




From: Brad.Amundson
To: Suzanne.steinhauer@state.mn.us; 
cc: Lampert"s Cabinets; Jerry Amundson; Brett Palmer; 

rbstansbury@frontiernet.net; "glennconst@arvig.net"; 
Jeff freberg (jfreberg@odditees.net); 

Subject: Concern W/: Transmission Line SouthMacroCorridor
Date: Wednesday, September 17, 2008 10:49:53 AM

Copied group please disregard my first note, I had the wrong email address for 
Suzanne.
 
Hi Suzanne,
 
My concerns regarding the proposal to run a transmission line with twice the power 
carrying capacity of the existing line already present on the west side of north 
highway 64 (known as the South Macrocorridor route):
 

●     Highway North 64 of Akeley is a Minnesota State preservation route and is 
protected by laws governing such routes. 

●     Land on either side of highway 64 stretching for greater then 12 miles is 
owned and governed by the state of Minnesota State Forest regions, and 
supports habitat protection areas through out. 

●     The proposed South Macrocorridor carries a 40% increase in overall 
environmental impact and capital expenditure with its additional line 
distance compared to that of the Central Macrocorridor.  I don’t think 
anybody wants to see their rates go up even those in the Central track using 
the longer South Route. 

 
Highway 64 North and its surrounding wooded lands that support all habitat native 
to north central Minnesota should remain unchanged.  Left untouched will greatly 
benefit the immediate area as it continues to support habitat and the transportation 
scenic route of choice when traveling from lower Minnesota to the Bemidji Lakes 
region.
 
Please note and attach if you agree with me: Respond by Sept 30 for those copied 
on this letter also please share this with others you know that could be impacted. 
 Susan wants to hear from us regarding this new line proposal.  Feel free to use my 
letter or change to voice concerns.  The web site below will give you access to 
current dates and time of there start date for building.
http://energyfacilities.puc.state.mn.us/resource.html
 
Regards,
Brad Amundson
612-304-1770
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From: Sandy
To: Suzanne.Steinhauer@state.mn.us; 
Subject: Bemidji-Grand Rapids Transmission Line
Date: Thursday, September 18, 2008 11:33:36 AM

We as residents a mile south of Highway 200 are very much opposed to the 
proposed South Macrocorridor and the Non-CNF Macrocorridor transmission 
lines.

It does not benefit us and there is a more direct route.

Again we are opposed to the two south proposed transmission lines.

Steve & Sandy Andrews

2341 64th Street NE

Remer, MN 56672

mailto:sjandr@means.net
mailto:Suzanne.Steinhauer@state.mn.us






From: Roland Armstrong
To: Suzanne.Steinhauer@state.mn.us; 
Subject: Bemidji-Grand Rapids 230 KV transmission line.
Date: Monday, September 15, 2008 8:43:45 PM

I am adamantly opposed to the North Macrocorridor for this 
transmission line.  Does this make any sense at all?  Why not go 
straight over to where you need to go? Must we in the less 
populated areas always take the brunt for the reservations and 
highway departments, whose state they need to take ownership 
for?  Please leave our wilderness alone.  That is why we live 
there.  We do not want giant towers and humming transmission 
lines in our backyard.  
 
I was also unable to access any of the websites mentioned in the 
letter received today.   My neighbor was also unable to access 
these.  Is this on purpose?  So we cannot see what you are 
getting us into?
 
 
 
Stay out of the North Macrocorridor!
 
 
 
Roland Armstrong
218-368-2099

mailto:jrplus4@paulbunyan.net
mailto:Suzanne.Steinhauer@state.mn.us


From: abeeda asfoor
To: Suzanne.Steinhauer@state.mn.us; 
Subject: Bemidji-Grand Rapids 230 Kilovolt Transmission Line
Date: Tuesday, September 30, 2008 9:08:17 AM

Suzanne,
 
I have reviewed the Macrocorridor Study.  I understand why the Leech Lake 
Reservation would be opposed to a new line crossing their reservation.    The 
central corridor is much shorter than the alternative corridors.  From that 
standpoint it is a less expensive route to construct and maintain.  There is less 
energy loss in transmission, and  there are many sound environmental reasons 
to choose that route.  The northern corridor has the most public water crossings; 
the most impacts to lakes and wetlands; the largest impact to agricultural lands, 
and second only to the southern corridor in terms of impact to forested lands.  
The northern corridor is prime gray wolf habitat, which may be relisted as an ESA 
species due to a recent court case.
 
I  happen to live five miles east of Blackduck along County Road 13, within the 
alternative Northern corridor.  That being said, I and the many rural residents 
living along County Rds 13 and 30 between Blackduck and Alvwood, object to 
the visual and potental health related issues of a transmission line in our face or 
over our heads.  I believe there are also many residents living along state 
highway 6 running into Deer River from the north.  I did not see this social 
impact addressed in the study.
I oppose the northern corridor.  Thank you.
 
Jeff Asfoor
 
                     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:abeeda@blackduck.net
mailto:Suzanne.Steinhauer@state.mn.us


Baby, Kerr, Kid, Lost, Man & McKeown Lakes Association 
4277 Baby Lake Trail NW 

Hackensack, MN 56452 
 

 
September 28, 2008 
 
Regarding: Public Comment on the Proposed Bemidji-Grand Rapids 230 Kilovolt 
Transmission Line 
 
To The Attention Of: 
 
Suzanne Steinhauer, Project Manager, MN Office of Energy Security 
Ray Kirsch, Public Advisor, MN Office of Energy Security 
Bret Eknes, Public Advisor, MN Public Utilities Commission 
Barbara Britton, Environ. Protection Specialist, USDA Rural Utility Services 
 
 As residents of properties that would be affected by the proposed Non-CNF 
Macrocorridor alternative power-line placement we are requesting that our views be 
considered in the decision-making process and reflected in the public comments 
regarding this project.  
 
Ms Dietrich and I are also officers of the Baby, Kerr, Kid, Lost, Man & McKeown Lakes 
Association. These lakes are located midway between Hackensack and Longville on 
either side of Cass County Road 5 with this road acting as a narrow isthmus between the 
lakes.  
 
Acting on behalf of the more than 340 property owners on our lakes, our Board of 
Directors has taken a position that if a new line is truly needed – which according to 
several opinions still needs additional study and justification– that we would support a 
more rational and considered placement of this line in a different corridor and oppose the 
placement reflected in the proposed Non-CNF routing.  
 
Many of our views reflect the well thought out views of others on this subject. Basically, 
we request that fair and reasonable criteria be employed to the decision-making process. 
 
Some of the criteria that we believe should be controlling factors in the decision-making 
process are the following: 
 

A. Use a route that takes advantage of existing public lands or non-property taxed 
land rather than surrendering additional private property for “quasi” public use.  

B. Use a route that is direct and minimizes actual real costs or unintended costs to 
third parties. Minimize the impact on third parties that are neither service users or 
service providers – actively seek to identify and minimize unintended 
consequences. 

 



A. Line placement using existing utility easements, public or non tax-roll land. 
 
Any objective review of land ownership issue in Cass County will conclude that the 
amount of “public” lands or “off property tax-roll” real estate is significantly contributing 
to our ability to support needed public services. With the current unfolding economic 
issues, the situation in Cass County will only deteriorate. The location of the proposed 
power-line should not continue this deteriorating trend by removing more property from 
the tax rolls or cause existing property to lose tax valuation.  
 
Inherent in the “Non-CFN” routing is the removal of land from the property tax-rolls or 
at best the adverse valuation impact on a number of private properties and business 
locations. Inherent in the location of more direct routing is the best use of existing non-
taxed land.  This is not a complex issue – people in Cass County in the lower economic 
strata, will see the continued trend of vital support systems being diminished. The power-
line placement shouldn’t exacerbate this deterioration. It should be located on land that 
either has a significant public easement now or isn’t subject to existing property taxes. 
 
The central and south corridors have, along most of their length, substantial existing 
utility easements that provide a framework for minimizing additional land acquisition.  
The “Non-CNF” route does not. 
 
B. A route directly connecting Bemidji and Grand Rapids is the most rational, 
economic and lowest new net affect alternative. 
 
In elementary school mathematics, our children are taught that the shortest distance 
between two points is a straight line – the exception being measuring distances 
influenced by the curvature of the earth or measuring distances subject to the planet’s 
rotation – both of the later seem not to be relevant to the power-line’s alternative options.  
 
The Non-CFN routing would obviously result in a higher cost of construction as would 
some of the other circuitous routes.  Whether these costs would be in number of power 
poles, wiring and cement or project planning, engineering or land acquisition, the Non-
CFN route is clearly the worst choice and should not be considered in the “best use” 
analysis. 
 
The south, north and central corridors alternatives present superior approaches to avoid 
higher densities of people and businesses. In addition to the “Non-CNF” impact on more 
people and businesses, this routing would present few viable options to navigate around, 
over or through the many lakes, wetlands, or other environmentally sensitive areas. All 
routes have some challenges, but this route appears to create the most challenges in this 
arena around our lakes. 
 
Wildlife in our area have no boundaries. It moves unfettered off Chippewa Forest land 
into the surrounding forests.  To give deference to a Chippewa National Forest route for 
protection of wildlife habitation or forest land is suspect at best. If any deference is given 
at all on this issue – then all potential routes have to be taken off the table - especially 



since the least expansion of easement would be within the central corridor where the net 
impact increase on these factors would be the least. 
 
Considering all factors, the perspective that the “Non-CNF” route is somehow a 
reasonable alternative to resolving issues present in all the other options is not 
understandable.  
 
Why the “Non-CNF” is even considered as part of the “best use” analysis defies 
economic, environmental and rational considerations. The expenditure of additional 
private or public resources for any ongoing in-depth “study” of this as a legitimate 
potential option doesn’t seem to be the best use of limited resources. 
 
On a subtle but important point, I’d like to suggest consideration of renaming the “Non-
CNF” corridor option to the “Acquisition of Private Property Least Economical” route or 
“APPLE” route. That seems to be a better moniker for this option. Whether a route is 
CNF related or not, seems to be very secondary to the real issues that should be 
considered. A name like “Non-CNF” philosophically and psychologically pre-establishes 
“CNF” as being “more equal” than the rest of the parties involved. Every effort should be 
made to not make this an overt or covert political decision-making process. Let’s just 
stick to the facts. 
 
In summary, if the current or a modified version of the “Non-CNF” corridor continues to 
be considered as an option, we would like to raise a few critical questions: 
 

• Which alternative has the lowest overall construction costs, net new easement 
acquisition costs and the lowest net new impact on other factors to be considered 
in the decision-making process? 

 
• Which alternative has the least additional obtrusiveness and harm to the interests 

of the greatest number of individual citizens in the affected area? 
 

• Is conscious consideration being made to insure a true level playing field exists? 
Also does the mire existence of a governmental or political entity in this 
consideration tilt the decision-making process to treat individual rights 
differently?  

 
Thank you for considering our concerns regarding this issue. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Thomas Lindquist     Linnea Dietrich 
President, Lakes Association    Vice President, Lakes Association 
4277 Baby Lake Trail NW    4405 Buxton Rd NW 
Hackensack, MN 56452    Hackensack, MN 56452 
218.682-2189      218.682.2976 
tomlndqst@aim.com     linneadietrich@tds.net 

mailto:tomlndqst@aim.com
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From: Raymond Kirsch
To: Suzanne Steinhauer; 
cc: Raymond Kirsch; 
Subject: FW:   COMMMENT 
Date: Tuesday, September 30, 2008 9:23:10 AM

 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Linda Bathen [mailto:lhbathen@cox.net] 
Sent: Monday, September 29, 2008 10:53 AM 
To: Raymond.Kirsch@state.mn.us 
Subject: 
 
Mr Kirsch, 
As a land owner on Long Lake, I am opposed to using the Northern Corridor 
option. The central corridor appears to be the most cost effective and I am 
concerned about  the effect it would have on Long Lake . 
Please consider  my opposition .  Thank You,  Linda Bathen 
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From: Charlotte Bergstrom
To: Suzanne.Steinhauer@state.mn.us; 
Subject: RE: Proposed Bemidji - Grand Rapids 230 kV Transmission Project
Date: Tuesday, September 30, 2008 8:43:08 AM

Ms. Steinhauer:
 
Being a fairly logical person, I am amazed that a route from Bemidji to Grand 
Rapids for a transmission line would come anywhere near Hackensack.  I know you 
have all the data on which route would be best, but the political game must be 
played.  I am sure that I do not need to mention the fact that the distance from the 
logical route along Hwy #2 to the Hackensack route has at least doubled.  With 
that I am sure that costs has also doubled.  No one wants a power line in their 
backyard, but if we want power then we will have power lines.  Let’s get it done in 
the most efficient way with the lowest cost to all.  
 
Thank you,
Terry Bergstrom
6412 Bear Paw Trl
Hackensack, MN

mailto:bergstromc@bergyinc.com
mailto:Suzanne.Steinhauer@state.mn.us






From: Tandy Bowman
To: Suzanne.Steinhauer@state.mn.us; Raymond.Kirsch@state.mn.

us; 
Subject: Bemidji-Grand Rapids 230 Kilovolt Transmission Line
Date: Wednesday, September 17, 2008 10:03:50 PM

As a resident who lives on the route of one of your routes on HWY 2 I am strongly 
NOT in favor of this coming my back yard, especially with a business that house 
vulnerable adults.  I am also very concerned that we as residents are being yanked 
around and given some story line.  I tried your www.usda.gov/rus/water/ees/eis 
and there are no maps or detailes information reguarding this particular line.  There 
is no Alternatives Evaluation Study to look at.  You need to make it a little more 
simplified for individuals to understand your lingo.  According to the first map of 
specific routes, Route 1 and 2 are now the Central Macrocorridor if I read my maps 
correctly.  That is the route that I DO NOT WANT TO HAPPEN.  The South 
Macrocorridor or the Non-CNF Macrocorridor seem to be the least of populated 
areas for housing.  One of those routes WOULD be my pick.   
  
Please make things a little less complicated for the major public residents to view 
and understand all that you are trying to accomplish, please.  Thank you for your 
time and consideration. 
  
Tandy Bowman 
2800 Arrowwood Circle NW 
Bemidji, MN 56601 
 

Want to do more with Windows Live? Learn “10 hidden secrets” from Jamie. Learn 
Now 
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From: terry bush
To: Suzanne.Steinhauer@state.mn.us; 
Subject: BEMIDJI - GRAND RAPIDS TRANSMISSION LINE
Date: Tuesday, September 30, 2008 9:18:12 PM

Dear Ms. Steinhauer:
 
I am a part owner of some land with other family members in the Long 
Lake area north of Remer, Minnesota and would like to comment on 
the proposed South Macro-corridor of the BEMIDJI - GRAND RAPIDS 
TRANSMISSION LINE.
Personally, 
I would be greatly disappointed if the line went anywhere near the 
Long Lake area as this is a prized recreation area for many hikers, 
campers, hunters and wildlife observers, among other users. This 
somewhat isolated land, void of a lot of human ownership and 
landscape changes that usually is only by mother nature in most 
respects is highly sought after by many of the individuals who venture 
here for solitude and peaceful re-collections.  
Economically
, By observing the proposed routes, I am baffled why any other route 
would be considered, especially in this stressed economic times where 
a shortest - easier to erect & maintain in the future route, as the 
straight line route between Bemidji and Grand Rapids, (Central 
Corridor). At the prices of commodities today, (steel, copper & 
aluminum wire - to name a few) and the labor to add 30+ miles to 
the central line to take another route, to me and others seems not only 
wasteful, but poor management of resources.
Also, with the present 60 KV line and Hwy. 2 to follow on a fairly 
straight shot and much easier maintenance of the line for the future 
budgets to contend with - I don't see any other feasible route, but 
the Central Corridor.
I hope you can convey these thoughts to the oversight committee 
when consideration of the routes are taken. 
 
Thank You for your time in this matter,
Terry Bush.

mailto:RACKCHASER@msn.com
mailto:Suzanne.Steinhauer@state.mn.us


From: Jane Carlson
To: Suzanne.Steinhauer@state.mn.us; 
Subject: Bemidji-Grand Rapids Power Line
Date: Monday, September 29, 2008 5:29:54 PM

Dear Ms. Steinhauer and Mr. Kirsch: 
 
We write in response to a letter we received from your office regarding Notice of 
Extended Comment Period for the Proposed Bemidji-Grand Rapids 230 kv 
Transmission Line.  After perusing the HDR studies regarding the issues and 
concerns that apply in selecting an appropriate route for the line, we would like 
to go on record as strongly encouraging the selection of the original central 
corridor route, which is by far the most cost effective for the power companies 
and their patrons. 
 
Please keep us informed as the decision-making process goes forward.  Thank 
you.  Jane and Denny Carlson 
 
 
 
 
 
 
      

mailto:carlsonja@yahoo.com
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CHILD, GIRL AND WOMAN LAKE 
PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION 

BOX 335 
LONGVILLE, MN 56655 

 
September 24, 2008 
 
Subject: Public Comment on the Proposed Bemidji-Grand Rapids 230 Kilovolt 
Transmission Line 
 
Mr. Kruse and I are both residents in or near the “Non-CNF (Non-Chippewa National 
Forest) Macrocorridor” recently presented for extended public comment. We are also 
president and vice president, respectively, of the Child, Girl and Woman Lake Property 
Owners Association (CGWLPOA). The Association board of directors, acting in the 
interests of its over 600 members and families, recently voted unanimously to oppose the 
use of the “non-CNF” macrocorridor for this transmission line routing. This strong 
opposition is based on the following considerations: 
 

1) The “Non-CNF” macrocorridor is not within the utilities’ service areas.  
To our knowledge neither Ottertail nor Minnkota serves any users within the 
east/west portion of this corridor. It simply seems logical that transmission lines, 
whenever possible, should be proximate to the primary areas being served by the 
utility(s). Rarely, if ever, should it be necessary, because of such considerations as 
population density, topographical features, etc., to “gerrymander” transmission 
lines. 
 

2) The “Non-CNF” macrocorridor would appear to be, by a substantial margin, the 
most costly alternative. 
This conclusion is based on the likelihood of: 

• Higher direct construction costs in the non-CNF route. 
Any alternative to the “central” macrocorridor would presumably entail 
substantially more cabling, poles and construction time. 

• Greater acquisition/condemnation costs in the non-CNF corridor. 
Sections of this route (as currently drawn) would pass through areas of 
relatively dense development of resorts and private residences many of 
which are located on or near lake shore. Even if the necessary easements 
do not necessitate the acquisition of entire properties and are obtained via 
the exercise of imminent domain, diminution of value issues may arise 
which could further increase costs. 
 

3) The burden of additional costs associated with any of the alternatives to the 
“Central” macrocorridor would ultimately fall, in the form of rate increases, to the 
customers of the utilities and perhaps, to all or most taxpayers in the service area 
and potentially beyond. 
 



4) In addition to the above points, it appears that the “north,” “south” and, 
particularly, the “central” macrocorridors would be far better alternative routes to 
the “non-CNF” option for the following reasons: 
 

• The central and south corridors have, along most of their length, 
substantial existing right-of-way and utility easements that may only 
require limited expansion, if any at all, to accommodate the new lines. 

• As mentioned earlier, the non-CNF corridor passes through some 
relatively densely developed residential areas, sometimes weaving among 
numerous lakes –  occasionally separated by only several hundred feet – 
with no apparent alternative routings other than bringing the lines directly 
over literally thousands of feet of water and wetlands, some of which are 
protected and/or environmentally sensitive. 

• It appears that the central corridor, and possibly the south and north 
corridor alternatives as well, present actual routing options that could be 
followed in order to avoid some areas of higher population and/or building 
density. This is in rather stark contrast to portions of the “non-CNF” 
corridor that present few, if any, viable routing options. 
 

5) It is appropriate to consider “best use” arguments when reviewing CNF corridors 
only if it is balanced by due consideration for “best use” of private as well as non-
federal lands or property. 
 
It is our understanding that among the “input received from the federal agencies 
and tribal organizations participating in the NEPA review,” was a concern 
regarding “best use” considerations within areas of the Chippewa National Forest 
that might be considered for new or expanded easement for the proposed 
transmission lines. 
 
In the instant case, we assume that any additional easements through the CNF 
would utilize such a small percentage of undeveloped forest land that the impact 
of line construction should not materially impact habitat, environmental and/or 
forest management issues. Also, it may be that attendant costs of CNF route 
construction, easement acquisition and/or obtaining special use permits could be 
substantially mitigated by commercial timber sales. 
 
In any event, we cannot understand how the current non-CNF corridor alternative 
is somehow better than the other three options based on “best use” considerations 
alone or in combination with the other cost and impact issues previously outlined. 

 
In summary we would urge the utilities and the state and federal agencies that are 
engaged in reviewing corridor and routing alternatives for this transmission line to not 
unnecessarily spend additional time and money on more detailed studies (EIS; precise 
route plans; engineering studies; etc.) on what seems to be an untenable “non-CNF” 
alternative. 
 



However, if the current or a modified “non-CNF” corridor remains in the field of 
consideration, then we would hope that the selection decision would be primarily based 
on the answer to two key questions: 
 

• Which alternative has the lowest estimated costs (construction and easement 
acquisition)? 

• Which alternative results in the least obtrusiveness and harm to the interests of the 
greatest number of individual citizens in the affected area? 

 
If you should have questions or require additional information, please contact either Don 
Kruse or myself. Contact information is listed below. 
 
We would very much appreciate being kept informed of any significant developments as 
this process moves forward. 
 
Thank you in advance for your full consideration of our concerns and supporting 
arguments. 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
 
Kenneth D. Kostial     Don Kruse 
3404 Shore Acres Road NW   3553 Bluebill Trail NE 
Longville, MN 56655    Longville, MN 56655 
kostial@tds.net    krusedj@arvig.net 
218-682-3532     218-363-2580 
 
 
 
Cc: (with copy of Corridor Map and letter soliciting public comment) 
 
Congressman James Oberstar’s Aide, Ken Hasskamp 
State Senator Mary Olson  
State Representative Larry Howes  
 
Cass County Commissioner Jeff Peterson  
Cass County Commissioner James Dowson  
Cass County Commissioner Virgil Foster 
Cass County Commissioner Jim Demgen  
Cass County Commissioner Robert Kangas  
 

mailto:kostial@tds.net
mailto:krusedj@arvig.net


From: Dawsons
To: Raymond.Kirsch@state.mn.us; jmetcalf@otpco.com; Suzanne.

Steinhauer@state.mn.us; 
Subject: Bemidji-Grand Rapids transmission line
Date: Sunday, September 28, 2008 3:51:30 PM

September 28, 2008
 
Dear Mr. Kirsch, Mr. Metcalf, and Ms. Steinhauer,
 
I hope that you will consider supporting the central Bemidji-Grand Rapids 
proposed route for the 230 kilovolt transmission line. I understand you are 
considering alternative routes including a northern one.. From what I can 
tell, the original proposal is the most economical for the state, will serve a 
wider population and would be less disruptive to the environment.
 
Wherever you decide to put it, there will be someone who wishes it to be 
somewhere else. The best for the state is the one that I hope you choose.
 
Sincerely,
Helen Dawson
9118 Marcella Dr NE
Bemidji MN 56601

mailto:tdawson@paulbunyan.net
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From: Rodney & Kathy Dehart [theharts@paulbunyan.net]
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2008 9:35 AM 
To: Suzanne Steinhauer 
Subject: Proposed Cap X2020 Transmission line 
 
Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Red 
Dear Sirs: 
  
After attending the public meeting at the Hamption Inn in Bemidji MN on August 14, 2008 I have decided to send a 
comment here. 
  
After reviewing the proposed Route's ( #1 and # 2 ) I find no problem with them for me. 
In the event that these routes need to be altered or changed, through my area, I would like to comment. 
I live on 279 TH Avenue in Hubbard County, Farden Township,  just South of US Hwy #2 and South of the Burlington 
Northern RR tracks. 
My home is located just South of the tracks to the Necktie River and on the East side of 279TH Avenue. 
There is a narrow strip of land (just South of the tracks) where there is a stand of large , old growth, Red Pine trees. 
This stand is parallel to the tracks and 200 to 400 Yds deep and about a mile long. 
My home is located in a small part of this stand of trees. 
In the event that the power line were rerouted through this area it would devastate this stand of timber and decrease the 
value of my property considerably 
There are a couple of other property owners in this strip whom would also be greatly affected. 
Please keep this in mind if changing or altering the proposed route through this area. 
I am enclosing a photo of my home which will show the Red Pine Trees. 
  
Sincerely 
  
Rodney & Kathy Dehart 
50620 279 TH Avenue 
Bemidji MN 56601 
  
Phone # 218-751-0731 
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From: John Dowell
To: Suzanne.Steinhauer@state.mn.us; 
Subject: Bemidji-Grand Rapids 230 kilovolt transmission line
Date: Thursday, September 25, 2008 10:59:37 AM

Ms. Steinhauer,
 
In reviewing the map of possibble routes it appears that from an economic and 
compatiability point of view the central corridor would be the logical route. It 
appears to offer the most flexibility in missing heavier populated areas, and 
obviously a much shorter route. 
I live within the south corridor area and certainly would be opposed to this route 
from a compatiability aspect. I feel the south route would be the heaviest 
populated area to negotiate and thereby more than likely the most expensive.
 
Respectfully,
John Dowell
Seasonal Address
6107 Macemon Rd.
Remer, MN 56672
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From: Ron Eischens [rjeischens@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2008 7:20 AM 
To: Suzanne.Steinhauer@state.mn.us 
Subject: Comments on Proposed High Voltage Transmission Line 
Suzanne,
 
Please consider these my comments on your upcoming study of the above project:
 
Health - Primary concern of ours are the health impact of living adjacent and near this transmission 
line.  I believe an objective third party (Dept of Health) should conduct its own study of this matter to 
determine what, if any, health impacts there are of such lines.  
 
Value Calculation - While perhaps not part of any EIS report, this component is vital to those 
landowners who are impacted.  As a finance person by trade and from being impacted by eight pipelines 
running through my land I speak from some experience on this matter.  A one time payment for property 
rights (easements) does not provide adequate value from my prespective.  THis line will disect my 
property, and while it is "only" an easement, it effectively ruins my property from its intended use, 
which is recreation and long term development.  Calculating the value on a per acre basis and then 
reducing that amount for the "easement" is just not providing proper value to the landowner.  IF 
anything we should be paid a "premium" for allowing such a project and an annual payment thereafter 
for taxes.
 
Annual Maintenance - Project owners should be required to annually mow and maintain the areas to 
eliminate noxious weeds and the like that already occur on the pipeline projects through my property.
 
Environmental Impacts - The preferred route will take the project through some prime natural habitat 
in the form of the Necktie River basin on my property.  THis is a designated trout stream by the MN 
Dept of DNR.  Why should we continue to sacrifice prime wildlife habitat for the sake of the public 
good when alternative routes along the highway 2 corridor exist?????  SO what if MN Dept of 
Transportation has "rules" about what can be placed on "their" right of way????  Let's work 
TOGETHER on this and make some compromises in order to save a diminishing land base for wildlife 
habitat!!!!  Come on, talk to our legislators and tell them the highway 2 corridor is a natural PATH for 
this project.  IT is already cleared and adequate right of way exists to place this project on.  Let's make 
this a team effort and not place the burden on landowners, ESPECIALLY those like myself, who have 
ALREADY sacrificed, for the good of the public, to have 8 pipelines cross my property!!
 
Speaking of pipelines, on the one hand I can see why the power companies want to follow the current 
pipeline route as it is already established, but as a landowner why should I have to give any more.  The 
wider the pipeline and transmission easements take, the less habitat is available as more is destroyed.  I 
feel as though I've paid enough of a "price" for the good of all, by having pipelines on my property.  
 
Those are my comments at this time, thanks.
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Ron Eischens
50154  279th Ave
Bemidji, MN 56601
 
 
 
 
Ron Eischens 
50154 279th Ave 
Bemidji, MN 56601 
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From: Raymond Kirsch
To: Suzanne Steinhauer; 
cc: Raymond Kirsch; 
Subject: FW: Transmission Lines  COMMENT
Date: Wednesday, September 17, 2008 10:35:56 AM

 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Gary Falldin [mailto:gfalldin@closettailors.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 2008 10:19 AM 
To: Raymond.Kirsch@state.mn.us 
Subject: Transmission Lines 
 
Ray, 
This email is in regard to a proposed transmission line from Bemidji to Grand 
Rapids. I own a cabin north of Talmoon and I know the area very well.  The 
North Macrocorridor would run north out of Deer River which would bring the 
line through the Chippewa National Forest.  Why run more lines through that 
part of the National forest. 
I would feel the best choice would be the route along Hwy 2,  this route already 
has development long it's path.  Why not leave the northern area unspoiled. 
 
Gary Falldin 
612-802-3696 
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Date: 09/24/2008 
 
To: Suzanne Steinhauer 
From: Jim Gorham 
Subject: Comments regarding the proposed Bemidji-Grand Rapids 230kV Transmission Line 
  
       First, I want to thank you, Suzanne, for the generous amount of time that you afforded me yesterday. All the 
information that you provided me with has been most helpful. 
 
        My wife and I live south of Bemidji at 49840 Tallwood Trail in Hubbard County. We are west of Hwy 
71, between County Road 9 to the south and North Plantangenet Road to the north.  The area that we live in is a 
new development called Hidden Oaks. All of the new homes in this area were built within the last four years. There 
is currently a 115 kV transmission line that runs north and south along the eastern edge of our property (the back 
property line). If the proposed 230 kV line runs in this same area they will certainly need to widen the current right-
of-way even more which would take 125 to 150 feet of our property (see the photo below). Moreover, we moved 
away from the Twin Cities to northern Minnesota due, in part, to my wife’s health issues brought on by 
environmental pollution and hazards. Despite the fact that human health hazards are downplayed in regards to 
EMF exposure, I do know that every individual has a different sensitivity to such exposure. Due to my wife’s 
already ultra-sensitive nature to environmental pollutants, for example, I fear that her health would be adversely 
affected, forcing us to sell (at a loss potentially) our dream home and sanctuary.  
 

I need to be very clear, Suzanne, that my wife and I do not want this 230 kV transmission line added to the 
already existing 115 kV line. The loss of the white pine, oak and maple trees would be devastating to our quality of 
life. It would change dramatically the backyard that we so much enjoy today. We purchased this lot for several 
reasons, but most important was the privacy that all the beautiful trees would afford us. We were very selective 
when planning the building site for our new home to minimize the removal of as few trees as possible. The addition 
of this 230 kV line to the already existing 115 kV line, would in fact change forever what we have worked so hard to 
create. In addition, this 230 kV line would have a serious negative effect on our property value. I would respectfully 
request that another route be considered. Thank you, in advance. 
  
  
                                                                         Regards,         
  
                                                                                        Jim Gorham 

 
 
 



From: greenside45@comcast.net
To: Suzanne.Steinhauer@state.mn.us; 
Date: Monday, September 29, 2008 5:40:07 AM

Dear Suzanne,
 
      I have property at the intersection of  US HWY 2 and MN 371. on the 
NW corner. I am sure that the power line is a priority for the area to be 
able to blend into future  electric power demands. My concern and hope is 
that it does not go directly through my property which paraell with HWY 2. 
Please that consideration in mind.
 
                                             Sincerly,
 
                                               Dean Greenside
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