prepared by the Applicants 
for the RUS in June 2008. Based on the evaluation conducted under 
the Macrocorridor Study, the corridor that follows Highway 200 was 
eliminated from further consideration in the EIS by the RUS. Impact 
analysis for this corridor was not conducted for the EIS.     

58-9
(cont.)

59-1



 

 

Responses 



Commenter 59 – Vikki Howard 

 

Responses 



Commenter 59– Vikki Howard 

 

Responses 
 
Comment 59-2 
A discussion of species of concern in the Study Area, specifically 
birds, appears in Section 3.8.1.1 of the EIS.   
 
Comment 59-3 
A discussion of EMF appears in Sections 3.20.1.1 and 3.20.2.2 of the 
EIS. 
 
The Bug-O-Nay-Ge-Shig School is located approximately 200 feet 
north of the northern boundary Route Alternatives 2 and 4. If Route 
Alternative 2 or 4 is selected and a 125-foot ROW would be required 
for the Project in the area of the school, the distance between 
transmission line structures and the school would be at least 262.5 
feet. The actual distance may be greater depending on the Route 
Alternative selected and final alignment of transmission line. 

59-2

59-3 



Commenter 59 – Vikki Howard 

 

Responses 
 
 
Comment 59-4 
A discussion of the effects of the Project on water resources, including 
the Mississippi River, appears in Section 3.4 of the EIS. 

59-4



Commenter 59 – Vikki Howard 

 

Responses 



Commenter 60 – Shirley Young 

 

Responses 
 
Comment 60-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 
Comment 60-2 
A discussion of the proximity of structures to the transmission line 
appears in Section 3.11.2, Impacts to Homes and Structures, of the 
EIS. Text in this section has been modified to expand the discussion of 
potential impacts to homes to include other building structures.  
 
The Bug-O-Nay-Ge-Shig School is located approximately 200 feet 
north of the northern boundary Route Alternatives 2 and 4. If Route 
Alternative 2 or 4 is selected and a 125-foot ROW would be required 
for the Project in the area of the school, the distance between 
transmission line structures and the school would be at least 262.5 
feet. The actual distance may be greater depending on the Route 
Alternative selected and final alignment of transmission line.  

60-1 

60-2



Commenter 60 – Shirley Young 

 

Responses 
 
Comment 60-3 
A discussion of health effects appears in Section 3.20 of the EIS. 

60-3



Commenter 61 – Barry Babcock 

 

Responses 



Commenter 61 – Barry Babcock 

 

Responses 



Commenter 61 – Barry Babcock 

 

Responses 
 
Comment 61-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

61-1



Commenter 61 – Barry Babcock 

 

Responses 

61-1
(cont.)



Commenter 62 – Greg Chester 

 

Responses 
 
Comment 62-1 
A discussion of EMF appears in Sections 3.20.1.1 and 3.20.2.2 of the 
EIS. Text in Section 3.20.1.1 has been supplemented with an 
additional subsection titled “Continued Research on EMF Health 
Effects” that contains a discussion of ongoing research on the 
potential health effects of EMF. 
 

62-1



Commenter 62 – Greg Chester 

 

Responses 
 
Comment 62-2 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

62-2



Commenter 62 – Greg Chester 

 

Responses 
 
 
Comment 62-3 
A discussion of cumulative effects of the Project and the St. Regis 
Superfund Site in Cass Lake appears in Section 4 of the EIS. 

62-3



Commenter 62 – Greg Chester; Commenter 63 – Becky Knowles 

 

Responses 
 
Comment 63-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. Potential impacts of the Project on resources 
specific to the Lake Leech Reservation are discussed throughout the 
EIS. Consultation with the Leech Lake Band of Ojibwe is ongoing. 

63-1 



Commenter 63 – Becky Knowles Responses 



Commenter 63 – Becky Knowles 

 

Responses 



Commenter 63 – Becky Knowles 

 

Responses 
 
Comment 63-2 
Potential impacts of the Project on resources specific to the Lake 
Leech Reservation are discussed throughout the EIS. Consultation 
with the Leech Lake Band of Ojibwe is ongoing. 
 
Comment 63-3 
A discussion of EMF appears in Sections 3.20.1.1 and 3.20.2.2 of the 
EIS. Text in Section 3.20.1.1 has been supplemented with a 
discussion of persons working and engaging in other activities within 
the ROW. 

63-2

63-3



Commenter 63 – Becky Knowles 

 

Responses 
 
Comment 63-4 
A discussion of typical EMF levels for a 230 kV transmission line are 
displayed in Figure 3.20-2 contained within Section 3.20 of the EIS. 
The estimated peak magnitude of electric field density directly beneath 
the transmission line conductor is 2.6 kV/m, below the 8 kV/m 
threshold established by the State of Minnesota and would not require 
limited access to the Project ROW. The estimated peak magnetic field 
beneath the transmission line conductor is 260 mG. Minnesota has not 
established any thresholds for magnetic fields, but these levels are 
below established international thresholds. 
 
Comment 63-5 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

63-4

63-5



Commenter 63 – Becky Knowles Responses 

63-5
(cont.)



Commenter 63 – Becky Knowles; Commenter 64 – Steven Griep 

 

Responses 
 
 
Comment 63-6 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 
Comment 64-1 
A discussion of potential visual impacts of the Project appears in 
Section 3.1 of the EIS. 63-6

64-1 



Commenter 64 – Steven Griep; Commenter 65 – Nicole Beauliao 

 

Responses 



Commenter 65 – Nicole Beauliao 

 

Responses 
 
Comment 65-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. Potential impacts of the Project on resources 
specific to the Lake Leech Reservation are discussed throughout the 
EIS. Consultation with the Leech Lake Band of Ojibwe is ongoing. A 
discussion of the potential affect on cultural resources appears in 
Section 3.9 of the EIS. 
 
Comment 65-2 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

65-1 

65-2 



Commenter 65 – Nicole Beauliao 

 

Responses 
 
 
Comment 65-3 
A discussion of EMF appears in Sections 3.20.1.1 and 3.20.2.2 of the 
EIS. 
 

65-2
(cont.)

65-3



Commenter 65 – Nicole Beauliao 

 

Responses 

65-3 
(cont.) 



Commenter 66 – Shirley Young; 

 

Responses 
 
Comment 66-1 
A discussion of the Project purpose and need appears in Section 1.1 
of the EIS. 
 
Comment 66-2 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. Potential impacts of the Project on resources 
specific to the Lake Leech Reservation are discussed throughout the 
EIS. Consultation with the Leech Lake Band of Ojibwe is ongoing.  
 

66-1 

66-2



Commenter 67 – John Green 

 

Responses 
 
 
Comment 67-1 
Please refer to the comment response from Ms. Steinhauer that 
appears directly below the comment. A discussion of the alternatives 
considered in the EIS appears in Section 2.2. The state and federal 
scoping decisions are included in Appendix A of the EIS. 
 
Comment 67-2 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. A discussion of cumulative effects of the Project 
and the Enbridge Energy pipeline expansions appears in Section 4 of 
the EIS. 

67-1

67-2



Commenter 67 – John Green; Commenter 68 – Greg Chester 

 

Responses 

67-2
(cont.)



 
Commenter 68 – Greg Chester 

 

Responses 



Commenter 67 – John Green 

 

Responses 
 
Comment 67-3 
Consultation with the Leech Lake Band of Ojibwe is ongoing. 
Information regarding necessary permits or approvals to cross the 
Leech Lake Reservation has been requested from the LLDRM. 

67-3



Commenter 68 – Elizabeth Sherman 

 

Responses 
 
 
Comment 68-1 
See response to Comment 59-1, which addresses the same concern. 

68-1



Commenter 68 – Elizabeth Sherman 

 

Responses 
 
Comment 68-2 
See response to Comment 59-1, which addresses the same concern.  

68-2



Commenter 68 – Elizabeth Sherman; 
Commenter 69 – Becky Knowles  

 

Responses 
 
 
Comment 68-3 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 
Comment 69-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

68-3

69-1



Commenter 69 – Becky Knowles  

 

Responses 
 
 
 69-1

(cont.)



Commenter 69 – Becky Knowles 

 

Responses 

69-1
(cont.)



Commenter 69 – Becky Knowles; Commenter 70 – Sydney Harper 

 

Responses 
 
 
Comment 70-1 
Please refer to the comment response from Ms. Steinhauer that 
appears directly below the comment. 

69-1 
(cont.)

70-1



Commenter 71 – Susan Indieke 

 

Responses 
 
 
Comment 71-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

71-1



 
Commenter 71 – Susan Indieke; Commenter 72 – John Green 

 

Responses 

71-1 
(cont.) 



Commenter 72 – John Green; Commenter 73 – Shirley Young 

 

Responses 
 
 
Comment 72-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 
Comment 73-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

72-1

73-1 



Commenter 73 – Shirley Young;  
Commenter 74 – Elizabeth Sherman 

 

Responses 
 
 
Comment 74-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

73-1
(cont.)

74-1



Commenter 74 – Elizabeth Sherman 

 

Responses 

74-1 
(cont.) 

 




