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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Overview 

On April 15, 2014, Minnesota Power, an operating division of ALLETE, Inc. (the Applicant), submitted an 

application to the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) for a Presidential permit for the Great Northern 

Transmission Line Project (proposed Project). Following this initial submission, on October 29, 2014, the 

Applicant submitted an amendment to their Presidential permit and Route Permit applications to both 

DOE and the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission (MN PUC), respectively. The amended Presidential 

permit application changed the initial location of the proposed international border crossing under DOE’s 

consideration to cross the U.S. / Canadian border at latitude 49 00 00.00 N and longitude 95 54 50.49 W, 

which is approximately 2.9 miles east of Highway 89 in Roseau County.  

An application for a Presidential permit is evaluated in accordance with Executive Order (EO) 10485, as 

amended by EO 12038, and the regulations codified at 10 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 205.320 et 

seq. (2000), “Application for Presidential Permit Authorizing the Construction, Connection, Operation and 

Maintenance of Facilities for Transmission of Electric Energy at International Boundaries.“ The DOE’s Office 

of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability, National Electricity Delivery Division (OE-20) is responsible for 

issuing Presidential permits. The Presidential permit for Minnesota Power (OE Docket Number PP-398) if 

issued, would authorize the Applicant to construct, operate maintain and connect the U.S. portion of the 

proposed Project.  

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), when considering an application for a 

Presidential permit, the DOE must take into account possible environmental impacts of the proposed 

transmission line and associated facilities before making a final decision. DOE is using the NEPA process 

to involve federal, state, and local agencies; tribal governments; and the public in the environmental 

review of the proposed Project and alternatives. DOE has determined that the potential issuance of a 

Presidential permit for the proposed Project would constitute a major Federal action and that an 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is the appropriate level of review under NEPA. DOE issued its 

Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS and to conduct public scoping for the proposed Federal Action in 

June 2014 (79 FR 36493). This EIS is prepared in compliance with the Council on Environmental Quality 

(CEQ) regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508) and DOE’s NEPA regulations (10 CFR 

Part 1021), and other applicable federal laws.  

In order to avoid duplication, DOE and the Minnesota Department of Commerce–Energy Environmental 

Review and Analysis (DOC–EERA) will prepare a single EIS to comply with environmental review 

requirements under NEPA and the Power Plant Siting Act (PPSA). DOE will act as federal joint lead agency 

with DOC–EERA acting as state joint lead agency per 40 CFR 1501.5(b). DOC–EERA prepares EISs for 

proposed high-voltage transmission lines pursuant to Minnesota Statute Section 216E.03, Subdivision 5.  
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The proposed Project would include construction, operation, and maintenance of an approximately 220-

mile long, 500 kilovolt (kV) overhead, single-circuit, alternating current (AC) electric transmission line that 

would cross the international border from the Canadian Province of Manitoba into the United States in 

Roseau County, Minnesota. After crossing the border, the transmission line would connect into the 

proposed Iron Range 500 kV Substation that would be located adjacent to the existing Blackberry 230 

kV/115 kV Substation near Grand Rapids, Minnesota. The presentation of the analysis in the EIS divided 

the proposed Project into three geographic sections: West Section, Central Section, and East Section.  

The proposed Project would typically be located on all new 200-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) with a 

wider area required for certain spans at angle and corner structures, for guyed structures, or for areas 

where special design requirements are dictated by topography. The transmission towers would be steel 

lattice structures for the majority of the route, with the exact type of structure in any given location 

dependent on land type, land use, and potential effect on the surrounding landscape. Tower heights 

would range from approximately 100 feet to about 170 feet. In some instances, taller structures would be 

required. As part of the proposed Project, the Applicant to construct a new Iron Range 500 kV Substation, 

a new 500 kV series compensation station, regeneration stations, permanent access roads, temporary 

access roads, laydown areas, and fly-in sites.  

Figure Y-1 of this Comment Response Document shows the three geographic sections, the proposed 

international border crossing, the two major route alternatives proposed by the Applicant, and other 

alternatives considered in this EIS. Responses to individual comments received on the Draft EIS may be 

found in Attachment D of this document.  

This document constitutes the Comment Response Document on the Great Northern Transmission Line 

Project Final Environmental Impact Statement. All comment documents are available from the following 

websites:  

 DOE/DOC project website at: http://www.greatnortherneis.org,  

 MN PUC e-dockets website at: 

(https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/EFiling/edockets/searchDocuments.do?method=showeDocket

sSearch&showEdocket=true), docket number E015/TL-14-21) 

 DOC–EERA website at:  (http://mn.gov/commerce/energyfacilities/#ui-tabs-3, docket number 14-

21) 

 The Applicant’s website at: http://greatnortherntransmissionline.com 

 

http://www.greatnortherneis.org/
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/EFiling/edockets/searchDocuments.do?method=showeDocketsSearch&showEdocket=true
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/EFiling/edockets/searchDocuments.do?method=showeDocketsSearch&showEdocket=true
http://mn.gov/commerce/energyfacilities/#ui-tabs-3
http://greatnortherntransmissionline.com/
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Figure Y-1 Proposed Project Alternatives Map 

 

 



 

 

 

 7  
 

1.2 History of Public Outreach and Comment Process 

On June 20, 2014, MN PUC issued a Notice of Public Information and EIS Scoping Meeting. The notice 

described the proposed Project and provided an overview of the MN PUC process and opportunities for 

public comment. The notification lists for the notice included individuals on the MN PUC’s general service 

list and MN PUC’s project contact list for the proposed GNTL Project (Minnesota Rules, part 7850.2100, 

subpart 1). Per Minnesota Rule 78520.2300 Subpart 2, notice of the public meeting was provided by the 

Applicant on MN PUC’s behalf via advertisements in 11 local and regional newspapers along the 

proposed Project routes (Table Y-1). Issuance of the notice commenced the state public scoping period 

that ended on August 15, 2014. The Applicant also provided the notice to its landowner list of potentially 

affected landowners. On June 27, 2014, DOE published in the Federal Register its NOI to Prepare an EIS 

and to Conduct Public Scoping Meetings; Notice of Floodplains and Wetlands Involvement for the Great 

Northern Transmission Line (79 FR 36493). The NOI, provided in AttachmentAttachment A, explained that 

DOE would be assessing potential environmental impacts and issues associated with the proposed Project 

and the no-action alternative. The NOI was sent to interested parties including federal, state, and local 

officials; agency representatives; stakeholder organizations; local libraries, newspapers, and radio and TV 

stations; and private individuals in the vicinity of the proposed transmission line. Issuance of the NOI 

commenced a 45-day public scoping period that ended on August 11, 2014; however, DOE continued to 

accept scoping comments through August 15, 2014, in order to align the federal and state scoping period. 

(The state scoping period ended on August 15, 2014.) Late scoping comments were considered.  

During the public scoping period, DOE and DOC-EERA conducted eight joint scoping meetings/hearings. 

A summary of the joint scoping process and associated public and agency comments are in the EIS 

Scoping Summary Report, the body of which is provided in Attachment D of the EIS. In short, five border 

crossing alternatives were suggested by the public and agencies for detailed study in the EIS during the 

public scoping period. Four of these border crossing alternatives were determined by DOE as potentially 

reasonable alternatives and are analyzed in the EIS. 

In addition, the MN PUC requested the DOC-EERA to conduct a minimum of two citizen Workgroup 

meetings and consult directly with local government units within the project area. The purpose of the 

Workgroup was primarily to provide an additional opportunity for local government representatives to 

discuss their concerns, develop potential alternative route segments, review potential zoning conflicts, and 

ensure local input necessary for informed decision-making. The DOC-EERA held two four-hour 

Workgroup meetings in Grand Rapids, Minnesota, on September 30 and October 29, 2014. In addition to 

the two meetings, Workgroup members were provided a scoping questionnaire designed to assist 

Workgroup members in identifying ordinances, land use planning, or zoning issues. The major issues 

identified by the Workgroup included concern about impacts to human settlement and private property 

use (particularly agricultural), the Big Bog State Recreation Area, outstanding natural resources and SNAs, 

and mining resources. They also identified the benefits of following existing transmission corridors to 

minimize impacts and suggested minor adjustments to alternative route segments or alignment 

modifications proposed during the scoping period to minimize overall impacts to residents of the 

proposed Project area. 
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The MN PUC must determine whether there is a need for a transmission line, and establish the size, type, 

and required end points of the proposed Project. The Applicant filed its certificate of need application for 

the proposed Project with the MN PUC on October 22, 2013. Following a formal contested case hearing, 

the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) issued her report on March 31, 2015, which concluded that the 

Applicant satisfied the certificate of need requirements and recommended the MN PUC grant a certificate 

of need to the Applicant for the construction of the proposed Project and associated facilities. On June 30, 

2015, the MN PUC granted the certificate of need to the Applicant for the proposed Project. 

A public comment period on the Draft EIS was initiated following publication of the U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency’s (USEPA’s) NOA in the Federal Register on June 26, 2015 (Attachment A of this 

Comment Response Document). The DOC–EERA issued a NOA of Draft EIS, State Public Information 

Meetings, and Federal Public Hearings on June 19, 2015 (Attachment B of this Comment Response 

Document). DOE and DOC–EERA provided a 45-day review period starting June 26, 2015 and ending 

August 10, 2015. The NOA was sent to local newspapers and mailed to persons in the vicinity of the 

proposed Project. The NOA was published in 11 Minnesota newspapers (Table Y-1; Attachment C of this 

Comment Response Document). Copies of the Draft EIS were publicly available at public libraries located 

in the proposed Project area (Table Y-2).  

Table Y-1 Newspaper Publication Dates and Area of Distribution for Draft EIS 

Newspaper Location Publication Date(s)
1
 

The American Blackduck, MN – Beltrami County July 3, 2015 

Anishinaabeg Today White Earth, MN – Becker County Not available 

The Bemidji Pioneer Bemidji, MN – Beltrami County July 3, 2015 

Bois Forte News Lilydale, MN – Dakota County Not available 

Grand Rapids Herald Review Grand Rapids, MN – Itasca County July 1, 2015 

The Hibbing Daily Tribune Hibbing, MN – St. Louis County July 1, 2015 

International Falls Journal International Falls, MN – Koochiching County 
June 27, 2015 

July 1, 2015 

The Littlefork Times Littlefork, MN – Koochiching County July 1, 2015 

Northern Light Region Baudette, MN – Lake of the Woods County July 1, 2015 

Northome Area News Northome, MN – Koochiching County July 2, 2015 

Red Lake Nation News Red Lake, MN – Red Lake County Not available 

Roseau Times-Region Roseau, MN – Roseau County July 4, 2015 

Scenic Range News Forum Bovey, MN – Itasca County July 2, 2015 

Warroad Pioneer Warroad, MN – Roseau County June 30, 2015 

Western Itasca Review Deer River, MN – Itasca County July 2, 2015 

1
 Publication dates for newspapers that did not provide an affidavit of publication are listed as “not available.” 
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Table Y-2 Public Libraries where Draft EIS was Available during the Public Comment Period 

Library Name Location 

Baudette Library 110 1st Street Southwest, Baudette, MN 56623 

Blackduck Public Library 72 1st Street Southeast, Blackduck, MN 56630 

Bovey Public Library 402 2nd Street, Bovey, MN 55709 

Calumet Library 932 Gary Street, Calumet, MN 55716 

Coleraine Public Library 203 Cole Street, Coleraine, MN 55722 

Duluth Public Library 520 W Superior Street, Duluth, MN 55802 

Grand Rapids Public Library 140 NE 2nd Street, Grand Rapids, MN 55744 

Greenbush Branch Library 214 Main Street, Greenbush, MN 56726 

International Falls Public Library 750 4th Street, International Falls, MN 56649 

Marble Public Library 302 Alice Avenue, Marble, MN 55764 

Northome Public Library 12064 Main Street, Northome, MN 56661 

Roseau Public Library 121Center Street East, Suite 100, Roseau, MN 56751 

Warroad Public Library 202 Main Avenue NE, Warroad, MN 56763 

  

During the 45-day public comment period for the Draft EIS, DOE and DOC–EERA held nine federal public 

hearings/state information meetings on the Draft EIS, as shown in Table Y-3: in Red Lake, Minnesota on 

July 14, 2015; Roseau and Baudette, Minnesota on July 15, 2015; Littlefork and International Falls, 

Minnesota on July 16, 2015; Kelliher and Bigfork, Minnesota on July 21, 2015; and two meetings in Grand 

Rapids, Minnesota on July 22, 2015. Notice of these federal public hearings/state information meetings 

were published in local newspapers (Table Y-1; Attachment C of this Comment Response Document) and 

mailed to persons in the vicinity of the proposed Project. Notice of the federal public hearing/state 

information meeting held on Red Lake Reservation was provided by the Band to its community members.   

In preparing this Final EIS, DOE and DOC–EERA considered comments received during the scoping period 

(June 27, 2014 through August 11, 2014) and public comment period on the Draft EIS (June 26, 2015 

through August 10, 2015). DOE and DOC-EERA also considered comments and input from its cooperating 

agencies (See Section 1.3 of this Appendix) in the preparation of the Final EIS. Any comments on the Draft 

EIS that were received or postmarked after August 10, 2015 were considered to the extent practicable.   
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Table Y-3 Dates and Locations of Public Hearings/Information Meetings on the Draft EIS 

Meeting Date Location 

Number of 

Attendees 

Number of 

Commenters 

July 13, 2015 Seven Clans Casino, Red Lake, MN 4 3 

July 15, 2015 Roseau Civic Center, Roseau, MN 44 2 

July 15, 2015 Lake of the Woods School, Baudette, MN 13 3 

July 16, 2015 Littlefork Community Center, Littlefork, MN 12 1 

July 16, 2015 AmericInn, International Falls, MN 9 5 

July 21, 2015 Kelliher Old School Center, Kelliher, MN 15 4 

July 21, 2015 Bigfork School, Bigfork, MN 25 5 

July 22, 2015  

Morning Session 
Timber Lake Lodge, Grand Rapids, MN 24 6 

July 22, 2015  

Evening Session 
Timber Lake Lodge, Grand Rapids, MN 11 2 

Total 157 31 

    

The federal public hearings/state information meetings provided the public with the opportunity to learn 

more about the project and to provide comments on potential environmental issues associated with the 

project. A total of 157 people attended the nine federal public hearings/state information meetings. A 

total of 31 people gave oral comments at the federal public hearings/state information meetings, and 

their comments were transcribed by a court stenographer.  

DOE and DOC-EERA received comments on the Draft EIS in the form of 208 written letters, emails, or 

website submittals from private citizens, government agencies, and nongovernmental organizations. The 

comment letters received during the open comment period on the Draft EIS and written materials 

submitted for the record at the public hearings/information meetings are provided in Attachment D of 

this Comment Response Document. 

1.3 Cooperating Agencies 

DOE invited several federal agencies and tribes to participate as cooperating agencies in the preparation 

of the EIS to ensure that the EIS meets the NEPA and other regulatory requirements of those agencies and 

engage agencies’ specialized expertise. The cooperating agencies include U.S. Army Corps of Engineers – 

St. Paul District (USACE), Region 5 of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service (USFWS) – Twin Cities Ecological Field Office (USFWS), and the Red Lake Band of 

Chippewa Indians, Minnesota. The following outlines each agency’s requirements and/or specialized 

expertise for this EIS: 

USACE. USACE will use this EIS in their decision making for the permits that would be required under 

Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. In accordance 
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with 33 CFR Part 325 Appendix B (8)(c), USACE will coordinate with DOE to ensure this EIS supports 

USACE’s decision-making requirements on the Applicant’s Section 10 and Section 404 permit application. 

EPA. Under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the EPA is required to review and publicly comment on the 

environmental impacts of major federal actions. EPA also has responsibilities under the Clean Water Act. 

In addition, the EPA administers various statutes and regulations, including, but not limited to, the Safe 

Drinking Water Act; the Pollution Prevention Act; the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act; and the 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act. 

EPA involvement as a cooperating agency will include: 1) participation in relevant project meetings and 

calls and 2) review and comment on preliminary documents to the extent that staff resources allow. 

However, EPA will exercise its independent review and comment authorities on the Draft and Final EISs 

consistent with EPA responsibilities under NEPA and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. 

USFWS. USFWS’s role includes evaluating general environmental impacts on fish and wildlife. They will 

also evaluate potential environmental impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species and 

designated critical habitat, and may issue a Biological Opinion based on a BA prepared for the proposed 

Project, as appropriate. USFWS may issue an incidental take statement (along with reasonable and 

prudent measures) if appropriate. USFWS also has responsibility for enforcing the Migratory Bird Treaty 

Act and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act .Coordination for any necessary eagle permits will be 

conducted with USFWS. USFWS will also coordinate any special use permit if ROW access is requested 

and granted on USFWS interest properties. USFWS provides a recommended route that avoids USFWS 

Interest Lands and is described in their August 10, 2015 comment letter in Appendix U of this EIS.  

Red Lake Band of Chippewa Indians, Minnesota. The Red Lake Band of Chippewa Indians, Minnesota’s 

role as a cooperator in the preparation of this EIS is to provide specialized expertise in the identification of 

resources of concern to the tribe and the evaluation of general environmental impacts on resources of 

concern to the tribe. The tribe’s involvement as a cooperating agency includes: 1) participation in relevant 

project meetings and calls, 2) identification of resources of concern to the tribe that may be potentially 

impacted, including, but not necessarily limited to, natural resources (such as water resources), biological 

resources (such as wildlife, including game species, fish, and plants), cultural resources (such as 

archaeological sites, properties of traditional religious and cultural importance, and traditional cultural 

properties), and socioeconomic resources (such as environmental justice or game species such as walleye), 

and 3) review and comment on preliminary documents. Separately, the tribe is exercising its independent 

review and comment responsibilities as a consulting party to DOE’s compliance process for Section 106 of 

the NHPA.  
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2.0 Agency and Public Comments on the Draft EIS 

A variety of issues and concerns were raised during the public review comment period on the Draft EIS. 

DOE and DOC–EERA considered all comments, including late comments, in preparing the Final EIS. This 

section presents all these comments as well as transcripts of comments provided during the public 

hearings on the Draft EIS. The comments (whether written or oral) are presented in chronological order of 

receipt (Table Y-4). Table Y-5 provides an alphabetized index of individual comments based on the last 

name of the commenter in order to assist the reader. Each comment within a comment document is 

delineated (i.e., bracketed). Each discrete comment within a comment document is marked by a vertical 

bar in the margin and a unique comment number. For example, 200-01, is the first comment within 

comment document 200. Responses to the delineated individual comments are displayed in the margin to 

the right of the comment. 

DOE and DOC–EERA responded to written and verbal comments from 208 comment documents. This 

included five comments from federal government officials or agencies, seven from federally recognized 

tribes, 12 from state government officials or agencies, 21 from local government officials, agencies, or 

planning boards, one from a non-governmental organization, 12 from commercial companies, four from 

the Applicant, one from a Manitoba Justice, and 145 from private citizens (Table Y-3). Comment numbers 

were assigned based on the order in which the comments were received. DOE and DOC–EERA responded 

to those comments that are within the scope of and relevant to the analysis in this EIS.  

A list of examples of major representative issues submitted during the Draft EIS public comment period, 

cataloged by general resource type, are provided in Table Y-6. In addition, Table Y-7 provides the 

substantive revisions made from the Draft EIS to the Final EIS based on agency and public comments. All 

comments received during the Draft EIS public comment period, including late comments, along with 

DOE and DOC–EERA’s responses are provided in Attachment D of this Comment Response Document. 
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Table Y-4 Draft EIS Commenters Presented Chronologically 

Comment 

Number
1
 Commenter Name Commenter Agency or Organization 

1 James L. Johnson Private Citizen 

2 Linda Johnson Private Citizen 

3 Terry, Carol, Tim, and Jessica Kveen Private Citizen 

4 Gary Slater Private Citizen 

6 Lynn Lewis Assistant Regional Director, USFWS  

7 Andrew Brunner 
Environmental Specialist, Federal Highway Administration, 

Office of Project Development and Environmental Review 

9 Carol Overland Legalectric, Inc. 

10 Carol Overland Legalectric, Inc. 

11 Carol Overland Legalectric, Inc. 

12 Carol Overland Legalectric, Inc. 

13 Carol Overland Legalectric, Inc. 

14 Carol Overland Legalectric, Inc. 

15 Carol Avelsgaard Private Citizen 

16 Robert Burbie Private Citizen 

17 David Christenson Private Citizen 

18 Anne Marguerite Coyle Private Citizen 

19 William Gray Private Citizen 

20 Mike Handzus Private Citizen 

21 Mary Lou Hufnagle Private Citizen 

22 Mike Hughes Private Citizen 

23 John Kannas Private Citizen 

24 Kathy Krook Private Citizen 

25 Richard Libbey Private Citizen  

26 Ronald Lindner Private Citizen 

27 Todd Lund Private Citizen 

28 Alan Muller Private Citizen 

29 Alan Muller Private Citizen 

30 Alan Muller Private Citizen 

31 Marshall Nelson Private Citizen 

32 Charles Olson Red Lake Band of Chippewa, Minnesota 

33 Kade Ferris 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Red Lake Band of 

Chippewa, Minnesota 

34 Kade Ferris 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Red Lake Band of 

Chippewa, Minnesota 

35 Denny Pavek Private Citizen 
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Comment 

Number
1
 Commenter Name Commenter Agency or Organization 

36 Joe Plumer Red Lake Band of Chippewa, Minnesota 

37 Daniel Sigfrid Private Citizen 

38 Rod Tuomi Private Citizen  

39 Chris Viere Private Citizen 

41 Carol Avelsgaard Private Citizen 

42 Lorris and Elsie Erickson Private Citizen 

43 Janet Foster Private Citizen 

44 Linda Johnson Private Citizen 

46 Susan Lisell Private Citizen 

47 Joanna and Susan Lisell Private Citizen 

48 John Lund Private Citizen 

49 Keeley Todd Private Citizen 

51 Shannon Johnson Manitoba Hydro  

52 Larry Sullivan Private Citizen 

53 Gale Olson Private Citizen 

54 Gerry Reed Private Citizen 

55 Norman and Allayn Kveen Private Citizen 

56 Richard W. Myers Private Citizen 

57 Richard Stacy Private Citizen 

58 Karen L. Stacy Private Citizen 

59 Gary and Ione Olson Private Citizen 

60 Marie Johnson Private Citizen 

61 Daryll Dahlquist Private Citizen 

62 Greg Grahn Private Citizen 

63 Gerry Grahn Private Citizen 

64 Michael Grahn Private Citizen 

65 Willard Comstock Private Citizen 

66 Blair Comstock Private Citizen 

67 Arthur Krahn Private Citizen 

68 John Gaukerud Private Citizen 

69 Gordon Hannon General Counsel, Manitoba Justice 

70 Shannon Johnson Manitoba Hydro  

71 Jeff Pelowski Coordinator, Roseau County  

72 Marlin Elton Clerk of Dieter Township 

73 Dan Fabian Minnesota House of Representatives 

74 Rod Skoe Minnesota State Senator  
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Comment 

Number
1
 Commenter Name Commenter Agency or Organization 

75 Ann Rest Minnesota State Senator  

76 LeRoy Stumpf Minnesota State Senator  

77 Lorene Hanson Auditor/Treasurer, Lake of the Woods County 

78 Teresa Briggs Board Clerk, Koochiching County Board 

79 Jerry Adam Private Citizen 

80 Karen Adam Private Citizen 

81 Curtis and Carol Amundson Private Citizen 

82 Ben Bleess  Private Citizen 

83 Ben Bleess  Private Citizen 

85 Janet Delich Private Citizen 

86 Lorella Fulton Private Citizen 

87 Audrey Horne Private Citizen 

88 Bonnie Horne Private Citizen 

89 Duane Jaenicke Private Citizen 

90 Cavour Johnson Private Citizen 

91 Jon Johnson Private Citizen 

92 John E. Johnson Private Citizen 

93 Raymond Johnson Private Citizen 

94 John Kannas Private Citizen 

95 John Kannas Private Citizen 

96 Jon Keener Sterling Lumber  

97 Tony Kellin Private Citizen 

98 Thomas King Private Citizen 

99 Barb Kirk Private Citizen 

100 Scott Kofstad Private Citizen 

101 Arthur Krahn Private Citizen 

102 Arthur Krahn Private Citizen 

103 Mark Lofgren Private Citizen 

104 Mark Lofgren Private Citizen 

105 Mark Lofgren Private Citizen 

106 Mark Lofgren Private Citizen 

107 Karen Lucachick Private Citizen 

108 Annie and Tom Lund Private Citizen 

109 Tom Micheletti Excelsior Energy Inc. 

110 Dan Money Two Rivers Watershed District, MN 

111 Brian Moody Private Citizen 
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Comment 

Number
1
 Commenter Name Commenter Agency or Organization 

112 Donna Muirhead Private Citizen 

113 Kari Olson Private Citizen 

115 Colin Pearson Private Citizen 

115 Jeff Pelowski Coordinator, Roseau County  

116 Bruce Sampson Private Citizen 

117 Brad Springer Private Citizen 

118 Rod Tuomi Private Citizen  

119 Rod Tuomi Private Citizen  

121 Rod Tuomi Private Citizen  

123 Frank Weber Private Citizen 

124 Roger Weber Private Citizen 

125 Robert Anderson Mayor, City of International Falls, MN 

126 David Dahlgren Supervisor, Stafford Township 

127 Justin Howell Supervisor, Stokes Township 

128 Scott Johnson Chairman, Town of Falun 

129 Jon Johnson Supervisor, Ross Township 

130 Steve Lee Supervisor, Dieter Township  

131 Tom Johnson Private Citizen 

132 Coleen Lofgren Private Citizen 

133 Gerald Krahn Private Citizen 

134 Mike Handzus Private Citizen 

135 Mark Cass Private Citizen 

136 Charles and Scott Habstritt Private Citizen 

137 Terry Kveen Private Citizen 

138 Jessica Kveen Private Citizen 

139 Gary Johnson Private Citizen 

140 John and Janile Hiatt Private Citizen 

141 John Wahlberg Private Citizen 

142 Karen Lucachick Private Citizen 

145 Patricia Kveen Beaumont Private Citizen 

149 David Lund Private Citizen 

152 Justin Howell Supervisor, Stokes Township 

159 Midwestern Governors Midwestern Governors 

160 Douglas Shaw 
Assistant Chapter Director, The Nature Conservancy in 

Minnesota, North Dakota, and South Dakota 

161 Carol Avelsgaard Private Citizen 

162 Erwin Berglund Private Citizen 
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Comment 

Number
1
 Commenter Name Commenter Agency or Organization 

163 David Christenson Private Citizen 

165 Stephen Fahlman Private Citizen 

167 Kevin Peterson Private Citizen 

168 Kathy Krook Private Citizen 

169 Richard Libbey Private Citizen  

170 Mark Meester Private Citizen 

171 Norman Nystrom Private Citizen 

173 Cheryl Adams Forest Resources Manager, Blandin Paper Company 

174 Chris Viere Private Citizen 

175 R.D. Learmont Coordinator, Western Mesabi Mine Planning Board 

177 Richard Libbey Private Citizen  

178 Richard Libbey Private Citizen  

179 Richard Libbey Private Citizen  

180 Ron Berglund Private Citizen 

181 James and Patricia Schaffran Private Citizen 

182 Yufna Soldier Wolf Director, Northern Arapaho Tribal Historic Preservation Office 

183 Patrice Jensen 
Planner Principal, Environmental Review Unit, Resource 

Management and Assistance Division, MPCA 

184 Kenneth Westlake Chief of NEPA Implementation, EPA 

185 Laura Imax Private Citizen 

186 Carol Overland Legalectric, Inc. 

187 Stacy Kotch Utility Transmission Route Coordinator, MnDOT 

188 Lynn Lewis Assistant Regional Director, USFWS  

190 Minnesota Power Applicant 

191 Minnesota Power Applicant 

192 Minnesota Power Applicant 

193 Minnesota Power Applicant 

194 Lori Dowling-Hanson Regional Director, MnDNR, Northeast Region 

195 Kade Ferris 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Red Lake Band of 

Chippewa, Minnesota 

198 Terry Kveen Private Citizen 

199 Mark Meester Private Citizen 

200 John Hoshal Private Citizen 

202 Kathy Krook Private Citizen 

203 Anne Marguerite Coyle Private Citizen 

204 Carol Kveen Private Citizen 

205 Tim Kveen Private Citizen 
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Comment 

Number
1
 Commenter Name Commenter Agency or Organization 

206 Bill Latady Bois Forte Band 

207 Jason, Greg, and Maynard Braaten Private Citizen 

208 Carol Overland Legalectric, Inc. 

1
Comment numbers are consecutive; however, some comment letters were submitted multiple times. Therefore, in the sequence, 

missing numbers represent duplicate comment letters. 
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Table Y-5 Draft EIS Commenters Presented Alphabetically 

Commenter Name 

Commenter Agency or Organization 

Comment 

Number 

Page Number in 

Attachment D Last Name First Name 

Adam Jerry Private Citizen 79 263 

Adam Karen Private Citizen 80 264 

Adams Cheryl 
Forest Resources Manager, 

Blandin Paper Company 
173 405 

Amundson Curtis and Carol Private Citizen 81 265 

Anderson Robert Mayor, City of International Falls, MN 125 324 

Avelsgaard Carol Private Citizen 15 61 

Avelsgaard Carol Private Citizen 41 190 

Avelsgaard Carol Private Citizen 161 392 

Beaumont Patricia Kveen Private Citizen 145 374 

Berglund Erwin Private Citizen 162 393 

Berglund Ron Private Citizen 180 417 

Bleess Ben Private Citizen 82 267 

Bleess Ben Private Citizen 83 268 

Braaten 
Jason, Greg, and 

Maynard 
Private Citizen 207 909 

Briggs Teresa Board Clerk, Koochiching County Board 78 262 

Brunner Andrew 

Environmental Specialist, Federal Highway 

Administration, Office of Project 

Development and Environmental Review 

7 34 

Burbie Robert Private Citizen 16 65 

Cass Mark Private Citizen 135 363 

Christenson David Private Citizen 17 68 

Christenson David Private Citizen 163 395 

Comstock Willard Private Citizen 65 232 

Comstock Blair Private Citizen 66 234 

Coyle Anne Marguerite Private Citizen 18 71 

Coyle Anne Marguerite Private Citizen 203 833 

Dahlgren David Supervisor, Stafford Township 126 325 

Dahlquist Daryll Private Citizen 61 224 

Delich Janet Private Citizen 85 269 

Dowling-Hanson Lori 
Regional Director, MnDNR, Northeast 

Region 
194 780 

Elton Marlin Clerk of Dieter Township 72 254 

Erickson Lorris and Elsie Private Citizen 42 192 

Fabian Dan Minnesota House of Representatives 73 255 
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Commenter Name 

Commenter Agency or Organization 

Comment 

Number 

Page Number in 

Attachment D Last Name First Name 

Fahlman Stephen Private Citizen 165 397 

Ferris Kade 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Red 

Lake Band of Chippewa, Minnesota 
33 154 

Ferris Kade 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Red 

Lake Band of Chippewa, Minnesota 
34 164 

Ferris Kade 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Red 

Lake Band of Chippewa, Minnesota 
195 820 

Foster Janet Private Citizen 43 194 

Fulton Lorella Private Citizen 86 270 

Gaukerud John Private Citizen 68 238 

Grahn Greg Private Citizen 62 226 

Grahn Gerry Private Citizen 63 228 

Grahn Michael Private Citizen 64 230 

Gray William Private Citizen 19 76 

Habstritt Charles and Scott Private Citizen 136 364 

Handzus Mike Private Citizen 20 80 

Handzus Mike Private Citizen 134 340 

Hannon Gordon General Counsel, Manitoba Justice 69 239 

Hanson Lorene 
Auditor/Treasurer, Lake of the Woods 

County 
77 260 

Hiatt John and Janile Private Citizen 140 368 

Horne Audrey Private Citizen 87 272 

Horne Bonnie Private Citizen 88 273 

Hoshal John Private Citizen 200 828 

Howell Justin Supervisor, Stokes Township 127 327 

Hufnagle Mary Lou Private Citizen 21 84 

Hughes Mike Private Citizen 22 87 

Imax Laura Private Citizen 185 434 

Jaenicke Duane Private Citizen 89 274 

Jensen Patrice 

Planner Principal, Environmental Review 

Unit, Resource Management and 

Assistance Division, MPCA 

183 422 

Johnson James L. Private Citizen 1 1 

Johnson Linda Private Citizen 2 3 

Johnson Linda Private Citizen 44 195 

Johnson Shannon Manitoba Hydro 51 203 

Johnson Marie Private Citizen 60 223 

Johnson Shannon Manitoba Hydro 70 249 
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Commenter Name 

Commenter Agency or Organization 

Comment 

Number 

Page Number in 

Attachment D Last Name First Name 

Johnson Cavour Private Citizen 90 275 

Johnson Jon Private Citizen 91 277 

Johnson John E. Private Citizen 92 278 

Johnson Raymond Private Citizen 93 280 

Johnson Scott Chairman, Town of Falun 128 330 

Johnson Jon Supervisor, Ross Township 129 332 

Johnson Tom Private Citizen 131 337 

Johnson Gary Private Citizen 139 367 

Kannas John Private Citizen 23 90 

Kannas John Private Citizen 94 281 

Kannas John Private Citizen 95 282 

Keener Jon Sterling Lumber 96 284 

Kellin Tony Private Citizen 97 285 

King Thomas Private Citizen 98 287 

Kirk Barb Private Citizen 99 289 

Kofstad Scott Private Citizen 100 290 

Kotch Stacy 
Utility Transmission Route Coordinator, 

MnDOT 
187 509 

Krahn Arthur Private Citizen 67 237 

Krahn Arthur Private Citizen 101 293 

Krahn Arthur Private Citizen 0102 294 

Krahn Gerald Private Citizen 133 339 

Krook Kathy Private Citizen 24 93 

Krook Kathy Private Citizen 168 400 

Krook Kathy Private Citizen 202 830 

Kveen 
Terry, Carol, Tim, 

and Jessica 
Private Citizen 3 4 

Kveen 
Norman and 

Allayn 
Private Citizen 55 213 

Kveen Terry Private Citizen 137 365 

Kveen Jessica Private Citizen 0138 366 

Kveen Terry Private Citizen 198 825 

Kveen Carol Private Citizen 204 835 

Kveen Tim Private Citizen 205 836 

Lacachick Karen Private Citizen 107 302 

Latady Bill Bois Forte Band 206 837 
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Commenter Name 

Commenter Agency or Organization 

Comment 

Number 

Page Number in 

Attachment D Last Name First Name 

Learmont R.D. 
Coordinator, Western Mesabi Mine 

Planning Board 
175 410 

Lee Steve Supervisor, Dieter Township 130 334 

Lewis Lynn Assistant Regional Director, USFWS 6 6 

Lewis Lynn Assistant Regional Director, USFWS 188 521 

Libbey Richard Private Citizen 25 96 

Libbey Richard Private Citizen 169 402 

Libbey Richard Private Citizen 177 412 

Libbey Richard Private Citizen 178 413 

Libbey Richard Private Citizen 179 414 

Lindner Ronald Private Citizen 26 108 

Lisell Susan Private Citizen 46 196 

Lisell 
Joanna and 

Susan 
Private Citizen 47 198 

Lofgren Mark Private Citizen 103 295 

Lofgren Mark Private Citizen 104 296 

Lofgren Mark Private Citizen 105 298 

Lofgren Mark Private Citizen 106 300 

Lofgren Coleen Private Citizen 132 338 

Lucachick Karen Private Citizen 142 371 

Lund Todd Private Citizen 27 114 

Lund John Private Citizen 48 200 

Lund Annie and Tom Private Citizen 108 303 

Lund David Private Citizen 149 376 

Meester Mark Private Citizen 170 403 

Meester Mark Private Citizen 199 826 

Micheletti Tom Excelsior Energy Inc. 109 304 

Midwestern 

Governors 
--- Midwestern Governors Association 379 380 

Minnesota Power --- Applicant 190 575 

Minnesota Power --- Applicant 191 666 

Minnesota Power --- Applicant 192 720 

Minnesota Power --- Applicant 193 774 

Money Dan Two Rivers Watershed District, MN 110 305 

Moody Brian Private Citizen 111 308 

Muirhead Donna Private Citizen 112 309 

Muller Alan Private Citizen 28 118 
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Commenter Name 

Commenter Agency or Organization 

Comment 

Number 

Page Number in 

Attachment D Last Name First Name 

Muller Alan Private Citizen 29 125 

Muller Alan Private Citizen 30 131 

Myers Richard W. Private Citizen 56 215 

Nelson Marshall Private Citizen 31 138 

Nystrom Norman Private Citizen 171 404 

Olson Charles Red Lake Band of Chippewa, Minnesota 32 151 

Olson Gale Private Citizen 53 207 

Olson Gary and Ione Private Citizen 59 221 

Olson Kari Private Citizen 113 311 

Overland Carol Legalectric, Inc. 9 38 

Overland Carol Legalectric, Inc. 10 45 

Overland Carol Legalectric, Inc. 11 49 

Overland Carol Legalectric, Inc. 12 51 

Overland Carol Legalectric, Inc. 13 55 

Overland Carol Legalectric, Inc. 14 58 

Overland Carol Legalectric, Inc. 186 438 

Overland Carol Private Citizen 208 915 

Pavek Denny Private Citizen 35 170 

Pearson Colin Private Citizen 115 313 

Pelowski Jeff Coordinator, Roseau County 71 252 

Pelowski Jeff Coordinator, Roseau County 115 314 

Peterson Kevin Private Citizen 167 399 

Plumer Joe Red Lake Band of Chippewa, Minnesota 36 173 

Reed Gerry Private Citizen 54 209 

Rest Ann Minnesota State Senator 75 257 

Sampson Bruce Private Citizen 116 316 

Schaffran 
James and 

Patricia 
Private Citizen 181 419 

Shaw Douglas 

Assistant Chapter Director, The Nature 

Conservancy in Minnesota, North Dakota, 

and South Dakota 

160 387 

Sigfrid Daniel Private Citizen 37 177 

Skoe Rod Minnesota State Senator 74 256 

Slater Gary Private Citizen 4 5 

Soldier Wolf Yufna 
Director, Northern Arapaho Tribal Historic 

Preservation Office 
182 421 

Springer Brad Private Citizen 117 317 
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Commenter Name 

Commenter Agency or Organization 

Comment 

Number 

Page Number in 

Attachment D Last Name First Name 

Stacy Richard Private Citizen 57 217 

Stacy Karen L. Private Citizen 58 219 

Stumpf LeRoy Minnesota State Senator 76 258 

Sullivan Larry Private Citizen 52 205 

Todd Keeley Private Citizen 49 201 

Tuomi Rod Private Citizen 38 184 

Tuomi Rod Private Citizen 118 318 

Tuomi Rod Private Citizen 119 319 

Tuomi Rod Private Citizen 121 320 

Viere Chris Private Citizen 39 187 

Viere Chris Private Citizen 174 406 

Wahlberg John Private Citizen 141 370 

Weber Frank Private Citizen 123 322 

Weber Roger Private Citizen 124 323 

Westlake Kenneth Chief of NEPA Implementation, EPA 184 424 
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Table Y-6 Summary of Agency and Public Comments on the Draft EIS 

Subject Area Comment Summary 

 EIS Summary No comments were received on the EIS Summary. 

Regulatory Process/Public 

Involvement 

Wind Generating Option. Several comments suggested that the proposed 

Project may not have any influence on the development of North Dakota 

wind projects. 

Record of Decision. One comment noted that the record of decision 

needed to be coordinated between the federal and state processes. Another 

comment noted that the release date for the ROD is uncertain. 

Buy the Farm Option. Several comments noted that landowners affected by 

the proposed Project have the option to use the "Buy the Farm" law. 

Route Selection Process. Several comments expressed concern that the 

routing decision would more likely be influenced by the Applicant rather 

than an individual and questioned whether their opinions were considered. A 

comment expressed concern that it was difficult to be included in the Work 

Group during the Scoping process and therefore their comments were not 

taken into consideration in that process. 

Notification of Landowners. Several comments noted that some 

landowners did not receive any of the public notifications regarding the 

proposed Project and therefore questioned the notification process. 

Certificate of Need. One comment noted that the need for the proposed 

Project may change as a result depending on the economy and changes in 

fuel sources. 

Canadian Environmental Review Process. One comment noted that 

Canada's environmental review process only considers the Applicant's 

proposed border crossing so the proposed Project will not be built if an 

alternative border crossing is selected. One comment expressed concern that 

the proposed Project would have environmental impacts in Canada due to 

dams.  

Presidential permit. One comment expressed concern that it is not feasible 

to resubmit a Presidential permit at this stage in the environmental review if 

an alternative border crossing were selected, since the revised schedule 

would not allow for the proposed 2020 in-service date required by the 

power purchase agreement between Manitoba Hydro and the Applicant. 

One comment questioned the legal criteria for the issuance of a Presidential 

permit for a border crossing facility and the Applicant's legal burden to 

demonstrate that a permit should be issued.  

Assessment of Potential Impacts. One comment expressed concern that 

the discussion of corridor sharing, based on Minnesota Rules, did not 

account for the environmental benefits that different corridors may offer and 

did not feel that the Applicant considered corridor sharing when developing 

routes.  

Relative Merits. One comment expressed concern that the relative merit 

tables did not adequately present the information that the MN PUC would 

need to make a route decision, and therefore provided a version of the 

relative merit tables for each variation area. 

Role of Cooperating Agencies. One comment expressed concern that the 

description of the USFWS role in the proposed Project was too limited and 

should include coordination of a special use permit that would be required 

to cross USFWS Interest Lands. 

Applicant’s Objectives and Needs Alternatives. One comment noted that the Roseau Lake WMA variations 
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Subject Area Comment Summary 

violate the Applicant's purposes for the proposed Project because they 

would not have a positive impact on human settlement. 

Determination of Need. One comment expressed concern that need for the 

proposed Project should be addressed in the EIS because it should be part of 

the DOE environmental review. One comment noted that there has not been 

an EIS for the certificate of need. One comment noted that the need for 250 

MW capacity has not been determined and expressed concern that no cost 

benefit analysis was provided. One comment expressed concern that it is not 

clear in the EIS that the expected power transfer capacity, power purchase 

agreement, and the actual capacity of the proposed Project meet the 

Applicant's stated purpose and need for the proposed Project. 

System Reliability. One comment expressed concern that system reliability 

benefits are not clearly stated and it is implied that the existing transmission 

grid is not reliable.  

Statement of Purpose and Need. One comment stated that the EIS should 

cite the Applicant's statement of need verbatim. 

Project Description 

Electrical System Reliability. One comment noted that the transmission 

grid has systems built into it that can compensate for loss of transmission 

lines, bringing in power from other systems, or the ability to isolate areas of 

the grid. The comment also requested that more information be provided 

regarding how to make the transmission lines more robust so that it could 

parallel two other transmission lines.  

Long-range Planning. One comment stated the need for long-term 

planning for renewable sources of power by utilities to minimize the need for 

additional transmission lines. One comment noted that the focus should be 

on smaller and local energy production such as solar panels on residential 

and business roof tops. 

Construction and Maintenance. One comment noted that the location of 

proposed Project access roads is an important consideration because 

adverse impacts in remote areas that were not previously accessible to the 

public could occur. One comment noted that herbicides are used to kill 

vegetation within the ROW and this could mean that their farm could not be 

certified as organic.  

Construction Inspector. One comment noted that a third party 

independent inspector or monitor should be used during construction of the 

proposed Project. 

Capacity. One comment noted that the capacity of the proposed Project as 

designed should be reported, the capacity of a triple-bundled 500 kV 

transmission line should be verified, the quantification of the planned use of 

capacity should be more clearly described, and the capacity of the proposed 

Project should be consistent with MISO and the Presidential permit. 

Compensation Station. One comment noted the EIS should identify 

whether the proposed location of the Series Compensation Station is on 

state or private land. One comment noted that selecting an alternative other 

than the Proposed Blue Route or Proposed Orange Route could require 

selection of a new location for the Series Compensation Station. 

Transmission Line Separation Distance. One comment noted that there is 

not a consistent 250-foot separation between the existing 230 kV or 500 kV 

transmission lines; therefore, the environmental analysis for human 

settlement is incorrect. 

Existing Substations. One comment noted that the location of the existing 
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Subject Area Comment Summary 

high-voltage transmission line substations would render the Cedar Bend 

WMA Variation as infeasible.  

Variation Areas. One comment noted that since the alternatives within the 

variation areas do not always have a common start and end point, it is not 

possible to make comparisons with the Proposed Blue Route and Proposed 

Orange Route. 

Construction Cost. One comment provided updated construction cost 

estimates for the alternatives. One comment noted the cost of the proposed 

Project could increase depending on the alternatives that are selected and 

this will have an effect on taxpayers. 

Construction Cost and Electrical System Reliability. One comment 

provided figures and notes about the alternatives in each variation area 

regarding starting and ending points, required crossings of existing 

transmission lines, and construction costs. 

Project Design 

USFWS Interest Lands. One comment stated that the proposed Project 

should avoid all USFWS Interest Lands, which includes building structures on 

USFWS Interest Lands, transmission lines crossing USFWS Interest Lands, any 

changes to USFWS Interest Lands required to gain access to the proposed 

Project area, or any land use change that may affect USFWS Interest Lands. 

Construction. Several comments requested that the location of all proposed 

Project components (e.g., access roads) be identified and that all adverse 

impacts from those proposed Project components should be identified in the 

EIS. 

Construction Schedule. One comment recommended that surveys be 

conducted to avoid impacts to nesting birds and to avoid impacts to active 

nest sites of sensitive species. In addition requested that appropriate 

construction windows be identified to avoid impacts on species such as bald 

eagle, goshawk, migratory birds, and bats. 

Interphase Spacers. One comment noted that if interphase spacers will be 

used for the proposed Project, the timing of use and locations should be 

identified in the EIS. 

Alternatives 

No Action Alternative. Several comments expressed concern that the "No 

Action" alternative was not adequately discussed based on brevity of the 

chapter, minimal explanation, and flawed interpretation of Minnesota law.  

Adequacy. One comment expressed concern that the alternatives were 

inadequate because they did not present a completely new route, only 

alternatives to the Applicant's proposed routes. In addition, the comment 

noted that no alternatives were considered in the case that the Presidential 

permit was not granted and there were no system alternatives considered. 

Cost Effective. One comment noted the Balsam Variation is not cost 

effective compared to the Proposed Blue Route because it zig-zags rather 

than following a straight line. 

Border Crossing. One comment noted that the border crossing was selected 

in Canada after an analysis of routes and all potential border crossings using 

a process based on the EPRI-GTC Overhead Electric Transmission Line Siting 

Methodology. One comment noted that only the federal government has 

the authority to select the location of the border crossing so the proposed 

border crossing alternative should be the only one considered. Several 

comments noted that Manitoba Hydro completed a thorough environmental 

evaluation and determined only the proposed border crossing was feasible. 

Several comments supported the Applicant's proposed border crossing 
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Subject Area Comment Summary 

location and opposed the Roseau Lake WMA variations due to potential 

impacts on agricultural land and human settlement.  

Case Law. One comment stated that the EIS is inadequate on the federal and 

state levels based on case law because it does not cover an adequate range 

of alternatives. 

Other Alternatives. One comment proposed a new alternative in Itasca 

County that was not evaluated in the EIS. Several comments expressed 

concern that the alternatives should have considered paralleling existing 

highways.  

Alternatives. One comment expressed concern that the alternatives 

proposed by state and federal agencies were not vetted by private 

landowners in Roseau County who are opposed to selection of these 

alternatives. One comment expressed concern that the Applicant's proposed 

routes avoided opposition and areas where there would be difficulty 

meeting the schedule if the proposed Project crossed agricultural lands and 

that the routing neglected to consider the trees and birds.  

Aggregate Sources. One comment expressed concern that the Northome 

Variation in Koochiching County will cross a private gravel pit. 

General 

Public Hearings. One comment noted that the public hearings were 

incorrectly called public meetings and requested clarity on the format of the 

public hearings. 

NEPA Advisor. One comment expressed concern that the NEPA advisor for 

the EIS was potentially biased. 

Maintenance. One comment questioned if the proposed Project would use 

Canadian or U.S. citizens to conduct maintenance. 

Energy Demand. One comment requested that more information be 

provided as to whether the industrial energy demand load is increasing in 

Minnesota. 

Presidential permit. One comment requested additional information on 

how many Presidential permits are processed by DOE, how many permits are 

granted, and how many permits are denied.  

Peer Review. One comment requested that the EIS be peer reviewed by 

parties who are involved in opposing transmission lines and advocating for 

alternatives. 

Contested Case Hearings. One comment noted that the contested case 

hearings would be the next step in the public process. 

Construction Cost. One comment expressed concern that the alternatives 

should only be compared on a total cost basis, not a cost-per-mile basis.  

Wildfire Response Plan. One comment requested that a wildfire response 

plan be prepared for the proposed Project. 

Human Settlement 

Private Property: Several comments expressed concern for displacement 

and impacts to private farmland and homes near proposed routes and 

variations. Several comments expressed a preference for the proposed 

Project to utilize public lands instead of private property. 

Community Spaces: Comments expressed concerns about the proximity of 

community spaces, such as fire departments, churches, and parks, to 

proposed routes and variations.  

Residential Designations: Several comments noted that some residences 

were incorrectly listed as non-residential structures in the EIS and on maps. 

Noise and Vibration 
Noise. Several comments expressed concern regarding audible noise from 

operation of the proposed Project, including noise from corona discharges. 
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Subject Area Comment Summary 

Another comment requested that the predicted noise levels for the 500 kV 

Series Compensation Station be provided in the EIS along with a discussion 

of infrasound and explanation of whether additional modeling is necessary. 

One comment provided additional noise modeling for operation of the 

proposed Project. 

Air Quality 

Air Quality. A comment requested that the EIS include an estimate of total 

emissions from construction, operation, maintenance, and emergency repair 

of the proposed Project and that the Applicant pursue more opportunities to 

use clean diesel equipment and other emission reduction strategies.  

Greenhouse Gases 

Greenhouse Gases. A comment requested clarification on the method and 

time frame for carbon sink calculations. Comments also requested that the 

EIS address mitigation of the loss of forest as a carbon sink and evaluate 

carbon sink changes resulting from the clearing of trees for the dam in 

Canada where the hydropower is generated, in addition to the clearing of 

trees for the ROW. 

Land Transportation and Traffic 

Air Navigation. Several comments expressed concern that transmission 

lines in close proximity to airstrips and public airports could pose potential 

hazards to take-off and landings. 

State Transportation Network. MnDOT expressed interest in continued 

cooperation with the Applicant to ensure that proposed Project would not 

negatively impact the safety or free flow of the state’s transportation system. 

This includes following policies and procedures in the MnDOT Utility 

Accommodation and Coordination Manual, obtaining permits from MnDOT 

for any construction, or maintenance work in a trunk highway right of way, 

and coordinating vegetation trimming activities accessed from highway 

ROW. 

Railroads. One comment requested that the Applicant coordinate with rail 

companies to avoid negative impacts on railroads. 

Public Services and Utilities 

Public Services and Utilities. One comment provided information on the 

Protocol Among Midwestern Governors Regarding the Permitting and Siting 

of Interstate Electric Transmission Lines in the Midwestern United States and 

Manitoba, Canada. 

Environmental Justice No comments received on Environmental Justice. 

Socioeconomics 

Property Taxes. One comment requested information about the value of 

property taxes generated by the proposed Project during operation.  

Project Cost-sharing. Two comments requested information about cost-

sharing between Manitoba Hydro and the Applicant. 

Property Values. Several comments expressed concern about the proposed 

Project's potential negative impacts on property values and requested more 

information. Two comments expressed concern about the validity of the 

property value impact analysis in the EIS.  

Compensation and Condemnation. One comment expressed concern that 

compensation of traversed properties would be inadequate and suggested 

the "Buy the Farm" provision would not lead to fair compensation to 

landowners. One comment requested that the EIS address compensation for 

condemned land and for the assumed decrease in value of properties near 

or adjacent to the proposed Project. 

Cost-Benefit Analysis. One comment expressed concern that the cost-

benefit analysis was not sufficiently specific and that the benefits claimed in 
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Subject Area Comment Summary 

the EIS were not truly benefits. 

Recreation and Tourism 

Recreation and Tourism. Several comments expressed concern that the 

proposed Project would negatively impact recreation and tourism activities 

such as hunting. One comment expressed concerns that if the Cedar Bend 

WMA Variation is selected, a recreational business could be affected.  

Public Safety 

Public Safety. One comment expressed concern that the EIS incorrectly 

assessed the potential for hunters to accidentally shoot the transmission line 

insulators or conductors. One comment expressed concern for the use of 

heavy construction equipment near public roadways. 

Induced and Stray Voltage. Several comments expressed concern 

regarding the impacts of induced voltage on workers and recreational 

hunting. One comment expressed concern that the effects of induced 

voltage were incorrectly reflected in the EIS. 

Human Health. Several comments expressed concern for high voltage 

transmission lines and the unknown potential effects on humans. A comment 

also expressed concern regarding the potential effect of the proposed 

Project on implantable medical devices. One comment expressed concern if 

the proposed Project is in proximity to gravel pits, that corona discharges 

could result in the Henshaw effect, affecting human health. Several 

comments expressed concern for health impacts due to EMF. One comment 

provided updated magnetic field calculations for the proposed Project. 

Radio Interference. A comment expressed concern for the proposed Project 

distorting radio waves and affecting communication devices. 

Environmental Contamination 

Environmental Contamination. One comment expressed concern for the 

use of herbicides for vegetation management within the ROW during 

construction and operation of the proposed Project. Another comment 

expressed concern for the potential of contamination to be unexpectedly 

discovered during construction of the proposed Project. 

Aesthetics 

Aesthetics. One comment requested viewshed maps be prepared and 

viewshed analyses be conducted for Bass Lake Park, Larson Lake 

Campground, Wolf Lake-Wasson Lake Bog, and established campgrounds 

and trails in these areas. A few comments expressed concern for the 

adequacy of using the 1,500-foot distance for the buffer for the ROI to 

assess aesthetic impacts. One comment requested analyses of visual impacts 

at each proposed crossing of a scenic byway, identification of any specific 

mitigation to reduce visual impacts, and investigation of any scenic 

easements in the vicinity of scenic byways. 

Land Use and Ownership 

Private Land. Comments expressed general concerns about the amount of 

private land impacted by the proposed Project routes and variations and the 

evaluation of those impacts. Other comments expressed concern about 

potential impacts on existing uses and potential future uses of private land. 

One comment expressed concern that the ROW and access roads would 

increase the availability of areas for recreational activities that would be a 

nuisance to property owners (e.g., snowmobiling, four-wheeling). 

Sensitive Lands. Several comments expressed preference for avoiding 

conservation lands and USFWS Interest Lands. One comment requested that 

all impacts to USFWS Interest Lands be avoided or minimized by selecting a 

route that does not impact USFWS Interest Lands, using other areas within 

the ROW to avoid USFWS Interest Lands, and alternative routes be 

investigated to avoid impacts to USFWS Interest Lands, and after a thorough 
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Subject Area Comment Summary 

evaluation, if USFWS Interest Lands are impacted, unavoidable impacts to 

USFWS Interest Lands may require mitigation. 

Agricultural Resources and Soil 

Farming. Several comments expressed concern regarding potential impacts 

to agricultural land and farming operations including those outside the 

ROW. One comment requested that an Agricultural Impact Mitigation Plan 

(AIMP) be included as part of the EIS.  

Aerial spraying. Several comments expressed concern for potential 

proposed Project impacts to aerial spraying operations. 

Precision farming. One comment expressed concern that the EIS is 

contradictory in the conclusion regarding potential impacts to precision 

farming. 

Mining Resources 

Mineral resources. One comment expressed concern that the EIS overstates 

the risk of mineral resource/transmission line co-location in areas having 

little certainty of mineral occurrence and understates risk of mineral 

resource/transmission line co-location in areas containing known mineral 

occurrence. One comment requested several mineral resources terminology 

changes to be made in the EIS. One comment expressed concern that there 

are active mine permits in the Balsam Variation ROW, thereby making that 

alternative infeasible. 

Cultural Resources 

Cultural Resources and Historic Properties. Comments requested that 

cultural resources investigations are conducted for all disturbance areas for 

the proposed Project and that cultural resources and historic properties are 

evaluated with respect to effects from the proposed project. A copy of the 

executed Programmatic Agreement prepared for the proposed Project as 

part of the Section 106 compliance process was also requested to be 

provided in the EIS.  

Federally Recognized Indian Tribes. Comments requested that DOE 

considered the perspectives of federally recognized Indian tribes and 

included traditional cultural properties (TCPs) when conducting cultural 

resources investigations and involve federally recognized Indian tribes in the 

identification and evaluation efforts of TCPs, as well as consulting with 

federally recognized Indian tribes to ensure that visual impacts on visually 

sensitive lands owned by the tribes are mitigated adequately or measures 

are taken to reduce those visual impacts.  A comment also notified DOE of a 

recent legal decision returning ceded lands in the vicinity of the proposed 

Project to a federally recognized Indian tribe, which may require further 

coordination. 

Water Quality and Hydrology 

Surface hydrology. A few comments expressed concern that the proposed 

Project could impact water resources. One comment requested that streams 

be avoided as well as the buffers that surround them. One comment 

expressed concern that the presence of flood control impoundments in the 

vicinity of the Project area could potentially affect the proposed Project. One 

comment expressed concern that the proposed Blue Route crosses a large 

amount of the watershed that drains to the chain of lakes. 

Water quality. A few comments noted the importance of wetlands to 

improve water quality and therefore expressed concern regarding the 

adverse effects from the proposed Project if wetlands are impacted. 

Wetlands 

Wetlands. Several comments requested that the proposed Project avoid 

wetland impacts and another comment suggest that the proposed Project 

span wetlands where possible. A few comments requested that the Applicant 
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develop a wetland mitigation plan. One comment noted the presence of a 

wetland easement on a portion of the proposed Project. One comment 

expressed concern as to whether a riparian buffer zone would be left around 

lakes and wetlands during clearing. One comment requested that the EIS 

identify how many acres of wetland will be directly affected by the discharge 

of fill material, as well as how many acres will be converted from one wetland 

type to another. One comment expressed concern that the proposed Project 

would require conversion of forested wetland into a less valuable type of 

wetland. One comment expressed concern that the EIS does not discuss 

access to wetlands using matting and low ground pressure equipment 

during frozen conditions. One comment noted that the East Bear Lake 

Variation was developed to avoid the Bear-Wolf Peatland, but expressed 

concern because the boundaries of the peatland have not been identified 

and therefore it is unknown if it is avoided. 

Biological Resources 

Vegetation. Several comments expressed concern that trees may be 

impacted on their property, including tree plantations and managed 

woodlands. One comment expressed concern for potential impacts on state 

or federal forestry programs. Several comments requested additional 

information on ROW clearing methodology or development of a vegetation 

management plan. Several comments expressed concern that the proposed 

Project could increase the spread of noxious weeds and invasive species. A 

few comments requested that the EIS discuss issues related to prevention of 

forest fires in the Project area. One comment requested that the Applicant 

offer voluntary forest compensation for forest impacts that do not require 

compensation under existing federal and/or state regulations. One comment 

expressed concern that the EIS double counts state forest impacts and that 

state forests are given too much emphasis in the EIS. One commented 

expressed concern that paralleling an existing corridor does not significantly 

reduce effects on forests. 

Wildlife. Several comments expressed concern that the proposed Project 

may impact wildlife, wildlife habitat, and/or wilderness, including specifically 

one comment noting that the wetland area between Dead Man's Pond and 

Crooked Lake provides habitat for wildlife and should be avoided. Several 

comments expressed concern that the proposed Project may impact birds 

and/or that the Applicant should develop an Avian Protection Plan. One 

comment expressed concern that the presence of high voltage transmission 

lines may stop certain wildlife species from moving naturally, citing studies 

conducted in Norway. One comment requested that discussion of avian 

electrocutions not be included in the EIS because text in Chapter 6 states 

that avian electrocutions are unlikely. One comment requested that the EIS 

have additional information on minimizing or mitigating impacts on fish and 

wildlife. One comment expressed concern for potential impacts to bees while 

another comment expressed concern that the proposed Project could result 

in the spread of earthworms. 

Rare species. Several comments expressed concern that the proposed 

Project has the potential to impact rare species (state or federally listed 

species), migratory birds, eagles, etc. One comment recommended that a 

Biological Assessment be included in the EIS. One comment requested that 

the EIS use updated information on presence of rare species if available. One 

comment requested that the Applicant should continue to work with the 

MnDNR Endangered Species Review Coordinator regarding surveys for 
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state-listed species. 

Rare communities. One comment requested that the proposed Project 

avoid Minnesota Biological Survey Sites of Biodiversity Significance ranked 

outstanding and high. One comment requested that the proposed Project 

avoid native plant communities. One comment expressed concern that the 

Applicant will need to conduct additional field work to determine potential 

impacts to native plant communities and to ensure compliance with the 

Wetland Conservation Act. Several comments expressed concern and 

requested that the selected alternatives avoid adverse and unnecessary 

impacts to critical habitats for plants, animals, and natural communities. 

Electric System Reliability 

Weather. One comment noted that there may be system mitigations that 

could be used to reduce the adverse effects of tornados, ice storms, or 

straight line winds such as robust towers, interrupters, and circuit breakers. In 

addition, spare parts could be stockpiled and ready for use if needed to get 

the system functional again. The comment also requested additional 

information on straight line winds and tornados in the proposed Project area 

and the likelihood of an outage from these types of adverse weather events 

and questioned if a climatic study had been completed for the proposed 

Project. One comment noted that no tornados have occurred in the Effie 

Variation area over the last 50 years based on the Minnesota Tornado 

History Project website. 

NERC Standards. One comment noted that an analysis for the proposed 

Project would be on a case-by-case basis based on the applicable NERC 

standards as well as the purpose and expected performance of the proposed 

Project and adjacent transmission line. 

Other Transmission Lines. One comment expressed concern that the 

adverse effects of paralleling different types of transmission lines was not 

adequately discussed in terms of electrical system reliability. One comment 

expressed concern that crossing the existing Manitoba-U.S. tie transmission 

lines will increase adverse effects on system reliability. One comment 

expressed concern that there is an increased risk of outages for the Effie 

Variation and East Bear Lake Variation which parallel three Manitoba tie 

transmission lines. One comment expressed concern that routes and 

variations that increase the parallel distance or number of crossings with the 

proposed Project and the existing 500 kV line could have a negative impact 

on electrical system reliability. 

Mitigation 

Forest Compensation. One comment requested that for forest impacts that 

do not require compensatory mitigation under existing federal and/or state 

regulations, the Applicant undertake voluntary forest compensation for 

permanent and temporary tree losses due to construction and operation of 

the proposed Project. 

USFWS Interest Lands. One comment requested that if there are 

unavoidable impacts to USFWS Interest Lands, there must be mitigation that 

is separate from mitigation for impacts to listed species, important wildlife 

resources, and migratory bird resources. The comment also noted that a final 

ROW permit will be granted after mitigation for impacts to USFWS Interest 

Lands has been completed and accepted by the USFWS. 

Temporary Access Roads. One comment expressed concern that temporary 

access roads need to be identified and plans need to be developed for 

restoration and possibly mitigation depending on anticipated impacts. 

Cumulative Impacts Cumulative Effects. One comment requested that the EIS not mention the 
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Mesaba Project because it is believed that project is not going to occur. 

  

Project Opinion 

Project Opinion. A few comments noted that they are in favor of the 

proposed Project. Several comments noted that they are not in favor of the 

proposed Project. One comment noted that people should submit 

comments since no interveners were present at the public meeting. Several 

comments noted that they preferred particular alternatives or were against 

particular alternatives. Several comments noted that they would like the 

proposed Project to avoid their property. One comment noted that the 

proposed Project could go over the location of a future home site. One 

comment noted that power lines going through the forest are a good thing.  
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Table Y-7 Summary of Substantive Changes to the Draft EIS 

EIS Section Revision(s) to Draft EIS 

Front Matter Update cover sheet and table of contents. 

Summary 

 Revise text for each variation area to identify if there are any active and/or 

expired/terminated mining leases. 

 Add text to indicate active state mineral leases for the Proposed Orange 

Route and the East Bear Lake Variation. 

 Add clarification that Balsam Variation would be located in an abandoned 

corridor, not paralleling an abandoned corridor. 

 Update text with information related to the Balsam Variation and mining. 

 Update name of substation to proposed Iron Range 500 kV Substation 

(instead of Blackberry Substation, which was used in the Draft EIS). 

1. Introduction and Regulatory 

Framework 

 Add information regarding Presidential permit expiration date. 

 Add discussion of Manitoba Hydro’s concerns with alternate border 

crossings. 

 Add discussion of when MPCA staff needs to review the project SWPPP.  

 Add information regarding Minnesota Rule 7850.4700 (Delay in Route or 

Site Construction). 

 Add information regarding when MN PUC's Certificate of Need was 

granted. 

 Add text to explain purpose and requirements of state conservation 

easement agreements. 

 Revise text to indicate USFWS has identified its recommended route. 

 Update name of substation to proposed Iron Range 500 kV Substation. 

2. Proposed Project 

 Add information to provide additional discussion of public access. 

 Add date that the Applicant filed required sensitivity studies and other 

reliability-related reports to DOE. 

 Add information about refueling equipment and handling of other 

hazardous materials in wetlands. 

 Add information regarding MnDOT coordination for highway access. 

 Add statement clarifying relationship between location of the Series 

Compensation Station and Applicant-proposed routes. 

 Add text clarifying that the Applicant operates transmission and 

distribution systems. 

 Add text describing the additional power transfers a new 500 kV 

transmission line could facilitate. 

 Add text regarding electrical reliability impacts of establishing a parallel 

transmission corridor. 

 Add text stating that details of construction methods may change based 

on field surveys. 

 Add the Applicant's purpose for the proposed Project. 

 Add the date the Renewable Optimization Agreement was approved.  

 Amend discussion of anticipated construction start date.  

 Clarify text on the applicant's purchase option agreement for the preferred 

500 kV Series Compensation Station site.  

 Clarify text on the applicant's purchase option agreements for other 

properties.  

 Incorporate updated construction cost information from the Applicant. 

 Revise discussion of the overall transmission line midpoint location. 

 Revise text to change the starting location of the proposed Project from 

the Riel Substation to the Dorsey Substation.  
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 Revise text to refer to the series compensation station as "preferred" rather 

than "candidate.”  

 Revise text to update total transfer capability amount. 

 Revise the description for the location of the Applicant's preferred series 

compensation station site and stated that if alternatives other than the 

Applicant's proposed routes were selected, a new site for the 500 kV Series 

Compensation Station may need to be identified. 

 Revise the text for total capacity for the proposed Project from 750 MW to 

883 MW. 

 Update acreage permanently impacted by the 500 kV Series Compensation 

Station. 

 Update acreage that new 500kV substation would be expected to 

permanently impact. 

 Update information about the status of the MN PUC's Certificate of Need 

Process and related written order. 

 Update name of substation to proposed Iron Range 500 kV Substation. 

3. No Action Alternative Add the date the Renewable Optimization Agreement was approved.  

4. Route and Alignment 

Alternatives Proposed During 

Scoping 

 Revise cost estimates per new Applicant-provided information. 

 Revise text regarding avoiding USFWS land. 

 Revise text to use terminology "avoidance of non-ferrous mineral area." 

 Update name of substation to proposed Iron Range 500 kV Substation. 

5. Affected Environmental and Potential Impacts 

General 

 Revise text for each variation area to identify if there are any active and/or 

expired/terminated leases. 

 Revise Human Settlement Maps for each Section to identify if there are any 

active and/or expired/terminated leases." 

 Add clarification that Balsam Variation would be located in an abandoned 

corridor, not paralleling an abandoned corridor. 

 Change term "inactive" leases to "expired/terminated" mining leases. 

 Revise maps to include location of residence. 

 Revise maps with information from the MnDNR to show additional 

conservation easement parcels. 

 Revise text to clarify if there are active state mineral leases in the variation 

areas.  

 Update impact footprint of self-supporting suspension towers. 

 Modify text regarding substation perimeter wall. 

 Update name of substation to proposed Iron Range 500 kV Substation. 

Human Settlement No changes are made to this section. 

Noise 

 Update text with Applicant-provided information related to noise levels 

from operation of the proposed transmission line and Iron Range 500 kV 

Substation. 

 Update Table 5-4 with analysis provided by the Applicant. 

 Update values in Table 5-5 with analysis provided by the Applicant.  

 Modify discussion of predicted noise levels from the proposed Iron Range 

500 kV Substation to nearest sensitive receptors (residences). 

Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions, and Climate Change 

Add estimates of construction criteria pollutant and CO2 emissions. 

Revised text to address total loss of carbon sink during construction. 

Property Values No changes are made to this section. 
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EIS Section Revision(s) to Draft EIS 

Electronic Interference No changes are made to this section. 

Transportation and Public 

Services 

Update text to reflect airstrip located near Roseau Lake WMA Variation Area 

1. 
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EIS Section Revision(s) to Draft EIS 

Environmental Justice No changes are made to this section. 

Socioeconomics Update text to reflect the source of the labor pool for construction workers. 

Recreation and Tourism No changes are made to this section. 

Electric and Magnetic Fields 

 Revise Tables 5-21 and 5-22 per Applicant-provided information. 

 Revise text related to EMF modeling scenarios and results based on 

updated modeling results provided by the Applicant. 

 Modify text describing studies for childhood leukemia and EMF exposure. 

Implantable Medical Devices No changes are made to this section. 

Stray Voltage No changes are made to this section. 

Induced Voltage No changes are made to this section. 

Intentional Destructive Acts No changes are made to this section. 

Environmental Contamination No changes are made to this section. 

Worker Health and Safety 

Considerations 
No changes are made to this section. 

Aesthetics No changes are made to this section. 

Land Use Compatibility 

 Identify two North American Wetland Conservation Act federal aid parcels 

as part of the Roseau Lake WMA. 

 Identify two federal aid parcels as part of the Silver Creek WMA. 

 Include discussion of impacts resulting from increased public accessibility 

as a result of the construction of access roads. 

Cultural Values No changes are made to this section. 

Agriculture Revise footprint area for structures. 

Forestry 
 Remove text describing the potential for harvested forest products by 

increasing time between line maintenance in forested areas. 

 Update impact footprint of self-supporting suspension towers. 

Mining and Mineral Resources 
 Update text to provide information regarding geophysical detection of 

mineral resources.  

 Change term "inactive" leases to "expired/terminated" leases. 

Cultural Resources  Add discussion of natural and cultural resources as provided by Bois Forte 

(Nett Lake) Band of Minnesota Chippewa Tribe. 

Water Resources   Add discussion of when MPCA staff needs to review the project SWPPP. 

 Add discussion of Section 401 Water Quality Certification. 

Vegetation No changes are made to this section. 

Wildlife 
Add text regarding Executive Order 13186 and the MOU between USFWS 

and DOE. 

Rare and Unique Natural 

Resources 

 Update tables and text with revised (2015) MnDNR Natural Heritage 

Information System database.  

 Revise date for MnDNR Natural Heritage Information System database. 

 Revise footprint area for structures. 

Corridor Sharing No changes are made to this section. 

Electrical System Reliability 
 Add discussion regarding relationship between crossing spans and 

outages.  

 Changed text regarding offsets between parallel transmission lines. Revise 
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text to identify that the applicable Category D contingencies are in NERC 

standard TPL-044. 

 Update text describing unexpected outage contingency. 

Costs of Constructing, 

Operating, and Maintaining the 

Facility which are Dependent on 

Design and Route 

No changes are made to this section. 

6. Comparative Environmental Consequences 

General 

 Update impact footprint of self-supporting suspension towers. 

 Update text to include information from traditional properties surveys 

conducted by the Bois Forte Band.   

 Revise maps with information from the MnDNR to show additional 

conservation easement parcels. 

 Add clarification that Balsam Variation would be located in an abandoned 

corridor, not paralleling an abandoned corridor. 

 Add discussion of impact minimization to the Nature Conservancy's Black 

River portfolio site in the C2 Segment Option Variation. 

 Update name of substation to proposed Iron Range 500 kV Substation. 

 

Aesthetics Update text and tables to reflect additional residences identified 

Land Use Compatibility 

 Update tables in Land Use Compatibility Sections with total acres of land in 

the ROW, along with acres of public and private land in the ROW for each 

alternative. 

 Add location of gravel pit to Map 6-46. 

 Revise Map 6-61 to identify structure as residence. 

Agriculture No changes are made to this section. 

Forestry No changes are made to this section. 

Mining and Mineral Resources 

 Change term "inactive" leases to "expired/terminated" leases. 

 Update tables to reference State Mineral Leases (active and/or 

expired/terminated). 

 Revise text for each variation area to identify if there are any active and/or 

expired/terminated leases. 

 Remove reference to expired/terminated leases being "held" by 

companies.  

 Add text to indicate active state mineral leases for the Proposed Orange 

Route and the East Bear Lake Variation. 

 Add text to address the reduction of geophysical resource detection risk. 

 Update text with information related to the Balsam Variation and mining. 

Archaeology and Historic 

Architectural Resources 
No changes are made to this section. 

Water Resources No changes are made to this section. 

Vegetation No changes are made to this section. 

Wildlife No changes are made to this section. 

Rare and Unique Natural 

Resources 

 Update tables and text with revised (2015) MnDNR Natural Heritage 

Information System database.  

 Revise date for MnDNR Natural Heritage Information System database. 
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Corridor Sharing Revise text in tables and footnotes in figures to provide clarity. 

Costs of Constructing, 

Operating, and Maintaining the 

Facility which are Dependent on 

Design and Route 

 Revise cost estimates per new Applicant-provided information. 

 Update cost discussions to clarify these are average costs per mile. 

Relative Merits Summary 

 Update text describing methodology used for developing relative merits 

tables. 

 Updated relative merits tables utilizing methodology described in text. 

 Add explanation of cost differences in relative merits tables. 

Alignment Modifications No changes are made to this section. 

Hops 
Update acreage that new 500kV substation would be expected to 

permanently impact. 

Associated Facilities No changes are made to this section. 

7. Cumulative and Other 

Resources 
Update text with information related to the Balsam Variation and mining.  

8. List of Preparers Update title of Table 8-1. 

9. Reference 
Add references for noise, magnetic field, and air quality. Revise date for 

MnDNR Natural Heritage Information System database. 

10. Acronyms No changes are made to this section. 

11. Index Update index to reflect Final EIS. 

Appendix A. Tribal Consultations No changes are made to this section. 

Appendix B. Route Permit 

Generic Template and Example 
No changes are made to this section. 

Appendix C. Narrative of the 

Scoping Summary Report 
No changes are made to this section. 

Appendix D. DOC-ERRA Scoping 

Decision 
No changes are made to this section. 

Appendix E. Route Analysis Data 

Tables 

Add total acres of mineral lease lands within the ROW and route width for 

each alternative.  

Appendix F. Rare Species Data 

Tables 

Update tables with revised (2015) MnDNR Natural Heritage Information 

System database. 

Appendix G. Rare Communities 

Data Tables 
No changes are made to this section. 

Appendix H. Noise Supplement  Update with analysis provided by the Applicant. 

Appendix I. Applicant's Audible 

Noise and EMF Calculations 
Update with analysis provided by the Applicant. 

Appendix J. Property Values 

Supplement 
No changes are made to this section. 

Appendix K. EMF Supplement No changes are made to this section. 

Appendix L. Stray Voltage 

Supplement 
No changes are made to this section. 

Appendix M. MPCA What’s in No changes are made to this section. 
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My Neighborhood Sites 

Appendix N. Photo Simulations No changes are made to this section. 

Appendix O. Agricultural Impact 

Mitigation Plan (AIMP) Example 
No changes are made to this section. 

Appendix P. Cultural Resources 

Report 
No changes are made to this section. 

Appendix Q. USFWS and DOE 

Section 7 Consultation 
Add the DOE letter that initiated formal consultation with the USFWS. 

Appendix R. Biological 

Assessment 
Add the Biological Assessment to Appendix R of the Final EIS. 

Appendix S. Detailed Map Books Revise Maps S-30 and S-100 to identify structures as residences.  

Appendix T. NEPA Disclosure No changes are made to this section. 

Appendix U. USFWS Information 
Add to document the USFWS agency-preferred alternative to Appendix U for 

the Final EIS.  

Appendix V. Draft Programmatic 

Agreement (PA) 
Add the Draft Programmatic Agreement to Appendix V for the Final EIS. 

Appendix W. Air Emissions 

Technical Memorandum 
Add construction emission calculations to Appendix W of the Final EIS. 

Appendix X. Relative Merits 

Tables 

Add information to introduce relative merits tables. Provided data in 

Appendix X used to compile summary relative merits tables used in the Final 

EIS. 

Appendix Y. Comments and 

Responses 
Add Appendix Y for Final EIS. 

Appendix Z. EIS Distribution List Add Appendix Z for Final EIS.  

  

 

 



 

 

 

 G-2  
 

Attachment A 

GNTL EIS NOA Published in the Federal Register 

 
  



36795 Federal Register / Vol. 80, No. 123 / Friday, June 26, 2015 / Notices 

approved application and budget; and, 
if the Secretary has established 
performance measurement 
requirements, the performance targets in 
the grantee’s approved application. In 
making a continuation grant, the 
Secretary also considers whether the 
grantee is operating in compliance with 
the assurances in its approved 
application, including those applicable 
to Federal civil rights laws that prohibit 
discrimination in programs or activities 
receiving Federal financial assistance 
from the Department (34 CFR 100.4, 
104.5, 106.4, 108.8, and 110.23). 

VII. Agency Contact 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Shedita Alston, U.S. Department of 
Education, Model Comprehensive and 
Transition Programs for Students with 
Intellectual Disabilities, 1990 K Street 
NW., Room 6131, Washington, DC 
20006–8524. Telephone: (202) 502– 
7808, or by email: shedita.alston@
ed.gov. 

If you use a TDD or a TTY, call the 
FRS, toll free, at 1–800–877–8339. 

VIII. Other Information 

Accessible Format: Individuals with 
disabilities can obtain this document 
and a copy of the application package in 
an accessible format (e.g., braille, large 
print, audiotape, or compact disc) on 
request to the program contact person 
listed under FOR FURTHER INFORMATION 
CONTACT in section VII of this notice. 

Electronic Access to This Document: 
The official version of this document is 
the document published in the Federal 
Register. Free Internet access to the 
official edition of the Federal Register 
and the Code of Federal Regulations is 
available via the Federal Digital System 
at: www.gpo.gov/fdsys. At this site you 
can view this document, as well as all 
other documents of this Department 
published in the Federal Register, in 
text or Adobe Portable Document 
Format (PDF). To use PDF, you must 
have Adobe Acrobat Reader, which is 
available free at the site. You may also 
access documents of the Department 
published in the Federal Register by 
using the article search feature at: 
www.federalregister.gov. Specifically, 
through the advanced search feature at 
this site, you can limit your search to 
documents published by the 
Department. 

Delegation of Authority: The Secretary 
of Education has delegated authority to 
Jamienne S. Studley, Deputy Under 
Secretary, to perform the functions and 
duties of the Assistant Secretary for 
Postsecondary Education. 

Dated: June 23, 2015. 

Jamienne S. Studley, 

Deputy Under Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 2015–15784 Filed 6–25–15; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4000–01–P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

[OE Docket No. PP–398] 

Notice of Availability (NOA) for the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) and Announcement of Public 
Hearings for the Proposed Great 
Northern Transmission Line (GNTL) 
Project 

AGENCY: U.S. Department of Energy. 
ACTION: Notice of availability and public 
hearings. 

SUMMARY: The U.S. Department of 
Energy (DOE) announces the availability 
of the ‘‘Great Northern Transmission 
Line Project Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement’’ (DOE/EIS–0499) for public 
review and comment. DOE is also 
announcing eight public hearings to 
receive comments on the Draft EIS. The 
Draft EIS evaluates the environmental 
impacts of DOE’s proposed Federal 
action of issuing a Presidential permit to 
the Applicant: Minnesota Power, a 
regulated utility division of ALLETE, 
Inc., to construct, operate, maintain, and 
connect a new electric transmission line 
across the U.S./Canada border in 
northern Minnesota. It also addresses 
the potential human and environmental 
impacts of the project, and possible 
mitigation measures, including route, 
alignment, and site alternatives required 
for a transmission line route permit 
from the Minnesota Public Utilities 
Commission under the Minnesota 
Power Plant Siting Act. 

The EIS was jointly prepared by DOE 
with the Minnesota Department of 
Commerce—Environmental Energy 
Review and Analysis (MN DOC–EERA) 
acting as state co-lead in order to avoid 
duplication, and to comply with the 
environmental review requirements 
under both federal and state regulations. 
Region 5 of the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA), the St. Paul 

District Office of the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers (USACE), and the Twin 
Cities Ecology Field Office of the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) are 
cooperating agencies in preparing the 
GNTL Project EIS. 

DATES: DOE invites interested Members 
of Congress, state and local 
governments, other Federal agencies, 
American Indian tribal governments, 
organizations, and members of the 
public to provide comments on the Draft 
EIS during the 45-day public comment 
period. The public comment period 
starts on June 26, 2015, with the 
publication in the Federal Register by 
the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency of its Notice of Availability of 
the Draft EIS, and will continue until 
August 10, 2015. Written and oral 
comments will be given equal weight 
and all comments received or 
postmarked by that date will be 
considered by DOE in preparing the 
Final EIS. Comments received or 
postmarked after that date will be 
considered to the extent practicable. 

Locations, dates, and start time for the 
public hearings are listed in the 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION section of 
this NOA. 

ADDRESSES: Requests to provide oral 
comments at the public hearings may be 
made at the time of the hearing(s). 

Written comments on the Draft EIS 
may be provided on the GNTL EIS Web 
site at http://www.greatnortherneis.org/ 
(preferred) or addressed to Dr. Julie A. 
Smith, Office of Electricity Delivery and 
Energy Reliability (OE–20), U.S. 
Department of Energy, 1000 
Independence Avenue SW., 
Washington, DC 20585; by electronic 
mail to Juliea.Smith@hq.doe.gov; or by 
facsimile to 202–318–7761. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Dr. 
Julie A. Smith at the addresses above, or 
at 202–586–7668. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Joint 
federal-state public hearings and 
information meetings will consist of the 
formal taking of comments with 
transcription by a court reporter. The 
hearings will provide interested parties 
the opportunity to make comments for 
consideration by DOE and MN DOC– 
EERA in the preparation of the Final 
EIS. 

The locations, dates, and starting 
times of the public hearings are listed in 
the table below: 

Location Date and time Address 

Roseau Civic Center ............ July 15, 2015, 11:00 a.m.–3:00 p.m. .............................. 121 Center Street E., Roseau, MN. 

Lake of the Woods School .. July 15, 2015, 6:00 p.m.–10:00 p.m. .............................. 236 15th Ave. SW., Baudette, MN. 

Littlefork Community Center July 16, 2015, 11:00 a.m.–3:00 p.m. .............................. 220 Main Street, Littlefork, MN. 
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Location Date and time Address 

AmericInn ............................. July 16, 2015, 6:00 p.m.–10:00 p.m. .............................. 1500 Hwy. 71, International Falls, MN. 
Kelliher Old School Center .. July 21, 2015, 11:00 a.m.–3:00 p.m. .............................. 243 Clark Ave. N. (Hwy 72), Kelliher, MN. 
Bigfork School ...................... July 21, 2015, 6:00 p.m.–10:00 p.m. .............................. 100 Huskie Blvd., Bigfork, MN. 
Timber Lake Lodge .............. July 22, 2015, 11:00 a.m.–3:00 p.m. .............................. 144 SE. 17th Street, Grand Rapids, MN. 
Timber Lake Lodge .............. July 22, 2015, 6:00 p.m.–10:00 p.m. .............................. 144 SE. 17th Street, Grand Rapids, MN. 

Availability of the Draft EIS Copies of 
the Draft EIS have been distributed to 
appropriate members of Congress, state 
and local government officials, 
American Indian tribal governments, 
and other Federal agencies, groups, and 
interested parties. Printed copies of the 
document may be obtained by 
contacting Dr. Smith at the above 
address. Copies of the Draft EIS and 
supporting documents are also available 
for inspection at the following locations: 

• Baudette Library, 110 1st Street SW., 
Baudette, MN 

• Blackduck Public Library, 72 1st 
Street SE., Blackduck, MN 

• Bovey Public Library, 402 2nd Street, 
Bovey, MN 

• Calumet Library, 932 Gary Street, 
Calumet, MN 

• Coleraine Public Library, 203 Cole 
Street, Coleraine 

• Duluth Public Library, 520 W 
Superior Street, Duluth, MN 

• Grand Rapids Public Library, 140 NE 
2nd Street, Grand Rapids, MN 

• Greenbush Public Library, P.O. Box 9, 
Greenbush, MN 

• International Falls Public Library, 750 
4th Street, International Falls, MN 

• Marble Public Library, 302 Alice 
Avenue, Marble, MN 

• Northome Public Library, 12064 Main 
Street, Northome, MN 

• Roseau Public Library, 121 Center 
Street E., Suite 100, Roseau, MN 

• Warroad Public Library, 202 Main 
Avenue NE., Warroad, MN 

• Williams Public Library, 350 Main 
Street, Williams, MN 

The Draft EIS is also available on the 
EIS Web site at http://
www.greatnortherneis.org/ and on the 
DOE NEPA Web site at http://
nepa.energy.gov/. 

Issued in Washington, DC on June 18, 
2015. 

Eli Massey, 

Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary, National 
Electricity Delivery Division, Office of 
Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability. 

[FR Doc. 2015–15625 Filed 6–25–15; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6450–01–P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 

Combined Notice of Filings #1 

Take notice that the Commission 
received the following electric rate 
filings: 

Docket Numbers: ER10–1852–008; 
ER11–4462–009; ER10–1971–016. 

Applicants: Florida Power & Light 
Company, NextEra Energy Power 
Marketing, LLC, NEPM II, LLC. 

Description: Amendment to June 30, 
2014 NextEra Companies’ Triennial 
Market Power Update for the Southeast 
Region. 

Filed Date: 6/18/15. 
Accession Number: 20150618–5173. 
Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 7/9/15. 

Docket Numbers: ER14–2866–002. 
Applicants: Louisville Gas and 

Electric Company. 
Description: Compliance filing: Errata 

to Compliance Filing Attach O Rate 
Formula Protocols to be effective 
1/1/2015. 

Filed Date: 6/18/15. 
Accession Number: 20150618–5126. 
Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 7/9/15. 

Docket Numbers: ER15–1668–001. 
Applicants: Phoenix Energy Group, 

LLC. 
Description: Tariff Amendment: 

Amended MBR Filing to be effective 
6/5/2015. 

Filed Date: 6/18/15. 
Accession Number: 20150618–5081. 
Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 7/9/15. 

Docket Numbers: ER15–1943–000. 
Applicants: Southwest Power Pool, 

Inc. 
Description: Section 205(d) Rate 

Filing: Missouri River Energy Services 
Formula Rate to be effective 10/1/2015. 

Filed Date: 6/18/15. 
Accession Number: 20150618–5036. 
Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 7/9/15. 

Docket Numbers: ER15–1944–000. 
Applicants: ISO New England Inc. 
Description: ISO New England Inc. 

Resource Termination—Enerwise Global 
Technologies, Inc. 

Filed Date: 6/18/15. 
Accession Number: 20150618–5058. 
Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 7/9/15. 

Docket Numbers: ER15–1945–000. 

Applicants: PacifiCorp. 
Description: Tariff Cancellation: 

Termination of West Valley A&R EIM 
Participation Construction Agmt Rev 1 
to be effective 9/10/2015. 

Filed Date: 6/18/15. 
Accession Number: 20150618–5078. 
Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 7/9/15. 

Docket Numbers: ER15–1946–000. 
Applicants: Public Service Company 

of New Mexico. 
Description: Section 205(d) Rate 

Filing: Certificate of Concurrence to 
APS Rate Schedule No. 279 to be 
effective 5/21/2015. 

Filed Date: 6/18/15. 
Accession Number: 20150618–5084. 
Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 7/9/15. 

Docket Numbers: ER15–1947–000. 
Applicants: Deseret Generation & 

Transmission Co-operative, Inc. 
Description: Initial rate filing: 

WestConnect Regional PTP Tariff Filing 
to be effective 7/1/2015. 

Filed Date: 6/18/15. 
Accession Number: 20150618–5085. 
Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 7/9/15. 

Docket Numbers: ER15–1948–000. 
Applicants: Midcontinent 

Independent System Operator, Inc. 
Description: Section 205(d) Rate 

Filing: 2015–06–18_SA 2809 ITC 
Transmission-Deerfield Wind Energy 
GIA (J327) to be effective 6/19/2015. 

Filed Date: 6/18/15. 
Accession Number: 20150618–5140. 
Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 7/9/15. 

Docket Numbers: ER15–1949–000. 
Applicants: Midcontinent 

Independent System Operator, Inc., 
Ameren Illinois Company. 

Description: Section 205(d) Rate 
Filing: 2015–06–18_SA 2685 
Attachment A Project Specs (Ameren- 
SIPC UCA) to be effective 5/18/2015. 

Filed Date: 6/18/15. 
Accession Number: 20150618–5170. 
Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 7/9/15. 

Docket Numbers: ER15–1950–000. 
Applicants: Southern Power 

Company. 
Description: Section 205(d) Rate 

Filing: Pawpaw PPA Filing to be 
effective 8/18/2015. 

Filed Date: 6/18/15. 
Accession Number: 20150618–5172. 
Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 7/9/15. 

Docket Numbers: ER15–1951–000. 
Applicants: New York Power 

Authority. 
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Attachment B 

GNTL EIS NOA Posted on PUC Docket No. ET015/TL-14-21 
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29054 680th Ave.
Roosevelt, MN 56673
7/6/15

Julie Ann Smith
Federal Document Manager
U.S. Dept. of Energy
1000 Independence Ave. SW
Washington, DC 20585

Docket Number: TL-14-21

Dear Ms. Smith:

This letter is regarding the proposed route of the Great Northern Transmission Line
running east/west and south of Roosevelt, MN of which I strongly oppose. I live in the
rural Roosevelt area, and there are already two other manmade/synthetic structures
(transmission/power lines) running east/west and south of Roosevelt within three miles of
each other through beautiful wilderness including the Beltrami Island State Forest. In
addition, I own 160 acres of land in the Beltrami Island State Forest in addition to my
residence (homestead) in close proximity of this area. However, I have a couple
suggestions/requests and “reasons why” regarding the proposed power line, and they are
as follows:

One suggestion/request is to run the proposed power line north of our 160 acres
paralleling the existing power line running east/west, and it would not run through
our private property, which is surrounded by state land. Therefore, the proposed
power line would run through state land 100%, and the state of MN would get the
money for the easement of our property’s width of ½ mile. My brother, Jeff
Johnson, and I have planted 100s of jack pine, white pine, and white cedar trees
on the north side of our property that would be destroyed by the power line going
to the south of the existing power line. In addition, permanent deer stands would
be affected by the power line going to the south of the existing power line.
Another suggestion/request if the power line goes to the south of the existing
power line running east/west is to do a “land trade” with the state of MN. My
request would be to acquire the width of the easement of the new power line on
the south side of our 160 acres of perhaps 200-300 feet by ½ mile or whatever
land would be affected by the new power line being installed. This option would
give the state of MN the easement money and keep our 160 acres of private
property intact as it is historical regarding the fact that it is an “original
homestead” of 160 acres in Beltrami Island State Forest, which there are few
today that are still intact and without a manmade/synthetic structure running
through it.

The legal description of the 160 acres and my residence in this area are as follows,
respectively:

0001-1

0001-2

0001
0001-1
The scoping process provided the opportunity to recommend
alternatives to be analyzed in the EIS. The EIS analyzes potential
impacts to residences and land use for each alternative.

The EIS provides an analysis of residences within the ROW as well
as within the route for all alternatives. Also, as discussed in Section
1.3.1.4 of the EIS, once a route is selected and a permit is issued,
the Applicant would contact landowners to gather information about
their property and their concerns and discuss how the ROW would
best proceed across the property.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.

 

0001-2
DOE and DOC-EERA determined that the DEIS covered a range of
reasonable alternatives and none of the alternatives presented
warranted expanding that range. Non-transmission alternatives
were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis because
they are outside the scope of the purpose of and need for DOE's
federal action, which is to decide whether to issue a Presidential
permit. Non-transmission alternatives that are out of scope for this
EIS were handled under the state's certificate of need process.

The EIS provides an analysis of residences within the ROW as well
as within the route for all alternatives. Also, as discussed in Section
1.3.1.4 of the EIS, once a route is selected and a permit is issued,
the Applicant would contact landowners to gather information about
their property and their concerns and discuss how the ROW would
best proceed across the property.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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160 Acres – Roosevelt, MN (Jeffrey N. Johnson and James L. Johnson)
The Northwest Quarter (NW¼) of Section Fifteen (15) in Township One Hundred Sixty-
one (161) North, Range Thirty-five (35) West of the Fifth Principal Meridian in
Minnesota, according to the United States Government Survey thereof.

29054 680th Ave., Roosevelt, MN (James L. Johnson)
All that part of the Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (SW¼ SW¼) of Section
Twenty-six (26), Township One Hundred Sixty-two (162) North, Range Thirty-five (35)
West of the Fifth Principal Meridian in Minnesota, according to the United States
Government Survey thereof, LYING AND BEING South of the South right-of-way line
of Minnesota Trunk Highway NO. 11, as now located and established.

Thank you for taking the time to read my letter and my suggestions/requests to the
proposed route of the Great Northern Transmission Line running east/west and south of
Roosevelt, MN. Please call me at (218) 242-2462 or e-mail at
jimjohnson767@gmail.com if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

James L. Johnson

0001
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From: Linda Johnson [linda.johnson888@gmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, July 12, 2015 8:25 PM 
To: Storm, Bill (COMM) 
Subject: TL-14-21 The Great Northern Transmission Line 
 
Dear Mr. Storm: 
I am Linda Johnson,  a property owner on Napoleon Lake in Itasca County.  It is located in the heart of 
your proposed and favored transmission line route - referred to as the "Blue Route". 
Public opposition to lines tends to focus on their visual and environmental impacts. In 1993 Priestly and 
Craik conducted a survey regarding public concerns with overhead powerlines (median percentage of 
respondents perceiving impacts) and here are those findings: 
54%             aesthetics 
50%             property values 
45%             health 
24%             safety 
15%             noise 
8%               TV radio reception 
 
Objectives and benefits of using new transmission technologies that are available today: 
* Increase power-carrying capacity within existing (constrained) ROWs. 
* Reduce/minimize impacts of transmission lines: environmental, visual, footprint, etc. 
 
I am opposed to the Blue Route. The Blue Route would create an undesirable footprint in a heavily 
hunted / hiked / ATV accessible wilderness area. It would displace wildlife. The men in my family hunt 
that area; we have hiked and picked berries and enjoyed the wildlife native to that area. The Blue Route 
will change that dramatically and forever. 
 
I oppose the Orange Route for the same reasons as the Blue route. Why create another negative 
footprint? 
 
Using the Red Route would make sense as you would piggyback on land that currently has overhead 
powerlines. The footprint would be much smaller. It would conserve the wilderness that all of us who 
live in and recreate in have come to appreciate and enjoy. 
 
This is curious to me: I learned that the new lines would serve corporations / industry and you don't 
even have committed customers for this approved project. 
 
I urge you to consider the overall environmental impact to this area and choose the Orange Route. 
 
Sincerely, 
Linda Johnson 
8614 Brant St NE 
Circle Pines, MN  55014 
 
Message scanned by the Symantec Email Security service.  If you suspect that this email is actually spam, 
please send it as an ATTACHMENT to spamsample@messagelabs.com 
 

0002-1

0002
0002-1
Potential impacts to wildlife are discussed in Chapters 5 and 6 of
the EIS.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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From: Timothy Kveen [mailto:timothykveen@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 12:18 PM 
To: Smith, Julie A (OE) 
Subject: TL-14-21 
 
Terry & Carol Kveen  
N69 W20473 Orchard Ct 
Menomonee Falls, WI 53051 
 
262-255-3599 
 
Tim & Jessica Kveen 
1920 Sunkist Ave 
Waukesha, WI 53188 
 
262-751-0320 
 
Dear Julie Ann Smith, 
We are landowners located inside of the West Section, Scoping decision route running west to 
east between highway 89 near Dieter township and 310 in Roseau. The property we own is near 
CR-123 and 28 including farmland, homes, drying and storage warehouses and an active use 
quonset. The current proposed route would affect several of our farming properties including the 
other structers I have just mentioned and future planned building sites. Please remove this route 
from consideration as this would greatly effect the operations of our farming including the lives 
of the people living in the homes at CR-123 and 28. 
 
Thank you, 
Terry Kveen 
Carol Kveen 
Tim Kveen 
Jessica Kveen 
 
 
Message scanned by the Symantec Email Security service. If you suspect that this email is 
actually spam, please send it as an ATTACHMENT to spamsample@messagelabs.com 
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0003
0003-1
Potential impacts to human settlement and agriculture are
discussed in Chapters 5 and 6 of the EIS.

The EIS provides an analysis of residences within the ROW as well
as within the route for all alternatives. Also, as discussed in Section
1.3.1.4 of the EIS, once a route is selected and a permit is issued,
the Applicant would contact landowners to gather information about
their property and their concerns and discuss how the ROW would
best proceed across the property.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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July 19, 2015

Bill Storm
Environmental Review Manager
MN Department of Commerce
85 7th Place East, Suite 500
St. Paul, MN 55101

RE: Beltrami WMA Route Alternative Scoping Decision Route

Mr. Storm;

I have expressed my request to remove land I own and rent in Spruce Valley Township,
Sections 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 27, 28 and 29 from the Beltrami WMA Route.

My livelihood is Slater Spraying Service Inc. in Roseau and I aerial spray all of the land
mentioned above AND all of the land in these sections that I do not own or rent. This
powerline will prevent me from aerial spraying this land and will basically shut down a
major part of my business, both as a farmer and spray operator.

As you are probably aware, peat ground must be burned and must be sprayed by air.

The negative impact for landowners in the above sections is monumental and therefore
I request that an alternate route be strongly considered.

For minimal impact I would ask that using DNR land and not privately owned land be
considered for this powerline.

Sincerely,
Gary Slater
P.O. Box 245
Roseau, MN 56751
218.469.2533

0004-1

0004
0004-1
Impacts to to agriculture and aerial spraying are discussed in
Chapter 5 of the EIS. As discussed in Section 1.3.1.4 of the EIS,
once a route is selected and a permit is issued, the Applicant would
contact landowners to gather information about their property and
their concerns and discuss how the ROW would best proceed
across the property, including minimizing any impacts to aerial
spraying and agricultural operations.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0006-1

0006-2

0006
0006-1
Chapters 2, 5, and 6 of the EIS discuss potential impacts and
avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures to USFWS interest
lands, rare species, wildlife, and wetlands. In addition, the
Biological Assessment in Appendix R assesses potential impacts to
federally listed species and designated critical habitat. DOE and
DOC-EERA continue to work with USFWS as a cooperating agency
in the development of this EIS. 

0006-2
The Applicant is currently working with USFWS to avoid and/or
minimize impacts to USFWS interest lands, including those lands in
the National Wildlife Refuge System that are governed by the
National Wildlife System Administration Act. The MnDNR has
reviewed their land records for all parcels along the alternatives to
identify federal aid parcels. Four federal aid parcels are identified
for the proposed Project. Section 5.3.1.2 of the EIS is updated
to identify the two North American Wetland Conservation Act
federal aid parcels as part of the Roseau Lake WMA to Section
5.3.1.2. The two federal aid parcels that are part of the Silver Creek
WMA are identified in Section 5.4.1.2.
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0006-2
Continued

0006-3

0006-4

0006
0006-2 cont'd

0006-3
Chapters 5 and 6 of the EIS and the Biological Assessment in
Appendix R discuss potential impacts to federally-listed species
and designated critical habitat.

0006-4
Chapters 5 and 6 of the EIS discusses potential impacts to
migratory birds and eagles. As discussed in Section 2.11.1 of the
EIS, the Applicant would incorporate industry best practices, which
are consistent with the Avian Powerline Interaction Committee
(APLIC's) 2012 guidelines. In addition, MN PUC Route Permit could
require that the Applicant develop and implement an Avian
Protection Plan. The Applicant would coordinate with the MnDNR
and other appropriate agencies in the development of an Avian
Protection Plan.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0006-4
Continued

0006-5

0006
0006-4 cont'd

0006-5
Once a project alignment is selected, detailed project design will
begin. Wetland impacts will be quantified and an associated
mitigation plan will be developed for permitting based on the project
design. At this time, specific quantities of wetland impact for
all alternatives cannot be calculated as there is no associated
detailed project design. A mitigation plan for unavoidable wetland
impacts is not available at this time. Once DOE and MN PUC issue
permits for the Project, a wetland mitigation plan will be developed
by the Applicant in coordination with USACE, BWSR, and
appropriate local units of government as part of the environmental
permitting process.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0006-6

0006
0006-6
The Applicant will work with USFWS to determine if permits can be
obtained to cross USFWS interest lands. The need for these permit
will be determined once the final route is selected by the MN PUC.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0006-7

0006-8

0006
0006-7
Specific wetland impacts will be quantified upon selection of a
project alignment and project design. A mitigation plan for
unavoidable wetland impacts is not available at this time. Once
DOE and MN PUC issue permits for the Project, a wetland
mitigation plan will be developed by the Applicant in coordination
with USACE, BWSR, and appropriate local units of government as
part of the environmental permitting process.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.

0006-8
Chapters 5 and 6 of the EIS and the Biological Assessment in
Appendix R discuss potential impacts to federally-listed species
and designated critical habitat. Chapters 5 and 6 of the EIS also
discusses potential impacts to migratory birds. As discussed in
Section 2.11.1 of the EIS, the Applicant would incorporate industry
best practices, which are consistent with the Avian Powerline
Interaction Committee (APLIC's) 2012 guidelines. In addition, the
MN PUC Route Permit could require that the Applicant develop and
implement an Avian Protection Plan. The Applicant would
coordinate with the MnDNR and other appropriate agencies in the
development of an Avian Protection Plan.
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0006-8
Continued

0006
0006-8 cont'd
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0006-8
Continued

0006
0006-8 cont'd
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0006-9
0006-10

0006
0006-9
Chapters 2, 5, and 6 of the EIS discuss potential impacts to wetland
resources, along with avoidance and minimization measures.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.

0006-10
Chapters 5 and 6 of the EIS and the Biological Assessment in
Appendix R discuss potential impacts to federally-listed species
and designated critical habitat. Chapters 5 and 6 of the EIS also
discusses potential impacts to migratory birds. As discussed in
Section 2.11.1 of the EIS, the Applicant would incorporate industry
best practices, which are consistent with the Avian Powerline
Interaction Committee (APLIC's) 2012 guidelines. In addition, the
MN PUC Route Permit could require that the Applicant develop and
implement an Avian Protection Plan. The Applicant would
coordinate with the MnDNR and other appropriate agencies in the
development of an Avian Protection Plan.
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0006-11

0006
0006-11
Alternatives that avoid impacts to USFWS Interest Lands are
analyzed in this EIS. The MN PUC will consider the analysis of
these alternatives in this EIS as they select the route and issue the
Route Permit to the Applicant. In addition, the Applicant is currently
working with USFWS to avoid and/or minimize impacts to USFWS
interest lands.

The Silver Creek Alignment Modification was proposed during the
Scoping Process, which would avoid impacts to the Service/FmHA
easement located in T160, R30, S27. This alignment modification is
discussed in  Sections S.10.2.9, 4.3.2.1, 6.3.9.1, and 6.5.2.1 of this
EIS. 

There were 4 alternatives proposed in the Beltrami North Central
Variation Area during the Scoping Process, which would avoid
impacts to the Service lands in T160, R34, Sections 12 and
13. These alternatives are discussed in Chapters 4, 5, and 6 of this
EIS. 

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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Cheryl D. Feigum

From: Andrew.Brunner@dot.gov
Sent: Thursday, June 25, 2015 6:37 AM
To: Cheryl D. Feigum
Cc: Gerald.Solomon@dot.gov
Subject: Great Northern Transmission Line Project Draft EIS released for public review and 

comment

Thank you Dr. Cheryl D. Feigum,

Under normal circumstances the Department of Energy would be the Federal Agency requesting comments on one of its
Environmental Impact Statements where the leadership there thought that the Department of Transportation and,
specifically, the Federal Highway Administration was an affected stakeholder. However, you provided the document as
a private citizen. We have nonetheless reviewed the document to see if the federal transportation interests are
impacted by the proposed action and if we had any comments to provide to the DOE. We have concluded, as expected,
that the Federal Highway Administration has no comments on the document or the documentation it contains.

Thank you for sharing the information.

Andrew M. Brunner 
Federal Highway Administration
Environmental Specialist
FHWA Office of Project Development and Environmental Review
1200 New Jersey Ave SE
Washington DC 20590
(202) 366 4651
Andrew.Brunner@dot.gov

From: Cheryl D. Feigum [mailto:CFeigum@barr.com]
Sent: Friday, June 19, 2015 3:01 PM 
To: 'westlake.kenneth@epa.gov'; 'rhonda.solomon@faa.gov'; 'jcarbone/wo@fs.fed.us'; 'andree.duvarney@wdc.usda.gov';
'mark.plank@wdc.usda.gov'; 'john.c.furry@usace.army.mil'; 'willie_taylor@ios.doi.gov'; 'larry_bright@fws.gov'; 
'margaret_rheude@fws.gov'; 'hassellmd@state.gov'; Solomon, Gerald (OST); Mittelholtz, Camille (OST); 
'jeff.wright@ferc.gov'; 'will.seuffert@state.mn.us'; 'info.dnr@state.mn.us'; 'dterry@naseo.org'; 'bambi@nathpo.org'; 
'hein@ncshpo.org'; 'dschroeder@abcbirds.org'; 'brown@electricity.ca'; 'ksiegel@biologicaldiversity.org'; 'sball@eei.org'; 
'btyran@epri.com'; 'mncwa@cleanwater.org'; 'ien@igc.org'; 'dglenn@mnproject.org'; 'khall@audubon.org'; 
'rae.cronmiller@nreca.org'; 'dgoldstein@nrdc.org'; 'lyon@nwf.org'; 'minnesota@tnc.org'; 'mnico@northstar.sierraclub.org';
'tbarkley@prairierivers.org'; 'kschrader@ducks.org'; 'rountree.marthea@epa.gov'; 'smoyer@tu.org'; 
'jditto@publicpower.org'; 'jloichinger@achp.gov'; 'sarah.beimers@mnhs.org'; 'mnshpo@mnhs.org' 
Cc: 'Smith, Julie A (OE)' 
Subject: Great Northern Transmission Line Project Draft EIS released for public review and comment 

0007-1

0007
0007-1
Thank you for your review. 
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Dear Interested Stakeholder, 
 
The purpose of this email is to make you aware that the Department of Energy (DOE) has issued the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Great Northern Transmission Line Project (GNTL Project).  You are invited to 
comment on the Draft EIS for the GNTL Project for a 45-day public comment period ending Monday, August 10, 
2015.  You have been identified as a potentially interested stakeholder in this action by the Department of Energy (DOE) 
and are therefore being notified of the draft EIS availability at the DOE GNTL Project EIS website at 
http://www.greatnortherneis.org. 
 
As you may recall, the proposed GNTL Project consists of an approximately 220-mile, overhead, single-circuit 500 kV AC 
transmission line between the Minnesota-Manitoba border crossing northwest of Roseau, Minnesota, and the existing 
Blackberry 230/115 kV Substation near Grand Rapids, Minnesota.  Minnesota Power’s proposal also includes associated 
substation facilities and transmission system modifications at the Blackberry Substation site, and construction of a new 500 
kV Series Compensation Station (a structure which will house the 500 kV series capacitor banks necessary for reliable 
operation and performance of the proposed transmission line).  A new Blackberry 500 kV Substation would be required for 
the proposed Project and would be constructed adjacent to and east of the existing Blackberry 230/115 kV Substation.   
 
Minnesota Power, a regulated utility division of ALLETE, Inc. applied to the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) for a 
Presidential permit on April 15, 2014.  The DOE’s Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability is responsible for 
reviewing Presidential permit applications and determining whether to grant a permit for electrical transmission facilities 
that cross the United States' international border. The DOE determines whether issuing a Presidential permit would be 
consistent with the public interest and assesses the environmental effects of the proposed project, the effect of the 
proposed project on electric reliability, and other factors that the DOE considers relevant to the public interest.  The DOE 
determined that issuance of a Presidential permit would constitute a major federal action and that an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) is the appropriate level of environmental review under the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) of 1969.   
 
Under the state’s Power Plant Siting Act (PPSA), the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission (MN PUC) must also determine 
the route for the proposed line and any conditions it will require for the construction, operation, and maintenance of the 
proposed GNTL Project through its Route Permit process.  Minnesota Power filed its Route Permit application for the 
proposed GNTL Project concurrently with the DOE Presidential permit application on April 15, 2014.  As part of the MN 
PUC Route Permit decision-making process, an environmental impact statement must be prepared.  In order to avoid 
duplication with state environmental review procedures, DOE and the Minnesota Department of Commerce – Energy 
Environmental Review and Analysis (DOC-EERA) are acting as co-lead agencies and have prepared a single EIS to comply 
with environmental review requirements under NEPA and the PPSA. 
 
The United States (US) Army Corps of Engineers – St. Paul District, US Fish and Wildlife Service – Twin Cities Ecological 
Field Office, and US Environmental Protection Agency – Region 5 (Chicago) are all cooperating agencies in the preparation 
of the draft GNTL Project EIS. 
 
DOE has posted the Draft EIS on the http://www.greatnortherneis.org in a format that can be downloaded to a personal 
computer.  In addition, DOE and DOC-EERA are placing a hard copy and a  
CD-Rom copy of the Draft EIS at the following public libraries along the proposed GNTL Project route:  
 

Baudette Library, 110 1st Street SW, Baudette 
Blackduck Public Library, 72 1st Street SE, Blackduck 
Bovey Public Library, 402 2nd Street, Bovey 
Calumet Library, 932 Gary Street, Calumet 
Coleraine Public Library, 203 Cole Street, Coleraine 
Duluth Public Library, 520 W Superior Street, Duluth 
Grand Rapids Public Library, 140 NE 2nd Street, Grand Rapids 
Greenbush Public Library, PO Box 9, Greenbush 
International Falls Public Library, 750 4th Street, International Falls 

0007
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Marble Public Library, 302 Alice Avenue, Marble 
Northome Public Library, 12064 Main Street, Northome 
Roseau Public Library, 121 Center Street E, Suite 100, Roseau 
Warroad Public Library, 202 Main Avenue NE, Warroad 
Williams Public Library, 350 Main Street, Williams 

 
If you would like to request a hardcopy or an electronic copy on a CD of the Draft EIS, please respond to this email and 
indicate what format you would like, along with your full name and physical address.  If you plan to download the 
document from the project website, you do not need to respond to this email.   
 
DOE and DOC-EERA will also conduct public hearings commencing at the times identified below to receive comments on 
the Draft EIS at the following locations:  
 

COUNTY CITY MEETING LOCATION DATE AND TIME 

Roseau Roseau Roseau Civic Center 
121 Center Street E 

Wednesday, July 15, 2015 
11:00 am – 3:00 pm 

Lake of the 
Woods 

Baudette Lake of the Woods School 
236  15th Ave SW 

Wednesday, July 15, 2015 
6:00 pm – 10:00 pm 

Koochiching Littlefork Littlefork Community Center 
220 Main St 

Thursday, July 16, 2015 
11:00 am – 3:00 pm 

Koochiching International 
Falls 

AmericInn 
1500 Hwy 71 

Thursday, July 16, 2015 
6:00 pm – 10:00 pm 

Beltrami Kelliher Kelliher Old School Center 
243 Clark Avenue N (Highway 72) 

Tuesday, July 21, 2015 
11:00 am – 3:00 pm 

Itasca Bigfork Bigfork School 
100 Huskie Blvd 

Tuesday, July 21, 2015 
6:00 pm – 10:00 pm 

Itasca Grand Rapids  Timber Lake Lodge 
144 SE 17th Street 

Wednesday, July 22, 2015 
11:00 am – 3:00 pm 

Itasca Grand Rapids  Timber Lake Lodge 
144 SE 17th Street 

Wednesday, July 22, 2015 
6:00 pm – 10:00 pm 

 
Comments on the Draft EIS can be submitted verbally during public hearings or in writing to Dr. Julie A. Smith at: Office of 
Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability (OE-20), U.S. Department of Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue, SW, 
Washington, DC 20585; via e-mail to Juliea.Smith@hq.doe.gov; by facsimile to (202) 586-8008; or through the project 
website at http://www.greatnortherneis.org. Please mark envelopes and electronic mail subject lines as “GNTL Draft EIS 
Comments.” Written comments must be received by August 11, 2015. Comments submitted after that date will be 
considered to the extent practicable.  
 
 
 

 Cheryl D. Feigum, PhD 

   Vice President 
   Senior Environmental Scientist 
   Minneapolis office: 952.832.2680 
   cell: 701.412.1301 

cfeigum@barr.com
www.barr.com
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0009-1

0009
0009-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.
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0009-1
Continued

0009-2

0009-3

0009
0009-1 cont'd

0009-2
The purpose and need for DOE's action and decision is described
in Section 1.2.2 and the MN PUC certificate of need process is
discussed in Section 1.3.2 of the EIS. The MN PUC determined
that the proposed Project is needed by the Applicant in eDocket
#12-1163 (Certificate of Need). 

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.

0009-3
The Mesaba Project has not been formally withdrawn and it has an
existing permit.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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Continued

0009
0009-3 cont'd
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0009-5

0009
0009-4
The MN PUC determined that the proposed Project and its 250 MW
capacity is needed by the Applicant in eDocket #12-1163
(Certificate of Need).

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.

0009-5
The reliability benefits of the proposed Project were studied
extensively as part of the Applicant's certificate of need process.
The MN PUC concluded that the line would improve reliability for
the transmission grid in the area.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0009-5
Continued

0009-6

0009
0009-5 cont'd

0009-6
Section 2.2.3 discusses the North Dakota Wind Energy Renewable
Optimization Strategy.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0010-1

0010
0010-1
The response to the comment is provided in the transcript following
this comment.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0010-1
Continued

0010
0010-1 cont'd
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0011-1

0011
0011-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.
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0012-1

0012-2

0012
0012-1
As discussed in Section 1.3.1.4 of the EIS, once a route is selected
and a permit is issued, the Applicant would contact landowners to
gather information about their property and their concerns and
discuss how the ROW would best proceed across the property.
Where it is not possible or reasonable to re-route the proposed
transmission line to avoid existing bee colonies, the hives would
have to be relocated.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.

0012-2
The Mesaba Project has not been formally withdrawn and it has an
existing permit.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0012-2
Continued

0012-3

0012
0012-2 cont'd

0012-3
In accordance with 40 CFR &sect;1506.5(c), a disclosure statement
to avoid conflict of interest was executed by Ms. Azar and is
available in Appendix T of the EIS.  No changes have been made
to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0012-3
Continued

0012
0012-3 cont'd
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0013-1

0013
0013-1
In 2004, the National Radiological Protection Board of the UK
published an independent review on particle deposition in the
vicinity of power lines and their potential effects on health
(http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140629102627/http://
www.hpa.org.uk/webc/HPAwebFile/HPAweb_C/1194947415038).
This review concluded that although most the physical processes of
ionization of air do happen, "it seems unlikely that corona ions
would have more than a small effect on the long-term health risks
associated with particulate air pollutants, even in the individuals
who are most affected. In public health terms, the proportionate
impact will be even lower because only a small fraction of the
general population live or work close to sources of corona ions."

Further, the World Health Organization published in 2007 a similar
statement in Monograph No 238 on Extremely Low Frequency
Fields (http://www.who.int/peh-emf/publications/elf_ehc/en/ ),
indicating that high-voltage power lines "produce clouds of
electrically charged ions as a consequence of corona discharge. It
is suggested that they could increase the deposition of airborne
pollutants on the skin and on airways inside the body, possibly
adversely affecting health. However, it seems unlikely that corona
ions will have more than a small effect, if any, on long-term health
risks, even in the individuals who are most exposed."

Section 7.2.2.4 of the EIS identifies the presence of currently active
areas of so-called "scram" mining located approximately four to six
miles west of the proposed routes and variations. The anticipated
alignment for all other proposed routes and variations are located
more than 2,000 feet from existing or proposed scram mining
facilities in the area. Although corona ions can be dispersed by
wind and some can transfer charge to aerosols and air pollutants,
only those individuals living or working in the immediate vicinity of
sources of corona ions have the potential to be exposed to
particulate air pollutants.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0014-1

0014
0014-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.
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0015-1

0015
0015-1
Potential impacts to aggregate resources are discussed in
Chapters 5 and 6 of the EIS.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0015-1
Continued

0015
0015-1 cont'd
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0015-1
Continued

0015
0015-1 cont'd
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0016-1

0016
0016-1
Information is added to Section 1.3.1.3 regarding Minnesota Rule
7850.4700 (Delay In Route or Site Construction) states: If
construction and improvement of a route or site have not
commenced four years after the permit has been issued by the
commission, the commission shall suspend the permit. If at that
time, or at a time subsequent, the permittee decides to construct
the proposed large electric power generating facility or high voltage
transmission line, the permittee shall certify to the commission that
there have been no significant changes in any material aspects of
the conditions or circumstances existing when the permit was
issued.

Information is added to Section 1.2.2 regarding the Presidential
permit, which does not have an expiration date.
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0017-1

0017
0017-1
The EIS discusses major watersheds for each project section. Deer
Creek is a sub-part of the East Section major watersheds described
in Section 5.5.4.1. General impacts to surface waters in the East
Section are described in Section 5.5.4.1.4.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0017
0017-2
The EIS discussed impacts to surface waters, including lakes, in
Section 5 and 6. Impacts to Deer Lake specifically are discussed in
Section 6.4.1.4.1.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0018-1

0018-2

0018
0018-1
Chapters 5 and 6 of the EIS discusses potential impacts to wildlife
and rare species. In addition, the Biological Assessment in
Appendix R discusses potential impacts to federally listed species,
including the gray wolf and designated critical habitat.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.

0018-2
Potential impacts to rare species are discussed in Chapters 5 and 6
of the EIS. In addition, these chapters of the EIS generally discuss
potential impacts to migratory birds (such as the northern goshawk)
and eagles. As discussed in Section 2.11.1 of the EIS, the
Applicant would incorporate industry best practices, which are
consistent with the Avian Powerline Interaction Committee
(APLIC's) 2012 guidelines. In addition, the MN PUC Route Permit
could require that the Applicant develop and implement an Avian
Protection Plan. The Applicant would coordinate with the MnDNR
and other appropriate agencies in the development of an Avian
Protection Plan.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0018-2
Continued

0018
0018-2 cont'd
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0019-1

0019
0019-1
Section 5.2.1.6 of the EIS provides a discussion of the airstrips and
potential impacts. Please note that within the C2 Segment Option
Variation Area, the Airstrip Alignment Modification is included as a
means to minimize impacts to the airstrip south of Littlefork
(described in Section 4.3.2.5).

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0020-1

0020
0020-1
Impacts to forests as a result of clearing are addressed in Chapters
5 and 6 of the EIS.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0020
0020-2
Potential impacts and avoidance and minimization measures
regarding wetlands (soil) and wildlife are discussed in Chapters 2,
5, and 6 of the EIS. Avoidance measures will be further developed
through the permitting process.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0021-1

0021-2

0021
0021-1
Section 2.11.1.4 of the EIS specifies that an approved herbicide
would be used for vegetation clearing during construction, only with
the approval of the landowner or land manager. Similarly, Section
2.12.1 of the EIS refers that during Project maintenance and
operation, vegetation may be cleared using a combination of
mechanical and hand clearing and herbicides, where allowed and
approved by the landowner. Prior to maintaining vegetation in a
particular area, the Applicant would make an effort to notify affected
landowners.

With respect to the potential contamination of water associated with
herbicide spraying, Section 2.11.1.6 of the EIS states that "no
petroleum, herbicides, or pesticides, or hazardous chemicals of any
kind should be mixed or otherwise handled in wetland areas." The
Applicant would be required to implement best management
practices to avoid any potential spill of herbicides near water
sources.

The Applicant states in the Route Permit Application that
the proposed Project would be maintained by the Applicant and it's
contractors.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.

0021-2
As mentioned in Section 5.2.1.8 of the EIS, maintenance and
emergency repairs would be performed by existing firms and
contractors. No new full-time or part-time workers are expected to
be hired to operate, maintain, or perform emergency repairs on the
proposed Project.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0022-1

0022
0022-1
The response to the comment is provided in the transcript after the
comment.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0023-1

0023
0023-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.
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0024-1

0024
0024-1
Section 6.4.3.1 and Map 6-61 of the Final EIS are updated to
denote your cabin as a residence.
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0025-1

0025
0025-1
The EIS addresses weather-related issues in Section 2.5.8
and Section 2.8.3 addresses the weather study and BMPs. In
addition, Section 5.3.7.2 of the EIS describes the weather study
that the Applicant would conduct to address unexpected
transmission line outages due to extreme weather events and
equipment failures. This weather study is available on edocket
14-21, document  20158-113594-06 (Exhibit 83). Based on the
results of the weather study, the design criteria for the proposed
Project may be adjusted by the Applicant to increase the
robustness of the 500 kV transmission line design.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0025-1
Continued

0025-2

0025
0025-1 cont'd

0025-2
Section 5.3.7.2 of the EIS discusses the additional measures the
Applicant has proposed to maintain system reliability where the
proposed Project would be constructed in parallel with existing 500
kV or 230 kV transmission lines.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0025-2
Continued

0025-3

0025
0025-2 cont'd

0025-3
Induced voltage is discussed in Section 5.2.2.4 of the EIS. No
changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0025-5

0025
0025-4
Based upon recent estimates of the proposed Project's total cost
and property taxes, the Applicant estimates that the transmission
line would generate annual property taxes of approximately
$40,000 to $60,000 per mile. The two substations would generate
approximately $1.7 in annual property taxes. The Applicant
estimates that the proposed Project's total annual property
tax would be $11.1 million for the Project overall. Based upon
current state and local taxing district rates, approximately 1/3 of
property taxes would go to the state's general fund. The remainder
would be distributed the among the county and other local taxing
jurisdictions traversed by the proposed Project. 

Cost sharing between Manitoba Hydro and the Applicant is outside
the scope of this EIS. The MN PUC certificate of need process is
the mechanism for evaluating and addressing this issue.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.

0025-5
Chapter 6 of the EIS identifies that the MN PUC Route Permit could
also require the development of a Vegetation Management Plan as
a permit condition, which could include plant surveys along the
permitted ROW, incorporate vegetation clearing, and management
of invasive species. The MN PUC typically requires the Applicant to
prepare a plan in coordination with MnDNR as a condition of the
Route Permit.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0025-6
Electrical system reliabilty and weather events are discussed in
the Section 5.3.7 of the EIS. Section 5.3.7.2 of the EIS describes
the weather study that the Applicant would conduct to address
unexpected transmission line outages due to extreme weather
events and equipment failures. This weather study is available on
edocket 14-21, document  20158-113594-06 (Exhibit 83). Based on
the results of the weather study, the design criteria for the proposed
Project may be adjusted by the Applicant to increase the
robustness of the 500 kV transmission line design. 

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0025-6
Continued

0025-7

0025
0025-6 cont'd

0025-7
The invasion of earthworms into forests occurs primarily through
dumping of fishing bait. While it is possible construction equipment
could transport seeds of invasive plant species, it is unlikely that
construction equipment would transport living earthworms along the
construction site.

As discussed in Chapter 6 of the EIS, the Applicant may be
required to conduct pre-construction field surveys for rare species
as a condition of the MN PUC Route Permit.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0025-7
Continued

0025-8

0025
0025-7 cont'd

0025-8
Viewshed maps have not been prepared as part of the EIS. The
concept for the assessment of visual impacts is stated in Section
5.3.1.1: "The 1,500 foot ROI for aesthetic resources was identified
because the proposed Project is most likely to be visible within this
near-foreground distance zone and views of the proposed Project
from aesthetic resources within this distance zone have the
greatest potential to result in visual impacts for sensitive viewers."
Visual simulations, provided in Appendix N of the EIS, were
prepared for seven viewpoints within the study area to represent
typical views of the proposed Project. These photo simulations are
intended to provide reviewers with a sense of what the transmission
line would look like from various distances and in various
landscape settings within the study area.

Bass Lake and Balsam Lake are greater than 1,500 feet from the
proposed routes and variations. Although the transmission line may
be visible from these locations and surrounding areas, there is less
potential for the proposed Project to result in significant visual
impacts for sensitive viewers beyond the near-foreground distance
zone. Visual impacts are likely to be greater for snowmobile trails,
recreation trails, and other visually sensitive resources occurring
within the near-foreground distance zone.

In an area where a proposed route or variation results in a visual
impact, it may be possible to minimize or mitigate the impact by
adjusting the alignment, micro-siting structure locations, reducing
structure heights, darkening the finish on structures to reduce color
contrast, using non-specular conductors, and/or feathering
vegetation edges of cleared rights-of-way to reduce contrast.

 No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0025-8
Continued

0025
0025-8 cont'd
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0025
0025-9
Section 5.3.7.2 of the EIS describes the weather studies that the
Applicant would conduct a weather study to address unexpected
transmission line outages due to extreme weather events and
equipment failures. Based on the results of the weather study, the
design criteria for the proposed Project may be adjusted to increase
the robustness of the 500 kV transmission line design.

 

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0026
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0026-1
Continued

0026
0026-1 cont'd
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0026-1
Continued

0026
0026-1 cont'd
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Continued

0026
0026-1 cont'd
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Continued

0026
0026-1 cont'd
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0027-1

0027-2

0027
0027-1
During construction, the Applicant would comply with all applicable
OSHA requirements and would implement standard
construction, mitigation, and operation and maintenance
practices developed from experience with past projects as well
as industry-specific BMPs, as specified in Section 2.13 of the
EIS. Compliance with OSHA's standards for occupational
health and safety along with implementation of BMPs would
avoid and minimize impacts on public and worker health and safety
resulting from the construction and operation of the proposed
Project, regardless of the route or variation.

0027-2
The Border Crossing 500kV and 230kV variations evaluated in
Section 6.2.1 reflect your preference to parallel existing
transmission lines where the proposed Project would cross the U.S.
and Canadian border.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0028-1

0028-2

0028
0028-1
DOE has conducted government-to-government consultation with
federally recognized Indian tribes pursuant to Seciton 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. The
discussion of DOE's tribal consultation is presented in
Section 5.3.3.1 Archaeology and Historic Architectural Resources
of the EIS. Further documentation of ongoing consultation with the
federally recognized Indian tribes is provided in the EIS.

 No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.

0028-2
The MN PUC determined that the proposed Project and its 250 MW
capacity is needed by the Applicant in eDocket #12-1163
(Certificate of Need).

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0028-2
Continued

0028-3

0028-4

0028
0028-2 cont'd

0028-3
Section 1.3.2 of the Final EIS is updated to state the Certificate of
Need was granted on June 30, 2015.

0028-4
The proposed alternatives are fully analyzed in the EIS.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0028-4
Continued

0028-5

0028
0028-4 cont'd

0028-5
The decision of DOE is to determine whether to permit or not permit
the transmission line. DOE does not assess the entire realm of
potential alternatives (e.g., generaltion or conservation alternatives)
as part of their NEPA review. DOE's responsiblity is to consider the
alternative put forth by the utility in the their Presidential permit and
not to review the utility's resource planning process.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0028-5
Continued
0028-6

0028
0028-5 cont'd

0028-6
Section 2.8.1 of the EIS states that the proposed Project is
designed to increase the total transfer capability between the U.S.
and Manitoba by up to 883 MW. Section 2.8.1 was revised to
correctly identify 883 MW.
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0028
0028-6 cont'd
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0029-1

0029
0029-1
The response to the comment is provided in the transcript.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0029-2

0029
0029-2
Detailed information about DOE's Presidential permit program,
including but not limited to all Presidential permits issued by the
Department, are available on DOE's Office of Electricity Delivery
and Energy Reliability web site at:
http://energy.gov/oe/services/electricity-policy-coordination-and-imp
lementation/international-electricity-regulatio-3.

No changes were made to the EIS in response to this comment.  
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0030-1

0030
0030-1
Forecasting more than a general estimated percentage change in
property values attributable to construction of the proposed Project
is not feasible given that the number and type of properties in
proximity to the ROW has not yet been determined and the vast
number of variables that affect property values and changes in
value cannot be assessed. Within your comment, you questioned
the validity of the approximate two to nine percent decrease in
property values, and a few instances of sale price increases, from
the literature review by Jackson and Pitts (2010) of 17 studies
conducted between 1954 and 2009. This review is published in the
peer-reviewed Journal of Real Estate Literature by the American
Real Estate Society, whose membership consists of academics,
researchers, and practicing professionals and is a respected
analysis. Another study used to support the property values
discussion was one by the Wisconsin Public Service Commission
(2000) which showed that proximity to a high-voltage transmission
line does not always cause property value decrease, and when it
does, property value decrease can range from 1 to 14 percent. This
summary conclusion was drawn from the Commission's analysis of
30 papers, articles, and court cases and is considered a
comprehensive literature review that was vetted by the state of
Wisconsin. Also included in the property values discussion are
results from studies by Weber and Jensen (1978) and Jensen and
Weber (1982) that looked specifically at the effects of transmission
lines constructed on or near agricultural land.  Weber and Jensen
(1978) found no effect on agricultural land sale prices, while Jensen
and Weber (1982) found agricultural land sale price decreases from
0 to 20 percent, depending on the level of disruption to farm
operations. Appendix J, Property Value Supplement, of the Great
Northern Transmission Line Project EIS contains a lengthier
discussion of these literature reviews than is included in Section
5.2.1.4 but all studies are considered to be valid property value
analyses.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0030-1
Continued

0030-2

0030
0030-1 cont'd

0030-2
Section 5.2.2.1 the EIS summarizes the predicted intensity of
electric and magnetic fields calculated by the Applicant based on
two main operational scenarios:

Scenario 1: Stand-alone 500 kV Transmission Line. EMF from the
proposed Project transmission line structures only. Electric and
magnetic fields are predicted for three types of structures: guyed
Delta tower, guyed V-tower, and self-supporting tower at an
operating current level of 2,000 amperes.

Scenario 2: 500 kV Transmission Line Paralleling Existing
Transmission Lines. Electric and magnetic fields are estimated from
the proposed 500 kV transmission line operating in parallel with the 
existing 500 kV, 230 kV, and 115 kV transmission lines. Depending
on the configuration, operating line current levels vary.

Predicted magnetic fields from a total of six cases are calculated at
average and peak levels. The modeling cases report magnetic
fields with maximum current supported by each type of 500-kV
transmission structure, ranging from 1,024 to 2,000 amperes.

EMF modeling scenarios and results in Section 5.2.2.1 are
revised based on updated modeling results provided by the
Applicant (Appendix Y). The revised version of Table 5-22 indicates
the current levels supported by the structures modeled.



Page 135 of 922

0030-2
Continued

0030-3

0030
0030-2 cont'd

0030-3
The addition of 250 MW of capacity from renewable energy sources
will reduce the average GHG emissions per megawatt hour (MWH)
of energy generated in the region. The exact value would depend
on many variables, from growth in demand to the addition or
closure of other new sources of energy to the implementation of
state and federal GHG emission restrictions. It would be difficult to
quantify the exact reductions in emissions. However, it is very likely
the region would see a reduction in GHG emissions as a result of
the action, therefore there will be no potential for an increase in
GHG emissions and a qualitative discussion was determined to be
adequate for this analysis.

 

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0030-4

0030-5

0030
0030-4
Project impacts for criteria pollutants as well as climate change and
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are discussed for construction
as well as operation, maintenance and emergency repair of the
proposed Project in Section 5.2.1.3 of the EIS. Construction related
criteria polluant and climate change and GHG emissions are
discussed under the "Construction Impacts" heading while
operational emissions of criteria pollutants and climate change and
GHG emissions are discussed under the "Operations,
Maintenance, and Emergency Repair Impacts" heading. 

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.

0030-5
Thank you for your comment. The intent of the Draft EIS comment
period is to allow for members of the public, including those
opposed to the line, to have the opportunity to review the analysis
in the document.

 

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0031-1

0031
0031-1
Impacts to agriculture are discussed in Chapters 5 and 6 of the EIS.
As discussed in Section 1.3.1.4 of the EIS, once a route is selected
and a permit is issued, the Applicant would contact landowners to
gather information about their property and their concerns and
discuss how the ROW would best proceed across the property.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0031-1
Continued

0031
0031-1 cont'd
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0031-1
Continued

0031-2

0031
0031-1 cont'd

0031-2
Impacts to agriculture are discussed in Chapters 5 and 6 of the EIS.
As discussed in Section 1.3.1.4 of the EIS, once a route is selected
and a permit is issued, the Applicant would contact landowners to
gather information about their property and their concerns and
discuss how the ROW would best proceed across the property.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0031-2
Continued

0031-3

0031
0031-2 cont'd

0031-3
Discussion of impacts on Recreation and Tourism resulting from
the proposed Project are in Section 5.2.1.9. The EIS discussion for
Recreation and Tourism is limited to activities on public lands.
Impacts to landowners as  a result of the proposed Project are
discussed relative to Displacement in Section 5.2.1.1 and Land Use
Compatability in Section 5.3.1.2.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0032
0032-1
Although Minnesota does not have a general statewide energy
plan, the MN PUC does review long-term generation and
transmission planning for individual utilities. First, the MN PUC
reviews and approves the utility's integrated resource plans, which
are to consider different options for transmission and generation,
including demand reduction and renewables. Then, as the utility
seeks approval for individual projects such as this one, the MN
PUC considers these alternatives before it decides whether the
project is needed and how to meet that need (Certificate of Need).
A summary of the Minnesota certificate of need process is provided
in EIS Section 1.3.2.

In addition, the DOE's Federal Action is to determine whether to
permit the international border crossing that is a part of the
proposed Project. DOE does not have a role in reviewing an
applicant utility's resource planning process. No changes are made
to the EIS is response to this comment. 

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0033-1

0033
0033-1
As discussed in Section 5.2.1 of the EIS, high voltage transmission
line projects, like the proposed Great Northern Transmission Line
project, have the potential to impact human settlement in a variety
of ways, including potential displacement of humans which can be
assessed by evaluating the presence or absence of human
settlement features like residences, churches, schools, etc. The
EIS also goes on to assess the potential for impacts to humans
from the project in terms of several other closely related resource
areas, including, noise, public health and safety, transportation, air
quality, electronic interference, and property values. No change is
made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0033-1
Continued

0033-2

0033-3

0033
0033-1 cont'd

0033-2
Impacts to property values are discussed within Section 5.2.1.4 and
conclude that potential impacts to property values resulting from
construction and operation of the proposed Project, if any, would
range from no effect to a 20 percent reduction based on
conclusions from the literature review included in Appendix J. While
the proposed routes and variations do not cross any of the Red
Lake Nation's ceded lands, some of the proposed routes and
variations do cross wilderness areas that may be utilized by Red
Lake Nation members for hunting, trapping, fishing and gathering;
those potential impacts are discussed in Section 5.2.1.8, as part of
the impacts to Natural Resource Based Economies. The EIS also
acknowledges in Section 5.3.1.3 of the EIS impacts to the Red
Lake Nation Band of Chippewa Indians ceded lands.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.

0033-3
The assessment of visual impacts relies on the approach stated in
Section 5.3.1.1 that, "The 1,500 foot ROI for aesthetic resources
was identified because the proposed Project is most likely to be
visible within this near-foreground distance zone and views of the
proposed Project from aesthetic resources within this distance zone
have the greatest potential to result in visual impacts for sensitive
viewers." Visual simulations, provided in Appendix N, Photo
Simulations, of the EIS, were prepared for seven viewpoints within
the study area to represent typical views of the proposed Project.
These simulations are intended to provide reviewers with a sense
of what the transmission line would look like from various distances
and in various landscape settings within the study area.

The Area of Potential Effect (APE) used for considering potential
adverse effects from the proposed Project on historic architectural
sites or for assessing traditional properties is discussed in Section
5.3.3.1 and is included in the draft Programmatic Agreement
developed for the proposed Project in accordance with Section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act. The draft Programmatic
Agreement is included in Appendix V of the EIS. Within the EIS the
direct APE is the anticipated 200-foot ROW and the footprint of the
other elements of the proposed Project. The indirect APE includes
the direct APE plus a one mile radius on each side of the
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anticipated alignment of the proposed transmission line or the
center of the footprint of the other elements of the proposed
Project.

0033
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0033-3
Continued

0033-4

0033-5

0033
0033-3 cont'd

0033-4
Chapter 2 of the EIS discusses temporary and permanent access
roads that are proposed as a part of the project. Permanent access
roads would generally be within the ROW and are planned by the
Applicant as unimproved roadways with no grading or filling.
Section 5.3.1.2 of EIS is updated with a discussion that
acknowledges that public access is generally expected to occur in
areas where access was previously not possible due to the
introduction of temporary and permanent roads that would be put in
place as part of the proposed GNTL Project.

0033-5
As a federally-recognized tribal nation with an interest in the
general area of the Project, Red Lake Nation is a
cooperating agency that has a degree of authority, responsibility,
and involvement in the environmental review process. Additional
information regarding consultation with Red Lake Nation is provided
in the EIS. Discussion of impacts from the proposed Project to Red
Lake Forest Projects, Inc. is discussed within the Socioeconomics
(Section 5.2.1.8) discussion of "Natural Resource-Based
Economies."

 No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0033-6

0033
0033-6
A draft Programmatic Agreement (PA) is developed for the
proposed Project in accordance with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800.4(b)(2)). The draft PA being
developed for the proposed Project is included in Appendix V of the
EIS. The PA will:

Allow for the adjustment of the APE to ensure that direct and
indirect effects on the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP)-listed or -eligible cultural resources are properly
considered. NRHP-listed or -eligible resources may include, but
would not necessarily be limited to, archaeological resources;
architectural, built, or aboveground resources; properties of
traditional religious and cultural importance to a federally
recognized Indian tribe; and/or TCPs. Stipulate the need for
additional cultural resources investigations within the APE to
identify and evaluate resources for NRHP-eligibility. Such
investigations would address the identification of archaeological
and architectural, built, or aboveground resources within the APE
and evaluate these resources for NRHP-eligibility by qualified
consultants. Address the identification and evaluation of TCPs by
qualified consultants to identify TCPs, which may include properties
of traditional religious and cultural importance to a federally
recognized Indian tribe, and evaluate these properties for
NRHP-eligibility. Include obtaining background information from
written and oral sources on the prehistory and history of the area,
such as the story of Mikinaak and his people's interaction with
farmers in the 1800s near the Red Lake Tribe's village by Roseau.  
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0033-6
Continued

0033-7

0033
0033-6 cont'd

0033-7
As discussed in Section 1.3.1.4 of the EIS, once a route is selected
the Applicant will identify the locations for all permanent and
temporary access roads, laydown areas, stringing areas, fly-in
sites, and structure locations. They will work with the federal and
state agencies to develop survey plans, conduct fieldwork,
and determine the wetland and other resource impacts for the
project. This information will be needed in order to complete
the federal and state permitting processes. Draining of land for
agricultural purposes is not identified as a reasonably foreseeable
action and it is not part of the proposed Project, therefore is not
included in the EIS.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.



Page 161 of 922

0033-7
Continued

0033-8

0033-9

0033
0033-7 cont'd

0033-8
Impacts to vegetation are discussed in Chapters 5 and 6 of the EIS.
Chapter 6 of the EIS identifies that the MN PUC Route Permit could
also require the development of a Vegetation Management Plan as
a permit condition, which could include plant surveys along the
permitted ROW, incorporate vegetation clearing, and management
of invasive species. The MN PUC typically requires the Applicant to
prepare a plan in coordination with the MnDNR as a condition of
the Route Permit.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.

 

0033-9
Thank you for providing this information. The references are added
to Chapter 9 of the EIS. We have reviewed the documents that you
referenced regarding ungulates and smaller animals and their use
of transmission line corridors. The studies indicate that ungulates
cross transmission line corridors unlike road corridors which act as
barriers. Predators may use the corridors more often which would
deter use by ungulate and other smaller animals. In addition,
animals with young will avoid corridors of any type because they
don't provide cover for their young to hide from predators. The
results are inconclusive for reindeer for the selected study areas -
but there were extenuating circumstances (roads and dams) which
may limit their need to cross the tranmission line corridors.
The documents provide some methods to reduce the effects of
corridors on ungulates, which primarily involve returning the
corridor back to an intermediate level of successional forest that
provides more habitat (cover, food, etc.).

Following full review of the studies pointed to by the commenter for
any new information relevant to the proposed Project, no changes
are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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Continued

0033
0033-9 cont'd
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0034-1

0034
0034-1
As discussed in Section 1.3.1.4 of the EIS, once a route is selected
the Applicant will identify the locations for all permanent and
temporary access roads, laydown areas, stringing areas, fly-in
sites, and structure locations. They will work with the appropriate
federal and state agencies to develop survey plans, conduct
fieldwork, and determine the wetland and other resource impacts
for the project. This information will be needed in order to complete
the federal and state permitting processes.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0034-1
Continued

0034-2

0034
0034-1 cont'd

0034-2
Although Minnesota does not have a general statewide energy
plan, the MN PUC does review long-term planning for individual
utilities. First, the MN PUC reviews and approves the utility's
integrated resource plans, which are to consider different options
for generation, including renewables. Then, as the utility seeks
approval for individual projects such as this one, the MN PUC
decided whether the project is needed and how to meet that need
(Certificate of Need).The MN PUC certificate of need process is
discussed in Section 1.3.2 of the EIS.

Chapter 7 of the EIS addresses the cumulative impacts of
"reasonably foreseeable" future actions in the US. Other more
speculative actions are outside the scope of analysis for this
document.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0034-2
Continued

0034-3

0034
0034-2 cont'd

0034-3
The Biological Assessment, added to the EIS in Appendix R,
discusses potential impacts to the northern long-eared bat, as well
as avoidance and minimization measures intended to protect this
Endangered Species Act (ESA)-listed species.
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0034
0034-4
Plans associated with the proposed Project would be developed
following selection of the final route by the MN PUC. As a standard
practice, the Applicant follows industry standard protocol for fire
prevention during construction, including but not limited to:

a. Maintain orderly work sites.

b. Regularly inform workers on fire danger, particularly in high fire
danger seasons and areas.

c. Identify and communicate emergency contact information for the
appropriate work location.

d. Fire extinguishers available on all equipment.

e. Use of fire spotters during hot work (welding, grinding, etc.).

f. Conduct open burning only by and in accordance with burning
permit.

g. Requiring construction contractors to act expeditiously to
extinguish wildfires and to do everything reasonably within a
contractor's power, both independently and on request of any
duly-authorized representative of the United States, to prevent and
suppress fires on or near the job-site, including making available
such construction personnel and equipment as may be reasonably
obtainable for the suppression of such fires.

The Applicant regularly inspects all of its transmission lines during
operation and for maintenance. In the case of a wildfire, lines would
be inspected for integrity following an event. The Applicant would
work in coordination with responding fire department or other
agencies with regard to aerial application of chemical fire retardants
that may have corrosive or other deleterious effects to transmission
system facilities. Final protocols for fire management would be
further defined in the general conditions of the proposed Project in
the permitting phase of the process.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.
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DOE recognizes the Red Lake Tribe's concerns regarding potential
impacts on tribal lands and understand that the tribe will be
coordinating with the Applicant regarding the locations of ceded
lands that would be restored to the tribe per the recent resolution of
disputed Volstead land parcels. Additionally, as discussed in
Section 1.3.1.4 of the EIS, once a route is selected and a permit is
issued, the Applicant would contact landowners to gather
information about their property and their concerns and discuss
how the ROW would best proceed across the property.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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Notification of the proposed Project was provided in a manner
consistent with DOE and MN PUC requirements and outlined in
Section 1.4.4 of the EIS. Additionally, as described in Section 2.3.1,
the Applicant hosted numerous public involvement meetings
throughout the route selection process to provide Project
information and solicit feedback from the public.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0037-2
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.
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Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0037-4
The condemnation process and the Buy the Farm provision are
summarized in Sections 2.9.1 and 2.9.2 of the EIS, respectively. 

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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Neither the State of Minnesota (MN PUC) nor the U.S. Department
of Energy has made a final decision on its permit for this proposed
Project, and the final schedule for the DOE Presidential permit is as
yet undetermined.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.
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The draft Programmatic Agreement (PA) developed for the
proposed Project located in Appendix V includes stipulations
related to the need for additional cultural resource investigations to
identify and evaluate resources potentially eligible for inclusion on
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Such
investigations would:

Address the identification of archaeological and architectural, built,
or aboveground resources for NRHP-eligibility by qualified cultural
consultants; Address the identification and evaluation of traditional
cultural properties (TCPs), which may include properties of
traditional religious and cultural importance to federally-recognized
Indian tribes and evaluate these properties for NHRP-eligibility;
Include obtaining background information from written and oral
sources on the prehistory and history of the area, including Effie
County, County Road 27, and the Knight Family.
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