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Minnesota Department of Natural Resources el
500 Lofoyefte Road o St. Paul, MN = 55155-40

May 4, 2012

. DEPARTMENT OF
Burl Haar, Executive Secretary NATURAL RESOURCES

Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
121 7" Place East, Suite 350
Saint Paul, MN 55101-2147

Re: - Application for the Southwest Twin Cities Scott County to Westgate 115 kV Transmission Line
Rebuild Project [PUC Docket Number: E002/TL-11-948]

Dear Dr. Haar;

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) has reviewed the Application submitted for the
Southwest Twin Cities Scott County to Westgate 115 kV Transmission Lines Rebuild Project and
provides the following comments regarding application completeness and content. Please consider the
following comments for either updates to the application and/or for development of the environmental
review record as appropriate to the Public Utilities Commission process.

Geographic Information System (GIS) shapefiles, which project developers usually use for project
planning, are very helpful to the efficiency and accuracy of DNR review because many natural resource
data files are available to DNR reviewers in this format. The route can be viewed along with DNR data
efficiently in this manner. The DNR requests that shapefiles of the project line and right-of-way corridor
be provided as soon as possible because these files would be helpful in determining if there are resource
impacts that need to be considered. These also assist with early coordination for DNR permits and/or
licenses. ‘

Where expansions have been identified for substations, impacts to resources, such as vegetation, should
be considered when describing the footprints of the expansion area.

Section 6.5.3 Flora — Mitigative Measures. The Route Permit language reads that Xcel Energy will limit
tree clearing and removal to the transmission line right-of-way, areas that limit construction access to the
Project Area, and areas that impact the safe operation of the facilities. Mitigative Measures should
include a reference to selective vegetation removal as included in Appendix H.

Section 6.5.4 Fauna includes a discussion on avian impacts. Xcel Energy included with the Route Permit
application proposed bird diverter locations on maps provided in Appendices B.2 and B.3. The DNR
appreciates Xcel Energy’s proactive approach in identifying these proposed locations within the Route
Permit Application. The DNR requests GIS shapefiles of the proposed route, route corridor and
proposed diverter locations to be able to better assess the proposed locations. A more detailed discussion
on why some water crossings or nearby water surface features have not been identified as bird diverter
locations would be helpful in our assessment.

The section on Rare and Unique Natural Resources (6.6) Mitigative Measures is lacking some

information. In the Natural Heritage Information System (NHIS) letter referenced in the Route Permit

Application, dated 2010, and re-verified in 2011, the DNR identified two state-listed fish species of

special concern and a state-listed threatened species that may be impacted by the proposed project.

Neither impacts to these species nor mitigative measures to avoid and minimize impacts to these species
www.dnr.state.mn.us
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were discussed in the Route Permit Application. The NHIS letter included a flyer and fact sheet for the
state-listed threatened Blanding’s turtle that included a list of recommendations for avoidance and
minimization efforts. Xcel Energy should include the flyer and fact sheet in their discussion on potential
impacts and Mitigative Measures and should specify which measures will be implemented.

The Route Permit Application does not mention invasive species management (including aquatic
invasive species management) for construction and/or maintenance practices. As discussed in Section
6.5.2 Water Quality, there are numerous DNR public waters and wetlands and other jurisdictional water
bodies that will be intersected by the proposed project. Given the high number of surface water features
within the proposed route and surrounding area, invasive species management throughout all phases of
the proposed project should be addressed.

As noted in the route permit application, utilities that cross DNR public waters and wetlands will be
required to apply for a DNR Utility License to Cross Public Lands or Waters. The DNR may require
additional terms and conditions pertaining to land and/or water crossings under DNR administration.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments regarding the Route Permit Application for the
Southwest Twin Cities Scott County to Westgate 115 kV Transmission Rebuild Project. Please contact

me with any questions.

Sincerely, |

Jamie Schrenzel

Principal Planner
Environmental Review Unit
(651) 259-5115

C: Michael Kaluzniak, PUC
David Birkholz, Minnesota Department of Commerce
Melissa Doperalski, DNR
Timothy Rogers, Xcel Energy
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DEFPHAVEN

June 5, 2012

David Birkholz

Minnesota Energy Facility Planning
85 7™ Place East, Suite 500

St. Paul, MN 55101

Re:  Xcel Energy’s Proposed Upgrade of the Southwest Twin Cities (SWTC) Bluff Creek-Westgate
69 kV Transmission Line to 115 kV Capacity in the Cities of Chanhassen, Excelsior,
Greenwood, Deephaven, Shorewood, Minnetonka, and Eden Prairie

Dear Mr. David Birkholz: ‘

The Deephaven City Council would respectfully request stronger consideration of an alternate route
for the-abovereferenced project on that portion of the route that is proposed to be constructed within-
the existing easements beginning at the Excelsior substation and extending through the cities of
Excelsior, Greenwood, Deephaven, and ending at Hwy. 101 in Minnetonka. Although we have co-
existed with the current-69 k'V transmission line for many years, we question why the planned 115kV -
upgrade needs to run through the community and impact our residents when its intent is to be a conduit
for improved service to Xcel customers further down the line. :

The current 69 kV transmission line is located in close proximity to dozens of residential properties in
Deephaven as it extends through the southern half of our community. Over the course of many years,
we have come to generally accept the 69 k'V transmission line with the exception of the occasionally
over-enthusiastic tree trimming that Xcel Energy conducts along its easement on the LRT Trail. We
have even learned to accept the substation in Deephaven, which is located directly across from the
Deephaven Elementary School. However, our specific concerns include:

1. We question whether or not there is sufficient land available in the area currently dedicated to
the existing substation for this major expansion. That question has not been answered.

2. Will additional land easements need to be purchased, and from whom? The LRT Trail currently
abuts the existing substation property to the north, which we have been told may be considered
for future light rail possibilities, as an example,

3, We are currently in the process of replacing our City’s bridge directly adjacent to the current
substation and are concerned this work will need to be revisited immediately upon its
completion if major expansion of the current substation is required.

4. Although we requested expense compansons for moving the existing substation to a location
on Highway 7 and running the entire project along that corridor from Highway 101 to Excelsior
as a part of the route alternative examination process, we were never provided with that
information, bringing into question whether or not that research was even performed per the
requirements of this proposal.

5. Is it possible that future maintenance and inherent reconstruction could be more easily accessed
and affordably performed along the trafﬁc corridor of Hwy 7 than along the easements

currently used by Xcel?






6. Given the current 69kv transmission line was undoubtedly positioned in its present location
because it could parallel an existing, albeit it quaint, transportation line that has long since been
abandoned for such purpose, could it not be argued the updated line could parallel the now

available transportatlon corridor of Hwy 77

Additionally, with the proposed upgrade and all that it entails, many residents are extremely concemed
over the impact this project may have on our community. Their specific concerns include:-

1. The significantly taller utility poles would adversely impact the aesthetics of a residential
community and are much more appropriate within a commercial setting.

2. The clearance requirements for these taller transmission poles would substantially damage
significant parts of our urban forest, particularly next to critical wetland areas and the natural
woodland setting at Burton Park, both of which abut the proposed route through Deephaven.

3. The current substation would require a major expansion to accommodate the 115 kV
conversion project. This expansion would have a significant impact in terms of excessive noise

" pollution and on the aesthetics of the surrounding properties.

In short, the current route has been sufficient to support the relatively less obtrusive 69 kV
transmission line through a residential area. However, with all the significant changes brought about
by the conversion to a 115 kV transmission line, it is our contention that it is no longer appropriate to
continue to extend this transmission line through our neighborhoods when alternatives have not been
fully vetted. It is our understanding that this 115 kV line is expected to address future loads for many
years to come. It is our contention that a more appropriate route should be selected that is better -
situated to address all the issues relating to this new line. We respectfully request that a much more
appropriate location for both the 115 kV transmission line and the Deephaven substation would be
along Hwy 7, on a transportation corridor from Hwy 101 to Excelsior that is much more appropriate .

for this type of project and equipment.

Thank you in advance for providing us answers to the concerns above and for considering our request
to explore an alternative route.

Sincerely,

aul A. Skrede
Mayor, City of Deephaven







From: Gus Karpas

To: Birkholz, David (COMM); Eknes, Bret (PUC); Kaluzniak, Mike (PUC); timothy.q.rogers@xcelenergy.com
Cc: "Debra Kind"; Tom Fletcher

Subject: Passed Resolution

Date: Tuesday, June 12, 2012 12:14:56 PM

Attachments: Resolution 14-12 Xcel Routing Concerns - Signed.pdf

Resolution 12-12 Response to Xcel Certificate of Need - Signed.pdf

Attached are the following Resolutions passed by the Greenwood City Council for your
consideration:

Resolution 12-12 A RESOLUTION RESPONDING TO XCEL ENERGY’S CERTIFICATE OF NEED
APPLICATION SCOTT COUNTY TO WESTGAT 115kV UPGRADES DOCKET NO. 11-332

Resolution 14-12 A RESOLUTION REQUESTING CONSIDERATION OF GREENWOOD’S CONCERNS
REGARDING THE PROPOSED ROUTING OF THE XCEL ENERGY SCOTT COUNTY TO WESTGATE 115kV
UPGRADES DOCKET NO. 11-948.

Thank you for your consideration and please contact me if you have any questions.

Gus Karpas
City Clerks
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CITY OF GREENWOOD
RESOLUTION NO. 14-12

A RESOLUTION REQUESTING CONSIDERATION OF GREENWOOD’S CONCERNS REGARDING
THE PROPOSED ROUTING OF THE XCEL ENERGY SCOTT COUNTY TO WESTGATE 115kV UPGRADES
DOCKET NO. 11-948

WHEREAS, the city of Greenwood values the concerns and interests of the city’s residents and businesses; and
WHEREAS, reliable electricity is a critical component in the delivery of public safety for residents and businesses; and
WHEREAS, the city of Greenwood receives electric service from Xcel Energy;'and

WHEREAS, Xcel Energy has submitted a Route Permit application; and

WHEREAS, the city council of the city of Greenwood has reviewed the application by Xcel Energy on Docket 11-948 for
the proposed upgrade from a 69kV to a 115kV transmission line and has the following concerns / requests:

IF the transmission line upgrade along the existing route is approved, the city of Greenwood’s strong preference wouid be
to have the line buried. We understand that the potential additional cost of burying the line can be a factor in the Pubilic
Utilities Commission’s (PUC) decision. The 69kV transmission line parallels a widely used recreational trail in the city of
Greenwood including a section along Excelsior Bay of Lake Minnetonka (a statewide asset) and also runs on and
adjacent to many Greenwood residential properties. We are concerned that the proposed 115kV upgrade of the existing
69kV transmission line will change the character or our neighborhoods and recreational resources. Neighboring residents
have expressed concerns regarding EMF/MF and property values declining.

Xcel was asked to consider the option for a buried line including the total life cycle cost at a meeting with representatives
of the cities of Excelsior, Deephaven, Minnetonka, and Greenwood along with the Three Rivers Park District, Minnehaha
Creek Watershed District, and Hennepin Regional Rail Authority on November 4, 2011. The Route Permit application
does not provide any specific information on the relative cost of the buried cable option as requested at that meeting. It is
quite possible that the existing rock surface trail may facilitate installation of a buried line. Our understanding is that the
costs of buried lines have decreased with newer plastic coverings (“Underground Overachievers” by Jeff Griffin in May
2010 Electrical Contractor) and have also been used for reliability reasons (Xcel Energy PSCo 10 Year Transmission Plan

May 2009 Sandown to Leetsdale, CO line).

The city of Greenwood respectfully requests that the PUC require Xcel Energy to provide site specific cost and reliability
information for a 115kV buried transmission line along the LRT trail for its consideration with the application so that the

PUC can properly evaluate the buried cable option.

As previously stated, the city of Greenwood's preference is to have the proposed transmission line buried if it follows the
current route in the city of Greenwood. However, if the PUC does not require the transmission to be buried, we are noting
the following in the Xcel Energy application relative to the aerial option along the current route:

1. Page 91 — The Three Rivers Parks District, Hennepin Regional Rail, Minnehaha Creek Watershed District, City of
Minnetonka, City of Deephaven, City of Greenwood, and City of Excelsior representatives met with Xcel Energy at
Minnetonka City Hall on November 4, 2011 to raise aesthetic concerns and ask Xcel Energy to consider
mitigation options for the proposed project. Xcel Energy indicated that it would consider the concerns that were
raised in its Application. We can find no reference to this meeting or the concerns that were raised (see above
and below) in the Application. We believe that this is a critical omission from the Application by Xcel Energy.

2. Page 24 - Xcel Energy states that “As Figure 5 shows, the trees and vegetation are already cleared along this
existing 69kV transmission line right-of-way, therefore, no additional wooded areas would require clearing for
Segments 5 and 6 of the Proposed Route.” Appendix H Vegetation Management and previous conversations with
Xcel Energy have led us to believe that additional tree trimming and vegetation removal will likely be required with
the proposed transmission line. Xcel provided information in the November 4, 2011 meeting that more frequent
trimming schedules would result in no effective impact on trees along the line relative to the current 69kV line. The
application does not indicate that Xcel is proposing more frequent tree trimming as part of the requested permit.
We would appreciate clarification of this point. If Xcel is not proposing more frequent tree trimming, we would
respectfully request that the PUC require Xcel to provide the cost of this strategy.

3. Pages 33 and 34 -- It is not clear what the height difference is between the current transmission line and the
proposed transmission line. Page 33 references a 60 to 90 foot height and page 34 references a 70 to 110 foot
height for 115 kV Single Circuit with Distribution Underbuild. We respectfully request that the PUC require that
Xcel Energy provide the current and proposed transmission line pole heights for the public record.








4. Page 41 - Xcel refers to the wire zone / border zone concept. It would be helpful to have more specific
information on the changes in these zones and the vegetation impacts as the result of the proposed project.

Does Xcel propose to proactively replant suitable vegetation to replace vegetation that it removes because of
potential changes in zones? The same questions apply to Vegetation Removal on pages 42-43. . .

5. Page 66 Aesthetics -- The proposed height of 60 to 90 feet conflicts with the 70 to 110 foot height on page 34. We
would once again-appreciate clarification.

6. Page 67 Mitigative Measures -- The application states that, “Xcel Energy will work with landowners to identify
concerns related to the transmission line aesthetics.” Despite the November 4, 2011 meeting we find no specifics
in the application regarding aesthetic concerns. We would appreciate the PUC ensuring that these concerns are
addressed. It would be very helpful to have CAD pictures showing the current and proposed transmission line as
seen from Excelsior and St Alban’s Bays and continuing into Greenwood.

- 7. Page 69 Recreation -- The application states that, “The project is not expected to directly impact any of these

recreational resources.” The LRT Regional trail is a very well used Greenwood recreational resource, which the

transmission line runs parallel to. We do not understand the basis for the application stating that there will be no
direct impact on this resource without providing clear information on pole heights and impacts on vegetation.

Page 72 -- No specific mitigation measures are proposed relative to potential impacts on recreational resources.

Page 74 Tourism -- If the power poles are larger and vegetation is reduced, how could it not have an impact on

tourism? While we all use power and understand and appreciate the needs for Xcel's services, we strongly feel

that due consideration of all factors is important in this process.

10. Page 85 -- The application states that “to minimize impacts to trees in the Project Area, Xcel Energy will limit tree
clearing and removal to the transmission line right-of-way, areas that limit construction access to the Project Area,
and areas that impact the safe operation of the facilities.” Once again what are the expected changes since they
impact aesthetics, recreation, and tourism? The city of Greenwood places great value on the trees in its
community as evidenced by city code section 1140.80, which limits property owners’ ability to remove significant
tress and has very specific tree replacement requirements. While we understand that our city code does not apply
in this proceeding, it does provide an indication of the importance that is placed on trees and vegetation in the city

of Greenwood.

© o

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that IF the Xcel Energy 115kV transmission line upgrade along the
existing 69KV route is approved, the city of Greenwood’s strong preference would be to have the line buried due
to reliability and aesthetic considerations along a statewide asset (Lake Minnetonka). IF burial is not an option,
the city of Greenwood respectfully requests the above listed items be considered.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the city council of the city of Greenwood directs the city clerk to send electronic copies

of this resolution to:
Dave Birkholz, Minnesota Energy Facility Permitting, david.birkolz@state.mn.us
Bret Eknes, Minnesota Public Utilities Commission, bret.eknes@state.mn.us
Michael Kaluzniak, Minnesota Public Utilities Commission, mike.kaluzniak@state.mn.us
Timothy G. Rogers, Xcel Energy, timothy.g.rogers@xcelenergy.com

ADOPTED by the city council of the city of Greenwood, Minnesota this 6" day of June, 2012.

There were 5 AYES and 0 NAYS as follows:

Greenwood City Council YEAS NAYS ABSTAIN ABSENT
Mayor Debra Kind X
Councilman Tom Fletcher X
Councilman H. Kelsey Page X
Councilman Bob Quam X
Councilman William (Biff) Rose X

iM%//

Debra J. Km% r
Attest: v & / \”/'d

Gus E. Karpas, City Clerk V










CITY OF GREENWOOD
RESOLUTION NO. 12-12

A RESOLUTION RESPONDING TO XCEL ENERGY’S CERTIFICATE OF NEED APPLICATION
SCOTT COUNTY TO WESTGATE 115kV UPGRADES
DOCKET NO. 11-332

WHEREAS, the city of Greenwood values the concerns and interests of the city’s residents and businesses; and
WHEREAS, reliable electricity is a critical component in the delivery of public safety for residents and businesses; and
WHEREAS, the city of Greenwood receives electric service from Xcel Energy; and

WHEREAS, Xcel Energy has submitted a Certificate of Need application; and

WHEREAS, the city council of the city of Greenwood has reviewed the Xcel Energy’s Certificate of Need application and
has the following observations:

In the Certificate of Need Application, Xcel Energy recommends an Option 1 transmission line upgrade from 69kV to
115kV that will have significant aesthetic impacts on the city of Greenwood and the LRT trail which the transmission line
runs parallel to. Neighboring residents also have expressed concerns regarding EMF/MF and property values declining.

The Certificate of Need Application and Xcel Energy Services’ Southwest Twin Cities Phase 2 Study Update (July 8,
2011) provide a less disruptive and slightly more cost effective Option 2 that initially consists of transformer and conductor

upgrades.

. The Certificate of Need Application indicates STABLE AND LOWER THAN FORECASTED ELECTRICITY DEMAND.
Greenwood and surrounding communities are fully developed and there is little reason to forecast that there will be
significant demand growth in these communities in the future that will require a major upgrade of the existing transmission
line. Table 5 on page 35 of the Certificate of Need Application confirms this as it shows a reduction in load by the
Excelsior Substation from 17.03 MW in 2004 to 12.2 MW in 2010. The Deephaven substation has a smaller load reduction
from 42.87 MW in 2004 to 41 MW in 2010. Given the trend for reduced or stable power use at these substations and the
note on page 34 of the Certificate of Need Application which states, “The 2011 actual substation load totat (374.4 MW) for-
the Study area is siightly lower (3.6%) than the forecasted 2011 total (388 MW),” there is llttle reason to forecast that the
focal substation demand will increase as forecast by Xcel energy through 2020.

The Certificate of Need Application indicates 2 MORE COST-EFFECTIVE OPTION WITH FEWER EXTERNAL
IMPACTS: Option 1 as proposed has an initial cost of $26.1 million (page 40) and has significant external impacts. Option
2 with an initial cost of $15.0 million (page 40) requires only transformer and conductor upgrades. The 2014 Minnesota
jurisdiction revenue requirement for Option 1 is 0.000096 per kWh as compared to 0.000055 for Option 2 (page 39). Thus,
there clearly are short-term savings with Option 2. Xcel also notes on page 39 that, “Both options address the low voltage
and overload issues that were discovered in the study area and provide approximately 30 megawatts of incremental load
growth before new mitigation measures would be needed in the study area.” On a more long-term basis Option 2 may
require relatively greater upgrades in future years, if justified by increased future demand. However, Table 9 on page 42 |
notes that the Net Present Value Cost in million $ / MW of incremental growth is slightly lower at 0.18 for Option 2 as
compared to 0.185 for Option 1. Thus, Option 2 also is forecasted to have a lower cost on a long-term basis.

Xcel's rationale for favoring Option 1 of converting the transmission line through Greenwood from 69kV to 115kV appears |
to be primarily based on the fact that it has the potential to add 200 MW of capability compared to 168 MW for Option 1, |
which involves less major transformer and conductor upgrades. However, the stable and lower than forecasted electricity
demand in our area begs the question of whether this benefit is even meaningful. This is particularly the case given the
substantially lower upfront cost of Option 2 from both a capital and rate standpoint.

Xcel may also favor Option 1 because it provides additional 115kV transmission line redundancy for its’ network. If this is
the case, we respectfully request that the Public Utilities Commission require Xcel Energy to consider the option of adding
conductors to existing 115kV Line #5516, and provide the redundant 115kV transmission capacity for the network using
the more direct Scott County — Bluff Creek Substation — Pole Structure 57 — Line #5516 — Westgate Substation route.

This would reduce the potential new Scott County to Westgate substation transmission line route by approximately 9 miles
while utilizing existing 115kV line infrastructure.








It also should be noted that Xcel states on page 6 of its Southwest Twin Cities Phase 2 Study Update that “In the 2009
study for this area, the rating of the Westgate to Deephaven 69KV line was assumed to be 62 MVA, but the actual rating
of this line is limited to 53.2 MVA, due to substation equipment. Since the line substation equipment easily can be
upgraded, the next limiting element of (0.3 miles of 4/0 CU) transmission conductor was used to rate the line. Therefore
the rating of the line was dropped from 62 MVA to 59 MVA.” While the city of Greenwood is not privy to Xcel’s costs, it
would appear that the capacity of the existing 69kV transmission line can be upgraded by 16.5% from 53.2 MVA to 62
MVA for a fraction of the cost of the proposed 69kV to 115kV upgrade. We respectfully request that the Public Utilities
Commission require Xcel Energy to provide more detailed information on the more limited upgrade options for the existing

69kV transmission line.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the city of Greenwood respectively requests that the Public Utilities
Commission NOT approve the Certificate of Need Application as proposed based on the fact that Xcel has -
provided a lower cost, less disruptive option that, according to Xcel, also will meet the electricity needs of the

study area.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED,*that the city council of the city of Greenwood directs the city clerk to send electronic copies

of this resolution to:
Kate O’Connor, Minnesota Energy Facility Permitting, kate.oconneli@state.mn.us
Bret Eknes, Minnesota Public Utilities Commission, bret.eknes@state.mn.us
Michael Kaluzniak, Minnesota Public Utilities Commission, mike.kaluzniak@state.mn.us
Timothy G. Rogers, Xcel Energy, timothy.g.rogers@xcelenergy.com

ADOPTED by the city council of the city of Greenwood, Minnesota this 6™ day of June, 2012.

There were 4 AYES and 1 NAYS as follows:

Greenwood City Council YEAS NAYS ABSTAIN ABSENT

Mayor Debra Kind X

Counciiman Tom Fletcher - X

Councilman H. Kelsey Page _ X ]
Councilman Bob Quam X

Councilman William (Biff) Rose X

CITY OF. GR ',EN%W
By: /% / {
Debra J. Kind, Mayér

AAttest: /AU’J A /f y—

Gus E. Karpas, City Clerk |











CITY OF EXCELSIOR

339 THIRD STREET
EXCELSIOR, MINNESOTA 55331
TEL: 952-474-5233
FAX: 952-474-6300
WWW.cCi.excelsior.mn.us

July 31, 2012

Mr. David Birkholz

State Permit Manager

Minnesota Office of Energy Security
85 7" Place East, Suite 500

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-2198

Re: Excelsior Substation Upgrades, PUC Docket Nos. 11-948 and 11-332
Dear Mr. Birkholz:

Xcel Energy is proposing an upgrade of the Excelsior substation as part of the
construction of a new 115kV transmission line. It is anticipated based on materials
presented by Xcel Energy to date that there will be potential impacts to the City
and its residents. The Excelsior City Council requests that all available options and
alternatives for reducing or eliminating such impacts be considered and evaluated
through the Environmental Assessment Process.

The City of Excelsior has the following comments and questions regarding the
upgrade of the Excelsior substation:

o Identify and assess the visual impacts of the substation and identify all
practicable methods to limit or reduce the height of the new facility.

o Identify and assess all practicable methods to screen, disguise, camouflage
or otherwise remove the substation from general view.

o Identify and assess any noise impacts. Will the substation generate or emit
a hum or other sounds that may have an impact on the surrounding area?

We look forward to your assessment of the environmental impacts of this project
and will assist you in any way possible. If you have any questions, please feel free
to contact me at 952-653-3672.

Sincerely,

.. , \
KJ;:D /\—)
Kristi Luger
City Manager






CITY OF

SHOREWOOD

5755 COUNTRY CLUB ROAD « SHOREWOOD, MINNESOTA 55331-8927 » (952) 960-7900
FAX (952) 474-0128 * www.ci.shorewood.mn.us * cityhall @ci.shorewood.mn.us

31 July 2012

Mr. David Birkholz, State Permit Manager
Minnesota Department of Commerce

85 7™ Place East, Suite 500

St. Paul, MN 55101

Re:  Xcel Scott County-Westgate Upgrade Project (the “Project™)

Dear Mr. Birkholz:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above-referenced project. The City of
Shorewood (the “City™) has reviewed the available record documents, attended the Public
Scoping meeting held on 18 July, and offers the following comments/questions:

Alternate Route While our initial reaction to the routing was to favor the alternate route along

State Highway 7 to Vine Hill Road, it appears that the alternate route would actually have as
much or more impact on more residents in Shorewood than the existing route.

Electro-Magnetic Field (EMF) Please provide the EMF analysis of impacts reflecting the
difference in EMF between a 69kV power line and a 115kV line.

Potential for Undergrounding The City does not find in the record any consideration given to
burying the proposed power lines. What impacts would be incurred by the City if this were
undergrounded? Please include this option in the scoping analysis.

Pole Height/Design The presentation did a good job of illustrating the differences between the
existing and proposed poles. Please make these illustrations available to show our City Council
and residents. Also, regarding the two choices of finish, how will that be determined? Might
sole consideration be different for various segments, depending on the wishes of the various
affected communities?

Construction Activities There are a number of questions relative to construction:

e What is the estimated construction timeframe, particularly the segment between Excelsior
and the substation in Deephaven?

e Staging of construction materials — where will this take place? Will there be large pieces
of project material strewn along right-of-way? If so, for how long?

e To what extent will traffic be disrupted, again particularly along Minnetonka Boulevard?
What are the proposed hours of construction?

%
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Mr. David Birkholz

Minnesota Department of Energy

Re: Xcel Scott County — Westgate Upgrade Project
31 July 2012

Page two

Conditional Use Permit Section 1201.03 Subd. 10. d. of the Shorewood City Code (a copy of
which is attached) requires a conditional use permit for overhead transmission lines in excess of
33KV. Our staff is available to meet with yours to guide you through that process.

Franchise Agreement The City takes this opportunity to remind Xcel that it continues to operate
within Shorewood without a franchise agreement.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the plans to-date. If you have any questions
relative to the above, please do not hesitate to contact this office.

Sincerely,
CITY OF SHOREWOOD

Bradley J. Nielsen
Planning Director

Cc:  Mayor and City Council
Planning Commission
Bill Joynes
Larry Brown
James Landini
Tim Keane
Bruce DelJong






Minnesota Department of Natural Resources U
500 Lafayette Road © St. Paul, MN o 55155-40

August 1, 2012 DEPARTHENT OF
NATURAL RESOURCES

David Birkholz, State Permit Manager

Minnesota Office of Energy Security

85 7th Place East, Suite 500

St. Paul, Minnesota, 55101-2198

Re:  Applications for a Route Permit and Certificate of Need for the Scott County-Westgate
69 kV to 115 kV Transmission Upgrade Project
[PUC Docket Nos. E002/TL-11-948 and E002/CN-11-332]

Dear Mr. Birkholz:

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) has reviewed the Scott County —
Westgate 69 kV to 115 kV Transmission Upgrade Project Route Permit Application and a letter
from Xcel Energy dated June 18, 2012 responding to DNR comments on application
completeness and accuracy (enclosed). The DNR appreciates the response letter from Xcel
Energy and offers the following comments in response to these documents to inform scoping for
an Environmental Assessment (EA).

Segments 2-10 are “replace and rebuild” sections of the line. The Route Permit Application
estimates that 61 out of 455 poles will be located within floodplains, wetlands or other water
surface features. This number was based on an average spacing of poles. The project design
should be adjusted to relocate poles outside of wetlands, floodplains and sensitive areas as much
as possible. Abandoned poles should be removed completely or cut off at the base where
appropriate.

Response 6 from the June 18, 2012 letter from Xcel Energy to the DNR (attached) refers to an
upcoming plan for noxious weeds and invasive species management for state and non-state lands
for the project. A discussion of invasive species management for work in wetlands should also
be included in this plan for both public water wetlands and non-public wetlands. Please also see
the following website for additional information and flyers for working in public waters or on
public lands: http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/invasives/dnrlands.html. Some of this information
could also inform the plan for work on non-public lands and waters. The DNR recommends
including as much of the invasive species management plan in the EA as possible.

The June 18, 2012 Xcel Energy letter described proposed methods of reducing the possibility of
a threatened species taking of the Blanding’s turtle. Additional applicable recommendations for
this project regarding Blanding’s turtles are the following: 1) avoid use of fertilizers and
pesticides within wetlands; 2) utilize effective erosion control to keep sediment from reaching
wetlands and lakes; and 3) utilize wildlife friendly erosion control near Blanding’s turtle habitat.
Also, construction personnel should notify the DNR Regional Nongame Specialist if they
encounter any turtles.
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Birkholz 8/1/2012 g8, AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER pg. 1
'..‘ PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER CONTAINING A MINIMUM OF 10% POST-CONSUMER WASTE






Thank you for your consideration of these comments. Please contact me with any questions.
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“Jamie Schrenzel

Principal Planner
Environmental Review Unit
(651) 259-5115

Enclosures: 1
C: Tricia DeBleeckere, PUC

Tim Rogers, Xcel Energy
Melissa Doperalski, DNR
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August 1, 2012

David Birkholz, State Permit Manager
Minnesota Office of Energy Security
85 7th Place East, Suite 500

St. Paul, Minnesota, 55101-2198
david.birkholz@state.mn.us

Dear Mr. Birkholz:

In Greenwood’s resolution 14-12 dated June 6, 2012 regarding Xcel Energy’s Westgate 115kV
transmission line route permit application on Docket 11-948, we requested that the Public Utilities
Commission require Xcel Energy to provide cost and reliability information for burying the 115kV
transmission line along the LRT trail in Greenwood. At the scoping meeting on July 18 you indicated
that Xcel would probably not be asked to provide the cost for a buried line option because there had not
been a request for burying the line at a specific location.

I would accordingly like to reaffirm the city of Greenwood’s request that Xcel be required to provide the
cost of burying the proposed transmission line starting at Linwood Circle at the east end of Greenwood
and continuing to just short of the St Alban’s Bay bridge at the west end of Greenwood. It would seem
that the LRT trail would be a relatively cost-effective place to install buried cable because it is a linear
crushed rock trail with limited grade crossings and potentially lower than normal underground utility
conflicts. Without site-specific cost information it is not possible to properly evaluate the buried cable
option along this local and regional resource.

The city of Greenwood appreciates your efforts on this project as you try to balance multiple interests.

Sincerely,
Debra J. Kind

Mayor, City of Greenwood

20225 COTTAGEWOOD RD, DEEPHAVEN, MN 55331 @ P: 952.474.6633 o F: 952.474.1274 -www.greenwoodmn.com
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August 1%, 2012

David Birkholz, State Permit Manager
Minnesota Department of Commerce
85 7th Place East, Suite 500

St. Paul, MN 55101-2198

RE: Inthe Matter of the SWTC Scott County-Bluff Creek-Westgate 69 kV to 115 kV Transmission
Line Upgrade
PUC Docket No. EQ02/TL-11-948

Dear Mr. Birkholz,

On June 18", 2012 the Minnesota Department of Commerce Energy Facility Permitting (EFP)
issued a Notice of Public Information and Scoping meeting and a request for public comment on the
scope of the environmental assessment (EA) relating to the route permit application by Xcel Energy for
the SWTC Scott County-Bluff Creek-Westgate 69 kV to 115 kV Transmission Line Upgrade in Carver,
Hennepin and Scott Counties. The Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) has reviewed the
application regarding the proposed project and submits the following comments in response to the
Notice.

MnDOT appreciates the opportunity to comment on the scope of the EA. MnDOT wishes to
participate in the development of the EA so that it will contain a thorough evaluation of the effects
various route proposals may have on the state transportation system. MnDOT's fundamental interest is
to ensure that the EA identifies and quantifies, to the extent possible, any impacts the proposed high
voltage transmission line (HVTL) may have on the safety of the transportation system, the effectiveness
of the operations or maintenance of the state trunk highway system and any additional costs that may
be imposed on the state trunk highway fund as a result of the location of the proposed HVTL.

MnDOT's approach to the HVTLs such as those involved in the Xcel Energy's proposal is to
work to accommodate these HVTLs within or as near as feasible to the trunk highway rights of way,
based on an evaluation of the specific locations to ensure that appropriate clearance is maintained to
preserve the safety of the traveling public and highway workers and the effective operation of the
highway system now and in the foreseeable future. MNDOT has adopted a formal policy and
procedures for accommodation of utilities on the highway rights-of-way (Utility Accommodation Policy").
A copy of MnDOT's policy can be found at http://www.dot.state.mn.us/utility/files/pdf/appendix-b.pdf

MnDOT's policy seeks to permit utilities to occupy portions of the highway rights-of-way where
such occupation does not put the safety of the traveling public or highway workers at risk or unduly
impair the public's investment in the transportation system. The EA should assess the relationship of
the placement of the proposed utility poles and the location of the highway activities for both the current
traveled way and the future traveled way since future improvements to the highway may change the
proximity of the proposed HVTL and make the line close enough to occupy a portion of the highway
right-of-way.

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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Highway crossings by utilities generally do not pose insurmountable difficulties in issuing a
permit, and MnDOT routinely grants such permits to a variety of types of utilities. These permits usually
have conditions associated with them, such as ensuring that the wires are high enough that they will not
pose a hazard to highway users or maintenance employees. Highway crossings should occur as close
to right angles as possible.

A review of route permit application shows that in Segment 5 an Alternate Alignment could
continue to parallel trunk highway (TH) 7 until Vinehill Rd. This potential Alternative Alignment requires
significant study of the considerations that may constrain the transmission line placement at this
location. It is unclear at this time whether MnDOT would be able to issue a Utility Permit to Xcel in that
area. MnDOT requests that Xcel consult with MNnDOT's Metro District planners to minimize the
likelihood that the final location of the HVTL would unduly constrain future options for highway
improvements.

Additionally, MnDOT is uncertain whether and where Xcel will be replacing poles located on or
near MnDOT right-of-way as part of this project. In the areas where the existing transmission line is
close to the highway right-of-way of TH 41, TH 5 and TH 7, there may be opportunity to improve safety
or address other concerns by adjusting the location of some of the poles. For example, the lines being
replaced along TH 41 currently run very close to the east side of TH 41. The pole on the southeast side
of TH 41/Chaska Road is located very close to this intersection.

Any HVTL construction work, including delivery or storage of structures, materials or equipment
that may affect MNDOT right of way is of concern such that MnDOT should be involved in planning and
coordinating such activities. If work is required within MnDOT right-of-way for temporary or permanent
access, please coordinate with Buck Craig, Metro Permits at 651-234-7911 or Buck.Craig@state.mn.us

MnDOQOT has a continuing interest in working with the EFP to ensure that possible impacts to
highways, airports, waterways, rail lines and the environmentally significant areas of highway right-of-
way are adequately addressed. We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments.

(/.ﬁouk;ﬁ
Stacy Kotch

Utility Transmission Route Coordinator
Minnesota Department of Transportation

Sincerely,

cc: Molly McCartney — Metro Sr. Transportation Planner
Timothy Rogers — Xcel Energy

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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October 22, 2012

David Birkholz, State Permit Manager
Minnesota Office of Energy Security
85 7th Place East, Suite 500

St. Paul, MN 55101

RE: In the Matter of the SWTC Scott County-Bluff Creek-Westgate 69 kV to 115 kV
Transmission Line Upgrade — Scoping Comment Addendum
PUC Docket No. E002/TL-11-948

Dear Mr. Birkholz,

In the development of the Environmental Assessment for the above-mentioned project,
MnDOT representatives and Xcel Energy representatives met with you on October 9", 2012,
to discuss MnDOT's interests surrounding existing and new scoping alternatives along Trunk
Highways (TH) 5, 7, and 41, as noted in our scoping comments of August 1, 2012. More
specifically, the intention of the meeting was to discuss the feasibility of placing this HVTL
along TH 7 in these areas as well as the suggested areas of TH 41 and TH S with regard to
MnDOT’s Utility Accommodation Policy (http://www.dot.state.mn.us/utility/files/pdf/appendix-
b.pdf) and issuance of a MnDOT Utility Permit on Trunk Highway Right of Way.

MnDOT appreciates the opportunity to meet and discuss our interests. MnDOT notes
that several of the scoping alternatives impact the state transportation system with a large
portion of the project area directly abutting a state trunk highway.

MnDOT has broken down our concerns/constraints by department in the following
manner:

TRAFFIC

Attached is a sketch of the Traffic Control Signal System (in Enclosure 2) to be avoided
at the intersection of TH 41 and TH 5 while maintaining a perpendicular crossing of both trunk
highways.

PLANNING

MnDOT projects planned on TH 7 from Minnetonka Blvd to County Road 101 include
sign replacement along the corridor in 2016 and signal replacement at Vine Hill Rd. in 2017.
No capacity improvements are planned.

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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RIGHT OF WAY MAPPING

Attached are the MnDOT right of way maps for the Scoping Alternatives in question
along TH 41, TH7 and TH5. Both sides of the trunk highway right of way (area to avoid
physical encroachment) are highlighted for your convenience.

Sincerely,

Sy

Stacy Kotch

Utility Transmission Route Coordinator
Office of Land Management

Minnesota Department of Transportation

Enclosures  1.MNDOT ROW MAPS -TH 7 ALTERNATIVE (flash drive)
2.MNDOT ROW MAPS - TH 41 & TH 5 ALTERNATIVE (flash drive)

cc: Tim Rogers — Xcel Energy

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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November 16, 2012

Mr. Burl Haar

Executive Secretary

Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
121 7* Place East, Suite 350

St Paul MN 55101

RE: In the Matter of the Application of Xcel Energy for a Certificate of Need
for the Scott County - structure #57 115/115kV Conversion and Structure
#57 - Westgate Upgrade in Hennepin and Carver Counties, Minnesota.
MPUC Docket No. E-002/CN-11-332

Dear Sir:

Three Rivers Park District owns and operates the Lake Minnetonka LRT Regional
Trail, which passes through the Cities of Excelsior, Deephaven, Shorewood, and
Minnetonka. The regional trail is located within the Hennepin County Regional
Railroad Authority (HCRRA) corridor. As proposed in the Certificate of Need (CN), the
CN Project would upgrade existing power lines within the HCRRA corridor. The CN
Project would run parallel to, and would affect approximately five miles of the
regional trail.

On October 30, 2012, the Environmental Assessment Scoping Decision Amendment
(Document ID 201211-80309-01) was approved to include assessment of a new
alternative route along Highway 5 (Highway 5 Alternate). As discussed below the CN
Project raises significant concerns for Three Rivers Park District, primarily due to
potential effects on five miles of regional trail along that route. The Highway 5
Alternate does not run parallel to the regional trail and would have no effect on the
regional trail or its users.

The CN (Section 6.2.9) does not recognize the volume of use of the regional trail,
nor does it take into account the potential effects on the regional trail users. The
regional trail is very popular and is heavily used, with the latest estimates from the
Metropolitan Council (2011) indicating over 410,000 trail visits annually. Mitigative
Measures discussed in the CN are not adequately addressed with regard to impacts
on trail users.

The CN does address typical vegetation management in Appendix H. However, the
proposed project is an a-typical situation due to the presence of a heavily used
regional trail within the same HCRRA corridor. The majority of the HCRRA corridor is
wooded, which provides privacy screening for homeowners adjacent to the corridor,
and which provides a natural setting for trail users. Application of typical vegetation
management standards may significantly impact over 410,000 trail visits annually,
and may significantly impact the existing screening for adjacent landowners. At a

Administrative Center, 3000 Xenium Lane North, Plymouth, MN 55441-1299
Information 763.559.9000 ¢ TTY 763.559.6719 e Fax 763.559.3287  www.ThreeRiversParks.org





public meeting with Xcel representatives on 09/29/2011, Xcel indicated a modified
vegetative management plan would be developed to address these concerns. The CN
Vegetation management Plan in appendix H does not reflect that discussion.

The CN does not address any plans for upgrading the lines from 115kV to 345kV in the
future. The Minnesota Department of Commerce’s own analysis of the CN, dated November
9, 2012 (Document # 201211-80499-01), specifically identifies the future upgrade to 345
kV as alternative that will likely need to be explored, possibly as early as 2023. That same
analysis indicates that the upgrades of substations would require additional land, and would
require “buy out of residences/business and relocation of streets/regional trails".
Consequently, while the CN preferred route might at this time be the least expensive option,
it does not take into account future costs or feasibility to meet future expected needs
beyond the short-term.

In summary, Three Rivers Park District requests:

1. That the CN be amended to adequately address the potential impacts of the Project
on 410,000 trail users annually on the Lake Minnetonka LRT Regional Trail.

2. That the CN be amended to fully examine alternative routes, in particular the
Highway 5 Alternate, and to conduct analysis of all potential routes taking into
account long-range power needs as well as the short-term needs.

3. That, if the final approved route will parallel the Lake Minnetonka LRT Regional Trail,
the Public Utilities Commission require a modified vegetation management plan to be
developed by Xcel in collaboration with the Hennepin County Regional Railroad
Authority, Three Rivers Park District, and the Cities through which the route will
pass.

Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully,

Jonathan Vlaming
Associate Superintendent
Division of Planning, Design and Technology





