






























From: apache@web.lmic.state.mn.us
To: Kirsch, Raymond (COMM)
Subject: Barber Thu May 8 21:30:29 2014 ET6675/TL-12-1337
Date: Thursday, May 08, 2014 9:30:38 PM

This public comment has been sent via the form at: mn.gov/commerce/energyfacilities/publicComments.html

You are receiving it because you are listed as the contact for this project. 

Project Name: ITC Midwest Minnesota to Iowa 345 kV Transmission Line Project

Docket number: ET6675/TL-12-1337

User Name: Neal Barber

County:

City: Sherburn

Email:

Phone:

Impact:  Issues:  Close proximity to dwellings in the city of Sherburn.

Mitigation: Transmission line should be routed north of Interstate highway

Submission date: Thu May  8 21:30:29 2014

This information has also been entered into a centralized database for
future analysis.

For questions about the database or the functioning of this tool, contact:

Andrew Koebrick
andrew.koebrick@state.mn.us

mailto:apache@web.lmic.state.mn.us
mailto:raymond.kirsch@state.mn.us
































From: Dave & Marnie
To: Kirsch, Raymond (COMM)
Subject: RE: 345KV transmission line project
Date: Monday, May 12, 2014 11:07:19 AM

Greetings Mr. Kirsch;
What’s one more comment right?
My concern is the route A south of I-90. It is hard to imagine clear thinking people would
 consider  running this powerful line near a Church
(making it uninhabitable) close to schools (the pride of Sherburn) businesses and an
 elderly care unit.

Thinking how government has declined in common sense when it comes to regulatory
 territories, I can understand why the power line needs
the help of Sherburn to scream loudly to help you override the DNR bullies protecting
 some type of wildlife most of us have never seen or heard of.
Glad to help.
It does appear that keeping the line North of I-90 with less human population and a
 savings of a $1000,000 for not crossing I-90 twice is the better
option for us and hopefully for you.

Please pursue the route north of I-90 if possible.
Thank you for allowing me to express my concerns.

Brody
Environmental Farmacy
507-236-2530

mailto:dbrody@yourstarnet.net
mailto:raymond.kirsch@state.mn.us
















From: apache@web.lmic.state.mn.us
To: Kirsch, Raymond (COMM)
Subject: Buresch Thu Apr 24 13:58:36 2014 ET6675/TL-12-1337
Date: Thursday, April 24, 2014 1:58:42 PM

This public comment has been sent via the form at: mn.gov/commerce/energyfacilities/publicComments.html

You are receiving it because you are listed as the contact for this project. 

Project Name: ITC Midwest Minnesota to Iowa 345 kV Transmission Line Project

Docket number: ET6675/TL-12-1337

User Name: Michael Buresch

County: Jackson County

City: Lakefield

Email: msb1987@mvtvwireless.com

Phone: 5078401797

Impact:  I am in favor of the rebuilding of the line from the Lakefield Substation East along the existing right of way
 using the LH-A Route Proposal. The Environmental Impact of rebuilding the line through this area will be minimal
 as it has been a power line right of way since the original construction.  The installation of single poles will
 streamline farming operations.  This area is all ready populated with multiple transmission lines and wind mills thus
 little if any aesthetic damage will be done.

Mitigation: Best construction practices which control erosion, compaction and travel across the land will do the
 most good in mitigating short term environmental damage during construction.

Submission date: Thu Apr 24 13:58:36 2014

This information has also been entered into a centralized database for
future analysis.

For questions about the database or the functioning of this tool, contact:

Andrew Koebrick
andrew.koebrick@state.mn.us

mailto:apache@web.lmic.state.mn.us
mailto:raymond.kirsch@state.mn.us




From: Larry Christopher
To: Kirsch, Raymond (COMM)
Subject: Comments on # ET-6675/CN-12-1053 AND ET-6675/TL-12-1337
Date: Friday, May 02, 2014 9:45:50 AM

 
Hello this is Larry Christopher.
 
  Route permit:
 
 I am a landowner in the affected area. I have the existing line running thru my property. All of the
 proposed routes are extremely bad for me. This will have a adverse effect on my farming operation. The
 power lines will restrict my ability to apply pesticides airily.  I recommend that the route permit be
 rejected.
 
 
Certificate of need:
 
 I feel that the project is not needed. I recommend that the certificate of need be rejected.
 
 
lchristopher@mysmbs.com

mailto:lchristopher@mysmbs.com
mailto:raymond.kirsch@state.mn.us
mailto:lchristopher@mysmbs.com


From: tricia christopher
To: Kirsch, Raymond (COMM)
Subject: ITC midwest project, Jackson County, MN
Date: Friday, May 09, 2014 1:03:49 PM

Hello,

My name is Wayne Christopher. I live in the NW corner of Section 35 Belmont township, Jackson County.  I am
 writing this to express my opposition to this project. It is not needed, it is a want and infringes on our property.  I
 am completely in opposition to route B. This is the line that will cross my land in Section 27, 34 and 35 Belmont
 township.  This is an are of Native Prairie that we are conserving and also has ponds that are used for recreation. A
 powerline in this area would be very destructive to its scenic and recreation value. This route will also continue
 directly by our house and continues East passing nearby to other residences which is not healthy.

The least intrusive of the routes is the modified route A allignment(blue line). Both of the route variations JA-2 and
 JA-3 will slice through the middle of our fields in sections 34 and 35 in Belmont and will be a burden to our
 farming. If they NEED it so bad they should follow the existing 161kv line and bury it in the area where the airport
 has its flight zone restrictions, maybe a one mile stretch. This is a small cost in the overall project for the people to
 the East that WANT our energy for a lower price.

Thanks, Wayne Christopher

mailto:twchristopher@swwnet.com
mailto:raymond.kirsch@state.mn.us




May 8, 2014 
 
Brian Coulter – landowner/homeowner 
898 125th street 
Sherburn, MN 56171 
Manyaska township, section 5 
 
Ray Kirsch, Environmental Review Manager 
Minnesota Department of Commerce 
85 7th Place East, Suite 500 
St. Paul, MN 55101-2198 
 
Re:  Response to the route selection for the 345kV line proposal 
PUC Docket Nos. ET6675/CN-12-1053 and ET6676/TL-12-1337 
 
Dear Mr. Kirsch, 
 
Frist off I would like to express my dissatisfaction with the nomenclature of the route proposals 
and maps not being the same in all literature presented.  It is confusing for us as commenters, 
as well as it must be for you as proposers and designers.  For the purpose of this commentary, I 
will be referring to the PowerPoint handout distributed at the public meetings the week of April 
20th, 2014 for route nomenclature; route nomenclature from other sources will be in 
(parenthesis) following the primary reference. 
 
As a landowner and resident at the above listed address along route A and modified route A, I 
am satisfied with the routing as proposed to go along the south side of Interstate 90 as it passes 
my location.  To that end, I would also like to express my thoughts on some of the proposed 
line routings that were done at this meeting: 

1. I was told per a verbal reference at the meeting that route A and modified route A at 
this location would also re-route the existing 69kV line that runs past out house to 
follow the new 345kV line.  This would be GREAT!  We are currently receiving more EMF 
radiation from this current line than we will from the proposed 345kV line on route A or 
modified route A at this location, and would be in favor of this proposal.  I have not 
found evidence of this in the Appendix A Scoping Decision to reinforce this verbal 
comment at the meetings.  To that end I am NOT in favor of also rerouting the existing 
pair of 161kV lines through this route. 

2. Per the discussions and concerns of friends and neighbors, I would also be in favor of 
the route variation FL-2 (Appendix A M7-R) that would divert the new 345 kV line north 
of Interstate 90 past Sherburn and then cross I-90 prior to passing south of the 
homeowners on 76th avenue.  To that end I am NOT in favor of also rerouting the 
existing pair of 161kV lines through this route. 

3. As to any route variation proposed per FL-3,4 (M5-R), or any route alternative per I-90-
1,2,3,4,5; I am NOT in favor of these routes as they will pass north of the above listed 
address.  These proposed routes will potentially expose us to a greater amount of EMF 



radiation and cause greater disruption to the local farmers for both field work and aerial 
application.  If however, these routes are to be considered, I would like to put forth 
these recommendations: 

a. All power line routings are to stay at least 1000’ from the residence at the above 
listed address. 

b. Utilize the existing fence lines to minimize field work disruptions.  Per the power 
pole placements at 700-1000 ft we should be able to route the new 345kV line at 
a 45 degree angle to 125th street to the middle of the N/S fence line west of our 
house (933’ span) and then again to the middle of the E/W fence line north of 
our house (933’ span), then east to the N/S access road, and then diagonally 
again at a 45 degree angle back to 125th street, with the placement of one pole 
in the middle of the field east of our house for this line segment.  Please also see 
the attached drawing for further clarification. 

c. If using the proposed route alignment north of the above listed address as stated, 
route the line at each end of the ‘box’ at a 45 degree angle to minimize the 
radiation effects from the line on this listed address.   

d. I would be in favor of rerouting the existing 69kV line through this route.  I am 
NOT in favor of also rerouting the existing pair of 161kV lines through this route. 

 
To summarize and reiterate: I am satisfied with the proposed route A and modified route A as 
shown in reference to my location.  I appreciate your consideration in these matters, and thank 
you for allowing our participation and commentary.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Brian T. Coulter 
 
encl. 
 
 

























From: lucky.finder@frontier.com
To: Kirsch, Raymond (COMM)
Subject: Comments Draft Environmental Impact Statement - ITC Midwest MN/IA 345 kV Transmission Project, PUC

 Dockets 12-1053 & 12-1337
Date: Friday, May 09, 2014 4:26:36 PM

Dear Mr. Ray Kirsh, Environmental Review Manager, Minnesota Department of Commerce - 

I concur with the comments submitted by Carol Overland of Legalectric Inc. on behalf of
 CETF and No CapX2020 in their entirety - for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
 - ITC Midwest MN/IA 345 kV Transmission Project, PUC Dockets 12-1053 & 12-1337.
  http://nocapx2020.info/wp-content/uploads/2014/05/DEIS-Comments-No-CapX-and-
CETF.pdf

I wish those comments to be mine as well.  

Most Sincerely, 

John Dunn 
N3473 County Road K 
Mauston, WI    53948  

mailto:lucky.finder@frontier.com
mailto:raymond.kirsch@state.mn.us
http://nocapx2020.info/wp-content/uploads/2014/05/DEIS-Comments-No-CapX-and-CETF.pdf
http://nocapx2020.info/wp-content/uploads/2014/05/DEIS-Comments-No-CapX-and-CETF.pdf
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