0041

0041-1
Map 6-46 in the EIS is revised to show the location of your gravel

pit.

0041-1
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0042

0042-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0042-1
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0043

0043-1
Trom: padbaser Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
o: orm || .
Subject: power line I’eSponse '[0 th|S Comment.
Date: Thursday, July 30, 2015 9:25:14 PM

| am against the power line going through Malung 0043-1

Janet Foster
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0044

0044-1
Trom: pndadotnen Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
o: orm, BIi .
Subject: Fwd: TL-14-21 The Great Northern Transmission Line reSponSE to th|S comment.
Date: Monday, July 13, 2015 7:56:03 AM
Dear Mr. Storm: 0044-1

| apologize for a serious mistake in my previous email. The last statement should read:
"I urge you to consider the overall environmental impact to this area and choose the Red Route™.

Thank you,

Linda Johnson

8614 Brant St NE

Circle Pines, MN 55014

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Linda Johnson <linda.johnson888@gmail.com>
Date: Sun, Jul 12, 2015 at 8:25 PM

Subject: TL-14-21 The Great Northern Transmission Line
To: bill.storm@state.mn.us

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) ROWSs.
« Reduce/minimize impacts of transmission lines: environmental, visual, footprint, etc.

| 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.

| 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: | learned that the new lines would serve corporations / industry and you don't even have committed
customers for this approved project.

1 urge you to consider the overall environmental impact to this area and choose the Red Route.
Sincerely,
Linda Johnson

8614 Brant St NE
Circle Pines, MN 55014
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From: Susan Lisell

To: Storm, Bill (COMM)

Subject: Great Northern Transmission Line: TL-14-21
Date: Friday, July 31, 2015 8:52:13 AM

July 31, 2015

TO: Mr. Bill Storm
Ms. Ann O’Reilly
Representative Dan Fabian
Senator LeRoy Stumpf

SUBJECT: COMMENTS CONCERNING THE REQUEST BY MINNESOTA POWER FOR A ROUTE PERMIT FOR THE
GREAT NORTHERN TRANSMISSION LINE/DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

REFERENCE: MPUC DOCKET NO. E01 5/TL-14-21 OAH CASE NO. 65-2500- 3 1637

My name is Susan Lisell and | am a property owner and agricultural producer of Roseau County
Minnesota. | am writing to express my strong support for Minnesota Power's preferred route as submitted
on April 15, 2014 in the above-referenced dockets, and Minnesota Power's proposed border crossing as
submitted in October 2014 to the United States Department of Energy.

The amended border crossing and power line route proposed by Minnesota Power is the only feasible
border crossing and power line alignment through Roseau County, given the agreement between
Minnesota Power and Manitoba Hydro.

The route alternatives submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service were submitted without input from Roseau County and its residents.

| am opposed to the proposed route alternatives, including the Roseau Lake WMA Alternative --Segments 1
& 2, in Roseau County. These alternatives will cause significant negative impacts on private property
owners and agricultural land use, and interfere with the safe and orderly operation of the Roseau Public
Airport. Additionally, the proposed alternatives will unnecessarily increase the length of the power lines in
Roseau County.

The impact to agricultural land uses and human settlements must be minimized. After careful and
thoughtful review of the various proposed routes through Roseau County, | believe that Minnesota Power's
proposed route would accomplish these objectives to the greatest extent possible.

The route alternatives, submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service (Roseau Lake WMA Alternative -- Segments 1 & 2), require the granting of
easements across fertile and productive agricultural land. Access to these easements present the potential
to cause sustained damage to the agricultural land as Minnesota Power constructs and maintains the
power lines that follow the easements.

These easements will also create artificial boundaries in the fields where noxious and harmful weeds and
plant life can grow and cause damage to the surrounding agricultural land. These noxious and harmful
weeds and plant life can have a significant negative impact on the overall production of the planted field.
These easements will create drainage problems for the fields and will increase the difficulty to place drain
tile in the fields.

The route alternatives, submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and .the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service (Roseau Lake WMA Alternative -- Segments 1 & 2), disregard and effectively
negate over three years of good faith dialogue and participation by Roseau County officials and its
residents, who have been working collaboratively with Minnesota Power to route the Great Northern
Transmission Line in a manner that will provide the least impact to residents, property owners and
agricultural land.

0046-1

0046

0046-1

The scoping process provided an opportunity to recommend
alternatives to be analyzed in the EIS, including the border crossing
alternatives submitted by the MNnDNR and USFWS. For the range
of reasonable alternatives, impacts to human settlement,
agriculture, land use, vegetation, and airports/airstrips are among
the impacts evaluated in the EIS. No changes are made to the EIS
in response to this comment.
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Minnesota Power’s extensive planning process, for this project, was conducted in a very deliberate and
transparent manner. Minnesota Power used a voluntary outreach approach that included multiple open
houses for Roseau County residents and multiple meetings with Roseau County officials. This approach and
collaboration resulted in the realignment of the originally proposed border crossing further to the east to
avoid potential impacts to any future expansions of the Piney-Pinecreek Border Airport and the
Department of Natural Resources' Roseau River Wildlife Management Area. Minnesota Power’s proposed
route through Roseau County minimizes impacts on private property owners and agricultural land, while
maximizing use of state lands and current power line easements.

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and US Fish & Wildlife Service had ample opportunity to
participate in the initial Minnesota Power planning process. Yet, these two government agencies waited to
propose additional border crossings and route alternatives that were carried forward into the scope of the
draft EIS without input from Roseau County and its residents.

This back door, after the fact, approach demonstrates a total lack of respect for the planning process,
Roseau County and its residents. Based on past history of the Minnesota Department of Natural
Resources, concerning projects of this nature, it is my perception that this is DNR’s “business as usual”
approach to this type of situation.

| request that the Minnesota Power's preferred route, as submitted on April 15, 2014 in the above-
referenced dockets and Minnesota Power's proposed border crossing as submitted in October 2014 to the
United States Department of Energy, be selected.

| request that the proposed route alternatives in Roseau County submitted by the Minnesota Department
of Natural Resources and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service be removed from consideration.

Sincerely,
Susan C. Lisell
24459 County Road 129 Roseau, MIN 56751

218-424-7743 or cell phone 218-452-0081

gjslisell@gmail.com

0046-1
Continued

0046-1 cont'd

0046
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From: Joanna Lisell

To: Storm, Bill (COMM)

Subject: Great Northern Transmission Line: TL-14-21
Date: Friday, July 31, 2015 8:48:19 AM

July 31, 2015

TO: Mr. Bill Storm
Ms. Ann O’Reilly
Representative Dan Fabian
Senator LeRoy Stumpf

SUBJECT: COMMENTS CONCERNING THE REQUEST BY MINNESOTA POWER FOR A ROUTE PERMIT FOR THE
GREAT NORTHERN TRANSMISSION LINE/DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

REFERENCE: MPUC DOCKET NO. E01 5/TL-14-21 OAH CASE NO. 65-2500- 3 1637

My name is Susan Lisell and | am a property owner and agricultural producer of Roseau County
Minnesota. | am writing to express my strong support for Minnesota Power's preferred route as submitted
on April 15, 2014 in the above-referenced dockets, and Minnesota Power's proposed border crossing as
submitted in October 2014 to the United States Department of Energy.

The amended border crossing and power line route proposed by Minnesota Power is the only feasible
border crossing and power line alignment through Roseau County, given the agreement between
Minnesota Power and Manitoba Hydro.

The route alternatives submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service were submitted without input from Roseau County and its residents.

| am opposed to the proposed route alternatives, including the Roseau Lake WMA Alternative --Segments 1
& 2, in Roseau County. These alternatives will cause significant negative impacts on private property
owners and agricultural land use, and interfere with the safe and orderly operation of the Roseau Public
Airport. Additionally, the proposed alternatives will unnecessarily increase the length of the power lines in
Roseau County.

The impact to agricultural land uses and human settlements must be minimized. After careful and
thoughtful review of the various proposed routes through Roseau County, | believe that Minnesota Power's
proposed route would accomplish these objectives to the greatest extent possible.

The route alternatives, submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service (Roseau Lake WMA Alternative -- Segments 1 & 2), require the granting of
easements across fertile and productive agricultural land. Access to these easements present the potential
to cause sustained damage to the agricultural land as Minnesota Power constructs and maintains the
power lines that follow the easements.

These easements will also create artificial boundaries in the fields where noxious and harmful weeds and
plant life can grow and cause damage to the surrounding agricultural land. These noxious and harmful
weeds and plant life can have a significant negative impact on the overall production of the planted field.
These easements will create drainage problems for the fields and will increase the difficulty to place drain
tile in the fields.

The route alternatives, submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and .the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service (Roseau Lake WMA Alternative -- Segments 1 & 2), disregard and effectively
negate over three years of good faith dialogue and participation by Roseau County officials and its
residents, who have been working collaboratively with Minnesota Power to route the Great Northern
Transmission Line in a manner that will provide the least impact to residents, property owners and
agricultural land.

0047-1

0047

0047-1

The scoping process provided an opportunity to recommend
alternatives to be analyzed in the EIS, including the border crossing
alternatives submitted by the MNnDNR and USFWS. For the range
of reasonable alternatives, impacts to human settlement,
agriculture, land use, vegetation, and airports/airstrips are among
the impacts evaluated in the EIS. No changes are made to the EIS
in response to this comment.
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Minnesota Power’s extensive planning process, for this project, was conducted in a very deliberate and
transparent manner. Minnesota Power used a voluntary outreach approach that included multiple open
houses for Roseau County residents and multiple meetings with Roseau County officials. This approach and
collaboration resulted in the realignment of the originally proposed border crossing further to the east to
avoid potential impacts to any future expansions of the Piney-Pinecreek Border Airport and the
Department of Natural Resources' Roseau River Wildlife Management Area. Minnesota Power’s proposed
route through Roseau County minimizes impacts on private property owners and agricultural land, while
maximizing use of state lands and current power line easements.

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and US Fish & Wildlife Service had ample opportunity to
participate in the initial Minnesota Power planning process. Yet, these two government agencies waited to
propose additional border crossings and route alternatives that were carried forward into the scope of the
draft EIS without input from Roseau County and its residents.

This back door, after the fact, approach demonstrates a total lack of respect for the planning process,
Roseau County and its residents. Based on past history of the Minnesota Department of Natural
Resources, concerning projects of this nature, it is my perception that this is DNR’s “business as usual”
approach to this type of situation.

| request that the Minnesota Power's preferred route, as submitted on April 15, 2014 in the above-
referenced dockets and Minnesota Power's proposed border crossing as submitted in October 2014 to the
United States Department of Energy, be selected.

| request that the proposed route alternatives in Roseau County submitted by the Minnesota Department
of Natural Resources and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service be removed from consideration.

Sincerely,
Susan C. Lisell
24459 County Road 129 Roseau, MIN 56751

218-424-7743 or cell phone 218-452-0081

gjslisell@gmail.com

0047-1
Continued

0047-1 cont'd

0047
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0048-1

0048-2

0048

0048-1

Impacts to agriculture are discussed in Chapters 5 and 6 of the EIS.
As discussed in Section 1.3.4.4 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.

0048-2

Beltrami North Variation 1 was developed with the intent to avoid
USFWS Interest Lands. This alternative one of the scoping
comments received for the proposed Project. Based on all of the
scoping comments received, the DOC-EERA issued the scoping
decision for this EIS on January 8, 2015 (Appendix D). The scoping
decision identifies matters to be addressed in this EIS, including
resources potentially impacted by the project and alternative route
segments and alignment modifications - beyond those proposed
routes and associated facilities proposed by the Applicant.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0049-1

0049-2

0049-3

0049-4

0049-5

0049-6

0049

0049-1

The EIS provides cost comparisons for the proposed routes
compared to the variations in Chapter 6. All alternatives will require
new ROW for its entire length. While some alternatives parallel
existing transmission lines, none of the alternatives share ROWs
with existing transmission lines. No changes are made to the EIS
in response to this comment.

0049-2

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

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

0049-3
As shown Map 120 in Appendix S of the EIS, these resources are
located within the Balsam Variation route width, not the ROW.

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

0049-4

A discussion about the potential effects of transmission lines on
property values is included in the EIS in Section 5.2.1.4. This
includes a summary of the potential range of property value effects
attributed to transmission lines. Further, Appendix J, Property
Values Supplement provides a summary of the literature regarding
the relationship between transmission lines and property values
used to develop the property values analysis in Section 5.2.1.4.

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

0049-5

The scoping process provided the opportunity to recommend
alternatives for the EIS. The EIS analyzes potential impacts to
residences for each alternative.

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

0049-6
Noise is discussed in Section 5.2.1.2 of the EIS.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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the air, the proposed transmission lines may produce audible noise higher than
the background noise levels in some rural areas. Deer hunting on our property
has been a tradition for over 50 years and | am concerned how this will impact
my family’s deer hunting success in the future,

8. From a health and safety point of view, Minnesota Power also refers to “induced
voltage”, which occurs when an electric field reaches a nearby conductive object,
such as a vehicle or metal building and it induces a voltage on the object. Then,
if the object is insulated or partially insulated from the ground and a person
touches that object, a small current would pass through the person's body to the
ground. This might be accompanied by a spark discharge and mild shock,
similar to what can occur when a person walks across a carpet and touches an
object. Minnesota Power states induced voltage normally is not a problem.
Again, this transmission line will impact my family's hunting land due to the fact
that it will reduce the amount of land my family will be able to hunt on.

Summarizing noise and potential voltage (shock) issues, we find it hard to
believe that these are NOT health issues. One of our deer hunters was never
comfortable with the emissions from the old power line and a new higher voltage
power line would, in her mind, make that area unusable for anything including
deer hunting.

9. When Minnesota Power removed the existing transmission line, they told us we
could do whatever we wanted to do with our property, such as plant trees. Trees
along with an apple orchard were planted and we had every intention of using
our property to its fullest. Now, once again, we face the threat of not being able
to use our property the way we want to.

10. There is an existing osprey nest on the property adjoining our property and if you
were to drive where roads/highways intersect with the proposed power line right-
of-way, you would see a great number of nesting sites.

Based on the reasons stated above, | am respectfully asking you to remove the Balsam
Variation from consideration for the Great Northern Transmission Line.

Thank yeu!
ﬂd@a&ﬂf’%&
Keeley Todd '

PO Box 354

201 1* Street
Bovey MN 55709-0354

41259 Scenic Highway
Bovey MN 55709

0049-6
Continued

0049-7

0049-8

0049-9

0049

0049-6 cont'd
Noise is discussed in Section 5.2.1.2 of the EIS.

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

0049-7

Section 5.2.2.4 in the EIS discusses induced voltage. Section
5.2.1.2 of the EIS presents the estimated audible noise levels from
the from the proposed 500 kV transmission lines under rainy
conditions (worst case scenario for noise generated from corona
effect). Section 5.2.2.8 of the EIS discusses public safety hazards
associated with the proposed Project including electrical shocks.

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

0049-8

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.

0049-9

As discussed in Section 2.11.1 of the EIS, the Applicant would
incorporate industry best practices to minimize impacts to migratory
birds, 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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tI\Manitoba

y ro PO Box 7950 Stn Main e Winnipeg, Manitoba Canada e R3C 0J1
(204) 360-4394 e sjohnson@hydro.mb.ca

July 30, 2015

Mr. William Cole Storm
Environmental Review Manager
Minnesota Department of Commerce
85 7th Place East, Suite 500

St. Paul, Minnesota, 55101

Dear Mr. Storm:

RE: Great Northern Transmission Line Border Crossing

As you are aware, Manitoba Hydro is the Proponent for the Canadian portion of the 500 kV
transmission project known in Canada as the ‘Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission Project,” and in
the U.S. as the Great Northern Transmission Line (Project). We recently reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) (June 19, 2015), submitted by the Minnesota Department
of Commerce - Energy Environmental Review and Analysis Staff and U.S. Department of
Energy.

The Draft EIS identifies a number of border crossing variations that are under consideration.
Manitoba Hydro would like to provide the following comments regarding selection of the border
crossing:

1. Manitoba Hydro can only support the agreed-upon border crossing located at Lat. 49 00
00.00N; Long. 95 54 50.49W; known as the Proposed Border Crossing - Blue/Orange Route
in the Draft EIS and noted as the MH Preferred Border Crossing and shown as a light blue
area on the attached map.

Manitoba Hydro completed a robust, transparent comparative analysis of routes and all potential
border crossings using a process based on the EPRI-GTC Overhead Electric Transmission Line
Siting Methodology. This process:

e Evaluated numerous social, technical and environmental factors, similar to those criteria
identified in the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission routing and siting regulations (such
as land use, human settlement, agriculture, forestry, cultural and historic resources, wildlife,
rare species, water resources, noise, air quality, health and safety, engineering constraints,
etc.);

e Incorporated routing preferences (that is, a weighting of the routing criteria) based on
discussions with internal and external stakeholders; and

e Used this data to identify and rank potential border crossings and routes.

Using this methodology, Manitoba Hydro determined that Piney East Border crossing (MH
Former Border Crossing shown in light grey on the attached map) which encompassed Border
Crossing Hwy 310 Variation, was not a feasible border crossing for a variety of compelling
reasons. These included, but were not limited to, the fact that routes to this crossing traverse
areas of high biological diversity that had been noted by government agencies and environmental

0051-1

0051-2

0051

0051-1

Thank you for your comment. Section 1.3.2 of the EIS is updated to
indicate the border crossing location developed by Manitoba Hydro
in their planning process.

0051-2

DOE notes Manitoba Hydro's concerns related to the Border
Crossing 500 kV Variation and the Border Crossing 230kV
Variation alternatives, which were not analyzed by Manitoba Hydro
in its planning and environmental process for the Canadian portion
of the proposed transmission line. Section 1.3.2 of the EIS is
updated to indicate concerns related to these crossings which are
comprised of public (Crown) land immediately north of the
international border and this land isidentified as supporting
aboriginal uses of great importance to First Nations in the Province
of Manitoba.
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non-government organizations. Furthermore, this area is primarily composed of Crown (public)
lands, which support traditional Aboriginal use and First Nations noted significant concerns in
regards to route alternatives in this area. Border Crossing 500 kV Variation and the Border
Crossing 230 kV Variation were outside of the agreed upon Border crossing and thus were not
analyzed but would pose many of the same challenges.

Based on our environmental analysis and public, First Nations and Métis engagement processes,
in consultation with Minnesota Power, the Proposed Border Crossing - Blue/Orange Route was
selected as the preferred end point for each entity. While other border crossings were favored by
each entity, the Proposed Border Crossing — Blue/Orange route was jointly selected because it
balances environmental, technical, and stakeholder impacts on both sides of the border.

The preferred route and border crossing were presented as part of a third round of our
engagement processes earlier this year. With the feedback received and through the
environmental review work being undertaken, Manitoba Hydro determined the final placement
of the transmission line and will submit an environmental impact statement to Manitoba
Conservation and Water Stewardship. An application will also be filed with the National Energy
Board in September. Manitoba Hydro does not have routes that connect to the border crossing
variations included in the Draft EIS. Our application will only include the Proposed Border
Crossing - Blue/Orange Route location developed and agreed upon by Manitoba Hydro and
Minnesota Power.

Manitoba Hydro and Minnesota Power have made a business commitment to have the Project in
service by June 2020. Selection of a border crossing location that does not align with our border
crossing and route jeopardizes this commitment and the Project.

Should you have any questions or require further clarification please do not hesitate to contact
me at 204-360-4394.

Regards,

Original signed by Shannon Johnson

Shannon Johnson

Manager

Licensing and Environmental Assessment Department
Manitoba Hydro

820 Taylor Ave (3)

Winnipeg, Manitoba

R3M 3T1

Attachments: 1

Cc:  Julie Ann Smith, PhD, Federal Document Manager
DOE Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability
1000 Independence Avenue SW
Washington, DC, 20585

0051-2
Continued

0051-2 cont'd
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0052-1

0052

0052-1

All comments on the EIS are part of the record that will be reviewed
by the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) before a route permit
decision is final. The comments about your property and home are
included in this review. There is flexibility in final design and
permitting so that if the Blue Route is selected, the Applicant will
work with you to minimize impacts to your property.

The MN PUC will not make a decision on the Route Permit until
early 2016. The MN PUC is required to review the EIS and select a
route based on the information provided in it. While the Applicant
has stated their preference for a route, the final route decision is not
theirs - the decision will be made by the MN PUC.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0052-1 cont'd
0052-1

Continued
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0053-1

0053

0053-1

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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0054-1

0054

0054-1

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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0055

0055-1

Thank you for your comment. Impacts to agriculture, including
aerial spraying, noise, aesthetics are discussed in Chapters 5 and 6
of the EIS.

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

0055-1
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0056-1

0056-2

0056-3

0056

0056-1

DOE recognizes the potential confusion of having multiple
government agencies involved in the same planning process. DOE
believes that the inclusion of all of these agencies in the process
will lead to a more inclusive and corrdinated process and better
decision-making.

The scoping process provided an opportunity to recommend
alternatives for the EIS, including the border crossing alternatives
as well as 33 route variations submitted by the MnDNR, the
USFWS, and members of the public. For all alternatives proposed
during the scoping process, impacts to human settlement,
agriculture, land use, vegetation, and airports/airstrips are
evaluated in the EIS.

Anticipated schedules for all DOE Key EISs are publicly available
on DOE's Office of NEPA Policy and Compliance website at:
http://energy.gov/nepaloffice-nepa-policy-and-compliance. Once a
schedule for a ROD is developed for the Great Northern
Transmission Line project it will be made available to the public via
this website.

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

0056-2

As discussed in Section 4.1.1 of the EIS, MNnDNR Scientific and
Natural Areas are protected under state regulation with regard to
transmission line crossings. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0056-3
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.
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0056-3 cont'd
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0056-3
Continued
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From: Richard Stacy

To: Storm, Bill (COMM); O"Reilly. Ann (OAH); rep.dan.fabian@house.mn
Subject: Great Northern Transmission Line: TL-14-21

Date: Thursday, July 30, 2015 12:36:12 PM

July 30, 2015

TO: Mr. Bill Storm
Ms. Ann O’Reilly
Representative Dan Fabian
Senator LeRoy Stumpf

SUBJECT: COMMENTS CONCERNING THE REQUEST BY MINNESOTA POWER FOR A ROUTE PERMIT
FOR THE GREAT NORTHERN TRANSMISSION LINE/DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
REFERENCE: MPUC DOCKET NO. E01 5/TL-14-21 OAH CASE NO. 65-2500- 3 1637

My name is Richard Stacy and | am a property owner in Roseau County Minnesota. | am writing to
express my strong support for Minnesota Power's preferred route as submitted on April 15, 2014 in
the above-referenced dockets, and Minnesota Power's proposed border crossing as submitted in
October 2014 to the United States Department of Energy.

The amended border crossing and power line route proposed by Minnesota Power is the only
feasible border crossing and power line alignment through Roseau County, given the agreement
between Minnesota Power and Manitoba Hydro.

The route alternatives submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service were submitted without input from Roseau County and its

residents.

| am opposed to the proposed route alternatives, including the Roseau Lake WMA Alternative --
Segments 1 & 2, in Roseau County. These alternatives will cause significant negative impacts on
private property owners and agricultural land use, and interfere with the safe and orderly operation
of the Roseau Public Airport. Additionally, the proposed alternatives will unnecessarily increase the
length of the power lines in Roseau County.

The impact to agricultural land uses and human settlements must be minimized. After careful and
thoughtful review of the various proposed routes through Roseau County, | believe that Minnesota
Power's proposed route would accomplish these objectives to the greatest extent possible.

The route alternatives, submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (Roseau Lake WMA Alternative -- Segments 1 & 2), require
the granting of easements across fertile and productive agricultural land. Access to these
easements present the potential to cause sustained damage to the agricultural land as Minnesota
Power constructs and maintains the power lines that follow the easements.

These easements will also create artificial boundaries in the fields where noxious and harmful weeds
and plant life can grow and cause damage to the surrounding agricultural land. These noxious and
harmful weeds and plant life can have a significant negative impact on the overall production of the
planted field. These easements will create drainage problems for the fields and will increase the
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The scoping process provided an opportunity to recommend
alternatives to be analyzed in the EIS, including the border crossing
alternatives submitted by the MNnDNR and USFWS. For the range
of reasonable alternatives, impacts to human settlement,
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the impacts evaluated in the EIS. No changes are made to the EIS
in response to this comment.
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difficulty to place drain tile in the fields.

The route alternatives, submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and .the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (Roseau Lake WMA Alternative -- Segments 1 & 2), disregard
and effectively negate over three years of good faith dialogue and participation by Roseau County
officials and its residents, who have been working collaboratively with Minnesota Power to route
the Great Northern Transmission Line in a manner that will provide the least impact to residents,
property owners and agricultural land.

Minnesota Power’s extensive planning process, for this project, was conducted in a very deliberate
and transparent manner. Minnesota Power used a voluntary outreach approach that included
multiple open houses for Roseau County residents and multiple meetings with Roseau County
officials. This approach and collaboration resulted in the realignment of the originally proposed
border crossing further to the east to avoid potential impacts to any future expansions of the Piney-
Pinecreek Border Airport and the Department of Natural Resources' Roseau River Wildlife
Management Area. Minnesota Power’s proposed route through Roseau County minimizes impacts
on private property owners and agricultural land, while maximizing use of state lands and current
power line easements.

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and US Fish & Wildlife Service had ample
opportunity to participate in the initial Minnesota Power planning process. Yet, these two
government agencies waited to propose additional border crossings and route alternatives that
were carried forward into the scope of the draft EIS without input from Roseau County and its
residents.

This back door, after the fact, approach demonstrates a total lack of respect for the planning
process, Roseau County and its residents. Based on past history of the Minnesota Department of
Natural Resources, concerning projects of this nature, it is my perception that this is DNR’s
“business as usual” approach to this type of situation.

| request that the Minnesota Power's preferred route, as submitted on April 15, 2014 in the above-
referenced dockets and Minnesota Power's proposed border crossing as submitted in October 2014
to the United States Department of Energy, be selected.

| request that the proposed route alternatives in Roseau County submitted by the Minnesota
Department of Natural Resources and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service be removed from
consideration.

Sincerely,

Richard Stacy

43126 County Road 2
Roseau, MN 56751
703-915-5258
rkconsult@aol.com
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From: Karen Stacy

To: Storm, Bill (COMM); O"Reilly. Ann (OAH); rep.dan.fabian@house.mn
Subject: Great Northern Transmission Line: TL-14-21

Date: Thursday, July 30, 2015 3:21:36 PM

July 30, 2015

TO: Mr. Bill Storm
Ms. Ann O’Reilly
Representative Dan Fabian
Senator LeRoy Stumpf

SUBJECT: COMMENTS CONCERNING THE REQUEST BY MINNESOTA POWER FOR A ROUTE PERMIT
FOR THE GREAT NORTHERN TRANSMISSION LINE/DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

REFERENCE: MPUC DOCKET NO. EO1 5/TL-14-21 OAH CASE NO. 65-2500- 3 1637

My name is Karen Stacy and | am a property owner in Roseau County Minnesota. | am writing to
express my strong support for Minnesota Power's preferred route as submitted on April 15, 2014 in
the above-referenced dockets, and Minnesota Power's proposed border crossing as submitted in
October 2014 to the United States Department of Energy.

The amended border crossing and power line route proposed by Minnesota Power is the only
feasible border crossing and power line alignment through Roseau County, given the agreement
between Minnesota Power and Manitoba Hydro.

The route alternatives submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service were submitted without input from Roseau County and its
residents.

| am opposed to the proposed route alternatives, including the Roseau Lake WMA Alternative --
Segments 1 & 2, in Roseau County. These alternatives will cause significant negative impacts on
private property owners and agricultural land use, and interfere with the safe and orderly operation
of the Roseau Public Airport. Additionally, the proposed alternatives will unnecessarily increase the
length of the power lines in Roseau County.

The impact to agricultural land uses and human settlements must be minimized. After careful and
thoughtful review of the various proposed routes through Roseau County, | believe that Minnesota
Power's proposed route would accomplish these objectives to the greatest extent possible.

The route alternatives, submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (Roseau Lake WMA Alternative -- Segments 1 & 2), require
the granting of easements across fertile and productive agricultural land. Access to these
easements present the potential to cause sustained damage to the agricultural land as Minnesota
Power constructs and maintains the power lines that follow the easements.

These easements will also create artificial boundaries in the fields where noxious and harmful weeds
and plant life can grow and cause damage to the surrounding agricultural land. These noxious and
harmful weeds and plant life can have a significant negative impact on the overall production of the
planted field. These easements will create drainage problems for the fields and will increase the
difficulty to place drain tile in the fields.

The route alternatives, submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and .the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (Roseau Lake WMA Alternative -- Segments 1 & 2), disregard
and effectively negate over three years of good faith dialogue and participation by Roseau County
officials and its residents, who have been working collaboratively with Minnesota Power to route
the Great Northern Transmission Line in a manner that will provide the least impact to residents,
property owners and agricultural land.

Minnesota Power’s extensive planning process, for this project, was conducted in a very deliberate
and transparent manner. Minnesota Power used a voluntary outreach approach that included
multiple open houses for Roseau County residents and multiple meetings with Roseau County
officials. This approach and collaboration resulted in the realignment of the originally proposed
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alternatives to be analyzed in the EIS, including the border crossing
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the impacts evaluated in the EIS. No changes are made to the EIS
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border crossing further to the east to avoid potential impacts to any future expansions of the Piney-
Pinecreek Border Airport and the Department of Natural Resources' Roseau River Wildlife
Management Area. Minnesota Power’s proposed route through Roseau County minimizes impacts
on private property owners and agricultural land, while maximizing use of state lands and current
power line easements.

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and US Fish & Wildlife Service had ample
opportunity to participate in the initial Minnesota Power planning process. Yet, these two
government agencies waited to propose additional border crossings and route alternatives that
were carried forward into the scope of the draft EIS without input from Roseau County and its
residents.

This back door, after the fact, approach demonstrates a total lack of respect for the planning
process, Roseau County and its residents. Based on past history of the Minnesota Department of
Natural Resources, concerning projects of this nature, it is my perception that this is DNR’s
“business as usual” approach to this type of situation.

| request that the Minnesota Power's preferred route, as submitted on April 15, 2014 in the above-
referenced dockets and Minnesota Power's proposed border crossing as submitted in October 2014
to the United States Department of Energy, be selected.

| request that the proposed route alternatives in Roseau County submitted by the Minnesota
Department of Natural Resources and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service be removed from
consideration.

Sincerely,

//kls

Karen L. Stacy

43126 Co. Rd. 2

Roseau, MN 56751

Phone #: 703.915-5266

Email address: kstacy662@aol.com
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From: Gary

To: Storm, Bill (COMM)

Subject: MPUC DOCKET NO. EO1 5/TL-14-21 OAH CASE NO. 65-2500- 3 1637
Date: Thursday, July 30, 2015 10:32:49 PM

July 30, 2015

TO: Mr. Bill Storm

SUBJECT: COMMENTS CONCERNING THE REQUEST BY MINNESOTA POWER FOR A ROUTE PERMIT
FOR THE GREAT NORTHERN TRANSMISSION LINE/DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

REFERENCE: MPUC DOCKET NO. E01 5/TL-14-21 OAH CASE NO. 65-2500- 3 1637
Dear Mr. Storm,

Our names are Gary & lone Olson and we are property owners in Roseau County Minnesota. We are
writing to express our strong support for Minnesota Power's preferred route as submitted on April
15, 2014 in the above-referenced dockets, and Minnesota Power's proposed border crossing as
submitted in October 2014 to the United States Department of Energy.

The amended border crossing and power line route proposed by Minnesota Power is the only
feasible border crossing and power line alignment through Roseau County, given the agreement
between Minnesota Power and Manitoba Hydro.

The route alternatives submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service were submitted without input from Roseau County and its
residents.

We are opposed to the proposed route alternatives, including the Roseau Lake WMA Alternative --
Segments 1 & 2, in Roseau County. These alternatives will cause significant negative impacts on
private property owners and agricultural land use, and interfere with the safe and orderly operation
of the Roseau Public Airport. Additionally, the proposed alternatives will unnecessarily increase the
length of the power lines in Roseau County.

The impact to agricultural land uses and human settlements must be minimized. After careful and
thoughtful review of the various proposed routes through Roseau County, We believe that
Minnesota Power's proposed route would accomplish these objectives to the greatest extent
possible.

The route alternatives, submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (Roseau Lake WMA Alternative -- Segments 1 & 2), require
the granting of easements across fertile and productive agricultural land. Access to these
easements present the potential to cause sustained damage to the agricultural land as Minnesota
Power constructs and maintains the power lines that follow the easements.

These easements will also create artificial boundaries in the fields where noxious and harmful weeds
and plant life can grow and cause damage to the surrounding agricultural land. These noxious and
harmful weeds and plant life can have a significant negative impact on the overall production of the
planted field. These easements will create drainage problems for the fields and will increase the
difficulty to place drain tile in the fields.

The route alternatives, submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and .the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (Roseau Lake WMA Alternative -- Segments 1 & 2), disregard
and effectively negate over three years of good faith dialogue and participation by Roseau County
officials and its residents, who have been working collaboratively with Minnesota Power to route
the Great Northern Transmission Line in a manner that will provide the least impact to residents,
property owners and agricultural land.

Minnesota Power’s extensive planning process, for this project, was conducted in a very deliberate
and transparent manner. Minnesota Power used a voluntary outreach approach that included
multiple open houses for Roseau County residents and multiple meetings with Roseau County
officials. This approach and collaboration resulted in the realignment of the originally proposed
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The scoping process provided an opportunity to recommend
alternatives to be analyzed in the EIS, including the border crossing
alternatives submitted by the MNnDNR and USFWS. For the range
of reasonable alternatives, impacts to human settlement,
agriculture, land use, vegetation, and airports/airstrips are among
the impacts evaluated in the EIS. No changes are made to the EIS
in response to this comment.
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border crossing further to the east to avoid potential impacts to any future expansions of the Piney-
Pinecreek Border Airport and the Department of Natural Resources' Roseau River Wildlife
Management Area. Minnesota Power’s proposed route through Roseau County minimizes impacts
on private property owners and agricultural land, while maximizing use of state lands and current

power line easements.
The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and US Fish & Wildlife Service had ample
opportunity to participate in the initial Minnesota Power planning process. Yet, these two

government agencies waited to propose additional border crossings and route alternatives that
were carried forward into the scope of the draft EIS without input from Roseau County and its

residents.

This back door, after the fact, approach demonstrates a total lack of respect for the planning
process, Roseau County and its residents. Based on past history of the Minnesota Department of
Natural Resources, concerning projects of this nature, it is our perception that this is DNR’s
“business as usual” approach to this type of situation.

We request that the Minnesota Power's preferred route, as submitted on April 15, 2014 in the
above-referenced dockets and Minnesota Power's proposed border crossing as submitted in
October 2014 to the United States Department of Energy, be selected.

We request that the proposed route alternatives in Roseau County submitted by the Minnesota
Department of Natural Resources and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service be removed from

consideration.
Sincerely,

Gary & lone Olson

23704 370" Ave
Roseau, MN 56751

218-463-2828

garolson@wiktel.com
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From: K&M

To: Storm, Bill (COMM)

Subject: Comment on Mn.Power -Great northern Transmission Line docket number TL-14-21
Date: Friday, July 31, 2015 4:50:11 PM

Dear Mr. Storm

"Thank you" for all the information that you have provided about this project. Greatly appreciate your
input. | tried to reach you by phone on July 31,2015 but you were unavailable. | hope you can please
consider this email as part of my comments towards this project in the West Section. | live in Roseau
county.

There is a alternative route on some maps that are orange and on another map that was mailed to me it
shows green.. This particlular line | am referring to comes down from canada on highway 89 then travels
in a eastern direction leading to the south of Warroad ,Mn. . | live on the far east edge in Falun township
about .5 miles off Highway #2 in Roseau county. The powerline alternative route would then be placed
directly by our home.. | do not feel comfortable with this power source being so close to a living
residence. With this same plan a neighbor to the east of me by the name of Jerry Reed has an airstrip
which he uses to land and fly his airplanes. This would cause problems for him also.l hope that this
alternative route that | have mentioned will be permanetly removed from this project.

I would express that if at all possible keeping the route as close to the other preexcisting power line that
runs thru Roseau county. This would not expose allot of families to living near such huge power sources
in there back yards but instead be located more near wooded nonpopulated areas...

Thank you again for all information about this project. Will be keeping intouch with all future meetings
and plans made about this project that affect the Roseau County area..

Sincerely;

Marie Johnson
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alternatives to be analyzed in the EIS, including the border crossing
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the impacts evaluated in the EIS. No changes are made to the EIS
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July 30, 2015

TO: Mr. Bill Storm
Ms. Ann O’Reilly
Representative Dan Fabian
Senator LeRoy Stumpf

SUBJECT: COMMENTS CONCERNING THE REQUEST BY MINNESOTA POWER FOR A ROUTE PERMIT FOR
THE GREAT NORTHERN TRANSMISSION LINE/DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

REFERENCE: MPUC DOCKET NO. EO1 5/TL-14-21 OAH CASE NO. 65-2500- 3 1637

My nameis Darryll Dahlquist and | am a property owner and a resident of Roseau County Minnesota.

| am writing to express my strong support for Minnesota Power's preferred route as submitted on April
15, 2014 in the above-referenced dockets, and Minnesota Power's proposed border crossing as
submitted in October 2014 to the United States Department of Energy.

The amended border crossing and power line route proposed by Minnesota Power is the only feasible
border crossing and power line alignment through Roseau County, given the agreement between
Minnesota Power and Manitoba Hydro.

The route alternatives submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service were submitted without input from Roseau County and its residents.

| am opposed to the proposed route alternatives, including the Roseau Lake WMA Alternative
--Segments 1 & 2, in Roseau County. These alternatives will cause significant negative impacts on
private property owners and agricultural land use, and interfere with the safe and orderly operation of
the Roseau Public Airport.  Additionally, the proposed alternatives will unnecessarily increase the
length of the power lines in Roseau County.

The impact to agricultural land uses and human settlements must be minimized. After careful and
thoughtful review of the various proposed routes through Roseau County, | believe that Minnesota
Power's proposed route would accomplish these objectives to the greatest extent possible.

The route alternatives, submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service (Roseau Lake WMA Alternative -- Segments 1 & 2), require the granting
of easements across fertile and productive agricultural land. Access to these easements present the
potential to cause sustained damage to the agricultural land as Minnesota Power constructs and
maintains the power lines that follow the easements.

These easements will also create artificial boundaries in the fields where noxious and harmful weeds
and plant life can grow and cause damage to the surrounding agricultural land. These noxious and
harmful weeds and plant life can have a significant negative impact on the overall production of the
planted field. These easements will create drainage problems for the fields and will increase the
difficulty to place drain tile in the fields.

The route alternatives, submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and .the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service (Roseau Lake WMA Alternative -- Segments 1 & 2), disregard and
effectively negate over three years of good faith dialogue and participation by Roseau County officials
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and its residents, who have been working collaboratively with Minnesota Power to route the Great
Northern Transmission Line in a manner that will provide the least impact to residents, property owners
and agricultural land.

Minnesota Power’s extensive planning process, for this project, was conducted in a very deliberate and
transparent manner. Minnesota Power used a voluntary outreach approach that included multiple open
houses for Roseau County residents and multiple meetings with Roseau County officials.  This
approach and collaboration resulted in the realignment of the originally proposed border crossing
further to the east to avoid potential impacts to any future expansions of the Piney-Pinecreek Border
Airport and the Department of Natural Resources' Roseau River Wildlife Management Area.

Minnesota Power’s proposed route through Roseau County minimizes impacts on private property
owners and agricultural land, while maximizing use of state lands and current power line easements.

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and US Fish & Wildlife Service had ample opportunity
to participate in the initial Minnesota Power planning process. Yet, these two government agencies
waited to propose additional border crossings and route alternatives that were carried forward into the
scope of the draft EIS without input from Roseau County and its residents.

This back door, after the fact, approach demonstrates a total lack of respect for the planning process,
Roseau County and its residents. Based on past history of the Minnesota Department of Natural
Resources, concerning projects of this nature, it is my perception that this is DNR’s “business as usual”
approach to this type of situation.

| request that the Minnesota Power's preferred route, as submitted on April 15, 2014 in the
above-referenced dockets and Minnesota Power's proposed border crossing as submitted in October
2014 to the United States Department of Energy, be selected.

| request that the proposed route alternatives in Roseau County submitted by the Minnesota
Department of Natural Resources and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service be removed from
consideration.

Sincerely, Darryll Dahlquist

Name Darryll Dahlquist

Address43529 240th St. Roseau, MN 56751
Phone # (218)463-3916

Email address maryjdahlquist@centurytel.net
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From: Greg3

To: Storm, Bill (COMM); O"Reilly. Ann (OAH); rep.dan.fabian@house.mn
Subject: Great Northern Transmission Line: TL-14-21

Date: Monday, August 03, 2015 6:51:53 AM

Aug 3, 2015

TO: Mr. Bill Storm
Ms. Ann O’Reilly
Representative Dan Fabian
Senator LeRoy Stumpf

SUBJECT: COMMENTS CONCERNING THE REQUEST BY MINNESOTA POWER FOR A ROUTE PERMIT
FOR THE GREAT NORTHERN TRANSMISSION LINE/DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

REFERENCE: MPUC DOCKET NO. EO1 5/TL-14-21 OAH CASE NO. 65-2500- 3 1637

My name is Greg Grahn and | am a property owner and/or resident of Roseau County Minnesota. |
am writing to express my strong support for Minnesota Power's preferred route as submitted on
April 15, 2014 in the above-referenced dockets, and Minnesota Power's proposed border crossing
as submitted in October 2014 to the United States Department of Energy.

The amended border crossing and power line route proposed by Minnesota Power is the only
feasible border crossing and power line alignment through Roseau County, given the agreement
between Minnesota Power and Manitoba Hydro.

The route alternatives submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service were submitted without input from Roseau County and its
residents.

| am opposed to the proposed route alternatives, including the Roseau Lake WMA Alternative --
Segments 1 & 2, in Roseau County. These alternatives will cause significant negative impacts on
private property owners and agricultural land use, and interfere with the safe and orderly operation
of the Roseau Public Airport. Additionally, the proposed alternatives will unnecessarily increase the
length of the power lines in Roseau County.

The impact to agricultural land uses and human settlements must be minimized. After careful and
thoughtful review of the various proposed routes through Roseau County, | believe that Minnesota
Power's proposed route would accomplish these objectives to the greatest extent possible.

The route alternatives, submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (Roseau Lake WMA Alternative -- Segments 1 & 2), require
the granting of easements across fertile and productive agricultural land. Access to these
easements present the potential to cause sustained damage to the agricultural land as Minnesota
Power constructs and maintains the power lines that follow the easements.

These easements will also create artificial boundaries in the fields where noxious and harmful weeds
and plant life can grow and cause damage to the surrounding agricultural land. These noxious and
harmful weeds and plant life can have a significant negative impact on the overall production of the
planted field. These easements will create drainage problems for the fields and will increase the
difficulty to place drain tile in the fields.

The route alternatives, submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and .the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (Roseau Lake WMA Alternative -- Segments 1 & 2), disregard
and effectively negate over three years of good faith dialogue and participation by Roseau County
officials and its residents, who have been working collaboratively with Minnesota Power to route
the Great Northern Transmission Line in a manner that will provide the least impact to residents,
property owners and agricultural land.

Minnesota Power’s extensive planning process, for this project, was conducted in a very deliberate
and transparent manner. Minnesota Power used a voluntary outreach approach that included
multiple open houses for Roseau County residents and multiple meetings with Roseau County
officials. This approach and collaboration resulted in the realignment of the originally proposed
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The alternatives analyzed in the EIS represent what DOE
determines to be a reasonable range of alternatives based on
scoping and comment periods. The addition suggested in this
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analyzed in detail, impacts to human settlement, agriculture, land
use, vegetation, and airports/airstrips were evaluated in the EIS.
No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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border crossing further to the east to avoid potential impacts to any future expansions of the Piney-
Pinecreek Border Airport and the Department of Natural Resources' Roseau River Wildlife
Management Area. Minnesota Power’s proposed route through Roseau County minimizes impacts
on private property owners and agricultural land, while maximizing use of state lands and current
power line easements.

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and US Fish & Wildlife Service had ample
opportunity to participate in the initial Minnesota Power planning process. Yet, these two
government agencies waited to propose additional border crossings and route alternatives that
were carried forward into the scope of the draft EIS without input from Roseau County and its
residents.

This back door, after the fact, approach demonstrates a total lack of respect for the planning
process, Roseau County and its residents. Based on past history of the Minnesota Department of
Natural Resources, concerning projects of this nature, it is my perception that this is DNR’s
“business as usual” approach to this type of situation.

| request that the Minnesota Power's preferred route, as submitted on April 15, 2014 in the above-
referenced dockets and Minnesota Power's proposed border crossing as submitted in October 2014
to the United States Department of Energy, be selected.

| request that the proposed route alternatives in Roseau County submitted by the Minnesota
Department of Natural Resources and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service be removed from
consideration.

Sincerely,

Greg Grahn

31199 430%™ Ave
Roseau, MN 56751
greg3@goldenflax.com
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The scoping process provided an opportunity to recommend
alternatives to be analyzed in the EIS, including the border crossing
alternatives submitted by the MNnDNR and USFWS. For the range
of reasonable alternatives, impacts to human settlement,
agriculture, land use, vegetation, and airports/airstrips are among
the impacts evaluated in the EIS. 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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August 3, 2015

TO: Mr. Bill Storm
Ms. Ann O’Reilly
Representative Dan Fabian
Senator LeRoy Stumpf

SUBJECT: COMMENTS CONCERNING THE REQUEST BY MINNESOTA POWER FOR A ROUTE PERMIT FOR
THE GREAT NORTHERN TRANSMISSION LINE/DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

REFERENCE: MPUC DOCKET NO. E01 5/TL-14-21 OAH CASE NO. 65-2500- 3 1637

My name is Willard Comstock and | am a property owner of Roseau County Minnesota. | am writing to
express my strong support for Minnesota Power's preferred route as submitted on April 15, 2014 in the
above-referenced dockets, and Minnesota Power's proposed border crossing as submitted in October
2014 to the United States Department of Energy.

The amended border crossing and power line route proposed by Minnesota Power is the only feasible
border crossing and power line alignment through Roseau County, given the agreement between
Minnesota Power and Manitoba Hydro.

The route alternatives (the “Scoping Decision Route”), in particular the route through Malung and Falun
Townships, submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and the United States Fish
and Wildlife Service were submitted without input from Roseau County and its residents.

| am opposed to the proposed route alternatives, including the Roseau Lake WMA Alternative --
Segments 1 & 2, in Roseau County. These alternatives will cause significant negative impacts on private
property owners and agricultural land use, and interfere with the safe and orderly operation of the
Roseau Public Airport. Additionally, the proposed alternatives will unnecessarily increase the length of
the power lines in Roseau County.

The impact to agricultural land uses and human settlements must be minimized. After careful and
thoughtful review of the various proposed routes through Roseau County, | believe that Minnesota
Power's proposed route would accomplish these objectives to the greatest extent possible.

The route alternatives, submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service (Roseau Lake WMA Alternative -- Segments 1 & 2), require the granting
of easements across fertile and productive agricultural land. Access to these easements present the
potential to cause sustained damage to the agricultural land as Minnesota Power constructs and
maintains the power lines that follow the easements.

These easements will also create artificial boundaries in the fields where noxious and harmful weeds
and plant life can grow and cause damage to the surrounding agricultural land. These noxious and
harmful weeds and plant life can have a significant negative impact on the overall production of the
planted field. These easements will create drainage problems for the fields and will increase the
difficulty to place drain tile in the fields.

REFERENCE: MPUC DOCKET NO. EO1 5/TL-14-21 OAH CASE NO. 65-2500- 3 1637 Page 1
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The route alternatives, submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and .the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service (Roseau Lake WMA Alternative -- Segments 1 & 2), disregard and
effectively negate over three years of good faith dialogue and participation by Roseau County officials
and its residents, who have been working collaboratively with Minnesota Power to route the Great
Northern Transmission Line in a manner that will provide the least impact to residents, property owners
and agricultural land.

Minnesota Power’s extensive planning process, for this project, was conducted in a very deliberate and
transparent manner. Minnesota Power used a voluntary outreach approach that included multiple open
houses for Roseau County residents and multiple meetings with Roseau County officials. This approach
and collaboration resulted in the realignment of the originally proposed border crossing further to the
east to avoid potential impacts to any future expansions of the Piney-Pinecreek Border Airport and the
Department of Natural Resources' Roseau River Wildlife Management Area. Minnesota Power’s
proposed route through Roseau County minimizes impacts on private property owners and agricultural
land, while maximizing use of state lands and current power line easements.

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and US Fish & Wildlife Service had ample opportunity
to participate in the initial Minnesota Power planning process. Yet, these two government agencies
waited to propose additional border crossings and route alternatives that were carried forward into the
scope of the draft EIS without input from Roseau County and its residents.

This back door, after the fact, approach demonstrates a total lack of respect for the planning process,
Roseau County and its residents. Based on past history of the Minnesota Department of Natural
Resources, concerning projects of this nature, it is my perception that this is DNR’s “business as usual”
approach to this type of situation.

| request that the Minnesota Power's preferred route, as submitted on April 15, 2014 in the above-
referenced dockets and Minnesota Power's proposed border crossing as submitted in October 2014 to
the United States Department of Energy, be selected.

| request that the proposed route alternatives in Roseau County submitted by the Minnesota
Department of Natural Resources and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service be removed from
consideration.

Sincerely,

Willard Comstock
25443 County Road 9
Roseau, MN 56751

218-424-7351
wncomstock@wiktel.com

REFERENCE: MPUC DOCKET NO. EO1 5/TL-14-21 OAH CASE NO. 65-2500- 3 1637 Page 2
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From: Blair Comstock

To: Storm, Bill (COMM); O"Reilly. Ann (OAH); rep.dan.fabian@house.mn
Subject: Great Northern Transmission Line: TL-14-21

Date: Monday, August 03, 2015 10:48:41 AM

August 3, 2015

TO: Mr. Bill Storm
Ms. Ann O’Reilly
Representative Dan Fabian

Senator LeRoy Stumpf

SUBJECT: COMMENTS CONCERNING THE REQUEST BY MINNESOTA POWER FOR A ROUTE PERMIT FOR THE
GREAT NORTHERN TRANSMISSION LINE/DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

REFERENCE: MPUC DOCKET NO. E01 5/TL-14-21 OAH CASE NO. 65-2500- 3 1637

My name is Blair Comstock and | am a property owner and resident of Roseau County Minnesota. | am
writing to express my strong support for Minnesota Power's preferred route as submitted on April 15, 2014
in the above-referenced dockets, and Minnesota Power's proposed border crossing as submitted in October
2014 to the United States Department of Energy.

Bear creek runs between the majority of our farm land. The route alternatives runs within a couple
hundred feet from bear creek. Every year hundreds of ducks and geese nest here. Countless seagulls,
pelicans, herons, cormorants, snipes, hawks, crows, swans and other migratory birds either make bear
creek their home or visit it daily. Within 500 feet a pair of bald eagles have been nesting for 20 years. The
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940 protects eagles from any outside human disturbance and "In
addition to immediate impacts, this definition also covers impacts that result from human-induced
alterations initiated around a previously used nest site during a time when eagles are not present, if, upon
the eagle's return, such alterations agitate or bother an eagle to a degree that interferes with or interrupts
normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering habits, and causes injury, death or nest abandonment." The
migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 does the same thing, it protects the birds safety. Whether that's hunting
or any other threat to the birds safety. And right now, the birds safety is under risk from Great Northern
Transmission lines. Birds are not alot different from humans. They live where we live. Like Deer and other
animals, they live off of our fields. They eat the food that we grow for the world.

The amended border crossing and power line route proposed by Minnesota Power is the only feasible
border crossing and power line alignment through Roseau County, given the agreement between
Minnesota Power and Manitoba Hydro.

The route alternatives submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service were submitted without input from Roseau County and its residents.

| am opposed to the proposed route alternatives, including the Roseau Lake WMA Alternative --Segments 1
& 2, in Roseau County. These alternatives will cause significant negative impacts on private property
owners and agricultural land use, and interfere with the safe and orderly operation of the Roseau Public
Airport. Additionally, the proposed alternatives will unnecessarily increase the length of the power lines in
Roseau County.

The impact to agricultural land uses and human settlements must be minimized. After careful and
thoughtful review of the various proposed routes through Roseau County, | believe that Minnesota Power's

0066-1

0066

0066-1

The scoping process provided an opportunity to recommend
alternatives to be analyzed in the EIS, including the border crossing
alternatives submitted by the MNnDNR and USFWS. For the range
of reasonable alternatives, impacts to human settlement,
agriculture, land use, vegetation, and airports/airstrips are among
the impacts evaluated in the EIS. No changes are made to the EIS
in response to this comment.
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proposed route would accomplish these objectives to the greatest extent possible.

The route alternatives, submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service (Roseau Lake WMA Alternative -- Segments 1 & 2), require the granting of
easements across fertile and productive agricultural land. Access to these easements present the potential
to cause sustained damage to the agricultural land as Minnesota Power constructs and maintains the power
lines that follow the easements.

These easements will also create artificial boundaries in the fields where noxious and harmful weeds and
plant life can grow and cause damage to the surrounding agricultural land. These noxious and harmful
weeds and plant life can have a significant negative impact on the overall production of the planted field.
These easements will create drainage problems for the fields and will increase the difficulty to place drain
tile in the fields.

The route alternatives, submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and .the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service (Roseau Lake WMA Alternative -- Segments 1 & 2), disregard and effectively
negate over three years of good faith dialogue and participation by Roseau County officials and its
residents, who have been working collaboratively with Minnesota Power to route the Great Northern
Transmission Line in a manner that will provide the least impact to residents, property owners and
agricultural land.

Minnesota Power’s extensive planning process, for this project, was conducted in a very deliberate and
transparent manner. Minnesota Power used a voluntary outreach approach that included multiple open
houses for Roseau County residents and multiple meetings with Roseau County officials. This approach and
collaboration resulted in the realignment of the originally proposed border crossing further to the east to
avoid potential impacts to any future expansions of the Piney-Pinecreek Border Airport and the Department
of Natural Resources' Roseau River Wildlife Management Area. Minnesota Power’s proposed route
through Roseau County minimizes impacts on private property owners and agricultural land, while
maximizing use of state lands and current power line easements.

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and US Fish & Wildlife Service had ample opportunity to
participate in the initial Minnesota Power planning process. Yet, these two government agencies waited to
propose additional border crossings and route alternatives that were carried forward into the scope of the
draft EIS without input from Roseau County and its residents.

This back door, after the fact, approach demonstrates a total lack of respect for the planning process,
Roseau County and its residents. Based on past history of the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources,
concerning projects of this nature, it is my perception that this is DNR’s “business as usual” approach to this
type of situation.

| request that the Minnesota Power's preferred route, as submitted on April 15, 2014 in the above-
referenced dockets and Minnesota Power's proposed border crossing as submitted in October 2014 to the
United States Department of Energy, be selected.

| request that the proposed route alternatives in Roseau County submitted by the Minnesota Department
of Natural Resources and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service be removed from consideration.

Sincerely,

Blair Comstock
27380 county road 9
Roseau Mn 56751

701-866-6593

0066-1
Continued
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horsiemcgrath@hotmail.com
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0067-1
Emm: Q?Lmow Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
o: orm, Bl .
Subject: Transmission line I’eSponse tO thIS Comment'
Date: Monday, August 03, 2015 9:55:26 PM
Dear Bill Storm, 0067-1

The original proposed line is the best. Power lines in the forest
are a good thing. Hikers,berry pickers,bird watchers,hunters, DNR
workers,loggers, firefighters, and anyone else who actually spends time
in the woods uses and benefits from open lines cut into the forest.
They help many people keep from getting lost as well. The big
game,small game, and birds also use and benefit form the young growth
and better grass that comes as a result maintaining a transmission line
through the forest. The line going north of the Beltrami Island state
forest is not so. Back yards, food plots, and small woods do not
benefit from a transmission line but are damaged by it.

Sincerely,

Avrthur Krahn
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From: apache@web.Imic.state.mn.us

To: Storm, Bill (COMM)

Subject: Gaukerud Sun Aug 2 09:12:13 2015 14-21
Date: Sunday, August 02, 2015 9:12:14 AM

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

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

Project Name: Minnesota Power Great Northern Transmission Line Project (Routing)

Docket number: 14-21

User Name: John Gaukerud

County: Roseau County

City: Badger

Email: jgaukerud@wiktel.com

Phone: 2185283529

Impact: As a private landowner and farmer | am very much opposed to the alternative route proposed. The line
would divide my fields on my farm and would make it very difficult for aerial spraying and other normal farming
practice's. This is a project for public good and should follow the route on public land. My property is on map 21 of
the west section of the project.

Mitigation:

Submission date: Sun Aug 2 09:12:13 2015

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

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

Andrew Koebrick
andrew.koebrick@state.mn.us

0068-1
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Thank you for your comment.

No changes are made to the EIS as a result of this comment.
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COPY

Justice

Legal Services Branch In reply, please refer to:
Civil Law Division Gord Hannon

Room 730 Woodsworth Building General Counsel

4056 Broadway

Winnipeg MB R3C 3L6
Phone: (204) 945-0242
Fax: (204) 948-2244
Gord.Hannon@gov.mb.ca
File No: NR04DO (429)

ECEIVE

June 2, 2015

Administrative Judge Ann O'Reilly

Office of Ad * istrative Hearings
600 N. Ro rt Street JUN 04 2015
N 55164 MINNESOTA PUBLIC
. UTILITIES COMMISSION
De r Madam:
Re: Canadian and Provincial Permitting of the Manitoba Minnesota

Transmission Project
OAH Docket No. 65-2500-31367
MPUC Docket No. E-015/TL-14-21

Please find enclosed Manitoba Justice’s comments to the Minnesota Public Utilities
Commission E-Docket Number E-015/TL-14-21, in the Matter of the Application of
Minnesota Power for a Route Permit for the Great Northern Transmission Line Project
in Roseau, Lake of the Woods, Beltrami, Koochiching and Itasca Counties. Please
include our comments in the above-referenced record.

Yours truly,

my

Gordon E. Hannon
General Counsel

C. Dan Wolf, Executive Secretary, Minnesota Public Utilities Commission /
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Justice

Legal Services Branch In reply, please refer to:
Civil Law Division Gord Hannon

Room 730 Woodsworth Building General Counsel

405 Broadway

Winnipeg MB R3C 3L6
Phone: (204) 945-0242
Fax: (204) 948-2244
Gord.Hannon@gov.mb.ca
File No: NRO4DO (429)

June 2, 2015

Administrative Law Judge Ann O'Reilly
Office of Administrative Hearings

600 N. Robert Street

St. Paul, MN 55164

Dear Madam:

Re: Canadian and Provincial Permitting of the Manitoba Minnesota
Transmission Project
OAH Docket No. 65-2500-31367
MPUC Docket No. E-015/TL-14-21

Through representatives of Manitoba Hydro, representatives of the Government of
Manitoba have been informed of regulatory developments regarding Minnesota Power’s
application for a route permit that would allow the construction of the Great Northern
Transmission Line, the United States portion of a proposed new International Power
Line ("IPL"), that would connect with the Manitoba Minnesota Transmission Project (“the
Project”) at the Canada-United States Border.

On behalf of the Government of Manitoba, this letter is being submitted for filing on the
public record and to inform the Administrative Law Judge, Minnesota Department of
Commerce — Energy Environmental Review and Analysis Division and Minnesota Public
Utilities Commission about these issues:

(I) Canadian federal and Manitoba provincial legal regime and regulatory processes
for authorizing an International Transmission Line;

(1) an overview of the regulatory processes in Canada to date;

(II) the required steps to complete the regulatory processes in Canada; and

(IV) coordination with United States and Minnesota regulatory processes.

As a representative of the Government of Manitoba we can advise particularly of the
Manitoba Government understanding of Manitoba provincial regulatory processes.
However, the federal National Energy Board (“the NEB”) has Canadian federal
regulatory responsibilities under federal law because of the international nature of the

0069
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IPL. Manitoba is working with the NEB to coordinate the provincial and federal
regulatory processes.

L Canadian Federal and Provincial Legal Regime and Regulatory Processes
for Authorizing an International Transmission Line

A. Overview

Under Canada’s Constitution Act, 1867, laws in relation to international power lines are
matters of exclusive federal jurisdiction. This jurisdiction has been exercised by the
enactment by Canadian Parliament of the National Energy Board Act and the provisions
of the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, 2012 relating to IPLs.

Provincial legislation applies to the use and allocation of Crown (public) land in
Manitoba for the line in Manitoba.

Generally, intra-provincial power transmission lines are subject to environmental
assessment and licensing under The Environment Act of Manitoba. The Environment
Act provides a regime of environmental assessment and licensing of projects or
developments of defined classes. Transmission lines greater than 230 kV are
considered Class 3 developments under the Classes of made
under The Environment Act and are thus subject to the highest level of environmental
assessment under Manitoba legislation. All documents filed in the environmental
assessment process are filed on a public registry. The Environmental Impact Statement
is open to public comments which are considered in the decision-making process.

Federal legislation allows for the involvement of provincial authorities and processes,
including the assessment of the environmental impacts of IPLs, under certain
circumstances. A common feature of both federal and provincial environmental review
processes is the requirement for an applicant to conduct a public engagement program
(“PEP") regarding the project, including the proposed route of an IPL, and its potential
socio-economic and environmental impacts as part of its environmental assessment of
the project prior to filing an application for licenses and authorizations.

The regulatory practice in Manitoba is that government authorities do not formally
engage in public consultations about projects of this type. Government decision makers
do not generally engage directly in public consultation: public input is provided through
the proponent’s public engagement program and through comments on the public
registry. In some cases, however, a public hearing may be commissioned by the
minister of Conservation and Water Stewardship before the Clean Environment
Commission, for the Commission to provide advice to decision makers respecting a
proposed development.

The Government of Manitoba engages directly in consultations with Aboriginal peoples
about potential adverse effects of the project on the exercise of Aboriginal or treaty
rights recognized pursuant to section 35 of the Constitution Act, 1982.
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Page 241 of 922



B. Canadian Federal law
1. National Energy Board Act, R.S.C., 1985, c. N-7

The responsibility for regulating the construction and operation of IPLs rests with the
National Energy Board of Canada pursuant to the National Energy Board Act, R.S.C.,
1985, c¢. N-7. In accordance with Section 58.1 of the National Energy Board Act,
authorization is required to construct or operate an IPL. The National Board
SOR/97-130 set out a comprehensive list of information
requirements for inclusion in an application to be filed with the NEB for an authorization
of an IPL. The NEB Electricity Filing Manual provides additional extensive detail and
guidance on the expectations for the content of an application. Both the regulations and
the Filing Manual identify the need for an application to contain: an identification of a
single proposed route and border crossing point for the IPL; an environmental and
socio-economic assessment of the IPL; and a description of the Public Engagement
Program that has been undertaken by the applicant. Upon the filing of an application,
the NEB's authority is limited under Section 58.11 of the Act to either issuing a permit
authorizing the IPL or recommending and issuing a certificate for the IPL. There is no
authority for NEB to determine an alternate route for an IPL.

Notwithstanding federal jurisdiction over PLs, Sections 58.17 and 58.2 of the Act allow
for the application of provincial laws to certain matters relating to IPLs, including
environmental assessment, where an Order in Council is issued by the government of
the province where the IPL is located. While the NEB allows for a provincial
environmental review process, and while the NEB is also under a duty to seek to avoid
the duplication of measures undertaken by a province in respect of an IPL, the NEB is
prohibited from delegating its decision-making authority regarding the environmental
impacts of an !PL under federal environmental legislation, as discussed below.

2. Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, 2012, S.C. 2012,
c.19,s.52

The construction, operation and decommissioning of a new electrical transmission line
with a voltage of 345 kV or more and requiring 75 km or more of new right of way in
totality is considered a Designated Project pursuant s. 39 of the Schedule to the
Regulation Designating Physical Activites SOR/2012-147 under the Canadian
Environmental Assessment Act, 2012, S.C. 2012, c. 19, s. 52 (CEAA, 2012).

Pursuant to paragraph 15(b) of CEAA, 2012, the NEB is a “Responsible Authority” for a
“Designated Project” regulated under the National Energy Board Act. As part of its
responsibilities, the NEB must ensure that an environmental assessment has been
performed by the applicant pursuant to CEAA, 2072 and must determine whether the
IPL is likely to cause significant adverse environmental effects.
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C. Provincial law

1. The Crown Corporations Public Review and Accountability
Act, C.C.S.M. c. P336 and The Public Utilities Board Act,
C.C.S.M. c. P280

The Public Utilities Board of Manitoba (“the PUB") has jurisdiction over Manitoba
Hydro's retail electricity rates in accordance with Section 26 of The Crown Corporations
Public Review and Accountability Act and The Public Utilities Board Act. Although the
PUB does not have the specific authority to review Manitoba Hydro's capital projects,
the PUB can be assigned additional duties by order of the Lieutenant Governor in
Council.

Manitoba Order in Council 128/2013 was issued on April 17, 2013 under the authority of
section 107 of The Public Utilities Board Act requiring a panel of the Public Utilities
Board of Manitoba to conduct a “Needs For and Alternatives To” (‘“NFAT") review of
Manitoba Hydro's preferred development plan, including the construction of a new 500
kV IPL and to make a recommendation to the Government of Manitoba as to whether
construction of the new IPL should go forward.

2, The Environment Act, C.C.S.M. c. E125

The construction of electrical transmission lines greater than 230 kV and associated
facilities is considered a Class 3 Development pursuant to the Classes of

______ MR. 164/88, made under The Environment Act and is subject to licensing
under Section 12 of The Environment Act. The Procedures M.R.
163/88 made under the Act outlines the process to be used and the information
requirements for proposals under the Act. Subsection 1(1) of this Regulation requires
the submission of a proposal that contains the location of the proposed development
and a description of the environmental and socio-economic impacts of the development.
A full, detailed assessment of the impacts for the proposed development is limited to the
single proposed route and associated infrastructure. While alternative routes are
included in the proposal, they are included only for comparison purposes to
demonstrate why the single proposed route was selected. The proposal will not include
detailed environmental or social-economic impacts of these alternatives. Should the
proposed route be rejected in this process, an alternative route is not chosen by the
regulator,

The Environment Act process includes an opportunity for public comments through a
public registry maintained by Manitoba Conservation and Water Stewardship

3. The Crown Lands Act, C.C.S.M. c. C.340
Publicly-owned lands in Canada are considered to be “Crown lands”, administered and

controlled on behalf of the Crown. Under Canada's constitution Crown lands are
generally administered and controlled by the provinces. The use and allocation of Crown
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lands in Manitoba is governed by The Crown Lands Act. That Act provides the
legislative authority for the provincial government to allocate or grant rights in provincial
Crown land in Manitoba. Authorizations for the use of any Crown land for the IPL in
Manitoba will be required to be granted under The Crown Lands Act.

4, The Constitution Act, 1982 and Consultation by the
Government with Aboriginal Peoples

Subsections 35(1) and (2) of the Constitution Act, 1982 state:

35. (1) The existing aboriginal and treaty rights of the
aboriginal peoples of Canada are hereby recognized and
affirmed.

Definition of of Canada”
(2) In this Act, “aboriginal peoples of Canada” includes the
Indian, Inuit and Métis peoples of Canada.

The Constitution Act, 1982 is part of the constitution of Canada and applies to federal
and provincial government action. In accordance with governing case law interpreting
s. 35, including leading Supreme Court of Canada cases Haida Nation v. British
Columbia (Minister of Forests), [2004] 3 S.C.R. 511, 2004 SCC 73 and Mikisew Cree
First Nation v. Canada (Minister of Canadian Heritage) [2005] 3 S.C.R. 388, 2005 SCC
69, it is settled law in Canada that the Crown (federal and provincial governments within
the scope of their responsibilities) has a duty to consult with Aboriginal peoples about
any decision or action that might affect the exercise of Aboriginal rights or treaty rights
of the Aboriginal peoples and to attempt in good faith to address or accommodate
concerns expressed by the Aboriginal peoples about those effects before making the
decision or taking the action.

The Government of Manitoba has developed an Interim Provincial Policy for Crown
Consultation with First Nations, Métis Communities and Other Aboriginal Communities
as a general statement of the approach of the Government to meeting its duty of
consultation with Aboriginal peoples. The Government is committed to completing
consultation processes with potentially-affected Aboriginal communities. In order to
determine the communities potentially affected an initial assessment of the consultation
requirements is undertaken by the Government based on the route of the proposed
project. Consultation is being planned based on the identified proposed route in
Manitoba.

L. An Overview of the Regulatory Processes to Date
The need for and justification for the Project has already been confirmed by the Public

Utilities Board of Manitoba as a result of the NFAT review process conducted between
June 2013 and May 2014. The PUB issued a final report to the Manitoba Government
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on the NFAT process in June 2014. The NFAT review process commenced with the
filing of Manitoba Hydro’s proposal and rationale, followed by two rounds of written
information requests, the filing of evidence by interveners, one further round of
information requests, and finally a hearing held from March 3 to May 26, 2014. The
NFAT review included the appointment of independent expert consultants to examine
Manitoba Hydro's plans. Those experts filed reports on their findings and testified at the
NFAT hearing.

The PUB final report recommended that Manitoba Hydro be given approval to proceed
with the construction of the proposed 500 kV Manitoba Minnesota transmission line. On
December 10, 2014, Order in Council 545/2014 was issued by the Government
Manitoba under The Manitoba Hydro Act authorizing Manitoba Hydro to proceed with all
actions necessary to construct and operate the new transmission line.

Manitoba Order in Council No, 00386/2013 has also been issued under the authority of
the National Energy Board Act designating the Manitoba Minister of Conservation and
Water Stewardship as the provincial regulatory agency for the proposed IPL. This
allows for the provincial environmental assessment and licensing process under The
Environment Act to apply to the portion of the line in Manitoba.

It is our understanding that Manitoba Hydro has considered several different alternative
routes for the Project over the last few years and conducted a Public Engagement
Process that included consideration of these alternative routes. Based upon the
outcome of that Public Engagement Process and a detailed route selection process
conducted with the assistance of several external consultants, Manitoba Hydro has
selected a specific proposed route. That route ends at a border crossing that was
determined after several months of analysis and in-depth discussion with Minnesota
Power. The crossing selected was considered to be in the best interests of the overall
project and acceptable to both parties.

It is our understanding that Manitoba Hydro will be filing an application with the NEB for
approval of a specific final preferred route with an identified associated border crossing,
consistent with Canadian legal requirements.

We understand that three pre-application meetings have been held with the NEB
providing information regarding the scope of the Project and the intended authorizations
that will be sought once the application is filed. As described below, the NEB was also
provided with Manitoba Hydro’s draft Scoping Document.

Several meetings have also been held with representatives of Manitoba Conservation
and Water Stewardship with respect to scope of environmental assessment, including
the Public Engagement Program. On November 21, 2014, Manitoba Hydro filed an
Environment Act Proposal with MCWS for a Class 3 Development under subsections
12(1) and 12(3) of The Environment Act, and provided a draft Scoping Document that
outlines the proposed contents of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission Project that describes the various environmental
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i
components that will be studied. Included in that draft Scoping Document was a map of
the final preferred route that identified the selected border crossing.

Pursuant to subsection 12(4) of The Environment Act, MCWS posted the filed
documents on a public registry, and provided an opportunity for public/stakeholder
comment until February 25, 2015. The public registry is available on-line at:

Also pursuant to subsection 12(4) of The Environment Act, the Proposal was provided
for analysis to the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), made up of experts from
several different provincial departments, including the wildlife branch, heritage branch,
and fisheries branch, of the preferred route and associated border crossing. Comments
from various departments have already been received.

. The Required Steps to Complete the Regulatory Processes in Canada

It is anticipated that the current round of public engagement by Manitoba Hydro will be
completed by summer 2015 and Manitoba Hydro will file its Environmental Impact
Statement with Manitoba Conservation and Water Stewardship shortly after that
pursuant to subsection 12(5) of The Environment Act.

An application will subsequently be filed with NEB. The NEB application and the EIS
filed under the Environment Act will both seek approval for the single proposed route
and the selected border crossing.

Public notification of the NEB application will be made and an opportunity for interested
parties to file writen comments with NEB will be specified in the notice. Manitoba Hydro
will then have an opportunity to file written responses to any comments.

Once the EIS is filed, MCWS, coordinating with the NEB, will then begin its assessment
of the Project and the EIS in accordance with subsection 12(5) of The Environment Act.
Public consultations conducted by Manitoba Hydro are taken into consideration by
MCWS when conducting its assessment. A public hearing before the Manitoba Clean
Environment Commission may also be ordered under clause 12(5)(e) and subsection
12(8) of that Act. The NEB also has jurisdiction to order a public hearing under section
24 of the National Energy Board Act.  As such, there could possibly be a joint public
hearing or two separate hearings.

The provincial Technical Advisory Committee also conducts an extensive review of
submitted EIS documents and provides written information requests to Manitoba Hydro
that must be satisfied as part of the process. This may be done in advance of the public
hearing or concurrently.  Again, that review is based upon the single proposed route
and selected border crossing.

Independent of the environmental assessment process, including any public hearings is
the Crown consultation process with Aboriginal communities referred to above. The
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DOE notes Manitoba Hydro's concerns related to the Border
Crossing 500 kV Variation and the Border Crossing 230kV
Variation alternatives, which were not analyzed by Manitoba Hydro
in its planning and environmental process for the Canadian portion
of the proposed transmission line. Section 1.3.2 of the EIS is
updated to indicate concerns related to these crossings which are
comprised of public (Crown) land immediately north of the
international border and this land isidentified as supporting
aboriginal uses of great importance to First Nations in the Province
of Manitoba.
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consultations will involve consideration of the single proposed route and selected border
crossing.

IV.  Coordination with United States and Minnesota Regulatory Processes

It is our understanding from Manitoba Hydro that the Minnesota Department of
Commerce - Energy Environmental Review and Analysis Division and Minnesota Public
Utilities Commission have issued an environmental scoping document that includes
multiple alternative border crossings in addition to the border crossing associated with
the Preferred Route. It is further our understanding that these additional border
crossings are not included in Minnesota Power's application for a Presidential Permit.

Any decision by the Minnesota Department of Commerce, Energy Environmental
Review and Analysis Division, or Minnesota Public Utilities Commission that would
require a border crossing other than the selected border crossing included in the
Canadian, Provincial and Presidential Permit review process will require the filing of
new or amended applications containing a different proposed route. Manitoba Hydro
advises that the filing of new or amended proposals with MCWS, or a new or amended
application to the NEB, would require significant new studies to address the change in
route to a different border crossing as part of the regulatory process in Canada.
Manitoba Hydro also advises that it would be very unlikely that the necessary studies
and the regulatory process would be completed in time to meet the proposed 2020 in-
service date. As the agreements between Manitoba Hydro and Minnesota Power
require a 2020 in-service date, the project may therefore be jeopardized.

Yours truly,

Il i Y

Gordon E. Hannon
General Counsel

c. Dan Wolf, Executive Secretary, Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
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Appendix A — Links to legislation and key documents referred to in letter
Order in Council 00128/2013 for Manitoba Public Utilities Board NFAT Review:
mb.ca/O Living,%20Seniors%20&%20Consu

Terms of Reference for Manitoba Public Utilities Board NFAT Review:

Interim Provincial Policy for Crown Consultation with First Nations, Métis Communities
and Other Aboriginal Communities:

National Energy Board Act (Canada)
7/FullText.htmi

National Energy Board Electricity Regulations

Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, 2012 (Canada)
findex.html

The Environment Act (Manitoba)

Classes of Development Regulation

The Public Utilities Board Act (Manitoba)

The Crown Lands Act (Manitoba)

.mb.cal/laws/statutes/ccsm/c340e.php

Order in Council 545/2014, authorizing Transmission Line

Order in Council 00386/2013
mb.ca/OICDocs/2013/11

Page 248 of 922
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A\Manitoba

y ro PO Box 7950 Stn Main e Winnipeg, Manitoba Canada e R3C 0J1
(204) 360-4394 e sjohnson@hydro.mb.ca

July 30, 2015

Mr. William Cole Storm
Environmental Review Manager
Minnesota Department of Commerce
85 7th Place East, Suite 500

St. Paul, Minnesota, 55101

Dear Mr. Storm:

RE: Great Northern Transmission Line Border Crossing

As you are aware, Manitoba Hydro is the Proponent for the Canadian portion of the 500 kV
transmission project known in Canada as the ‘Manitoba-Minnesota Transmission Project,” and in
the U.S. as the Great Northern Transmission Line (Project). We recently reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) (June 19, 2015), submitted by the Minnesota Department
of Commerce - Energy Environmental Review and Analysis Staff and U.S. Department of
Energy.

The Draft EIS identifies a number of border crossing variations that are under consideration.
Manitoba Hydro would like to provide the following comments regarding selection of the border
crossing:

1. Manitoba Hydro can only support the agreed-upon border crossing located at Lat. 49 00
00.00N; Long. 95 54 50.49W; known as the Proposed Border Crossing - Blue/Orange Route
in the Draft EIS and noted as the MH Preferred Border Crossing and shown as a light blue
area on the attached map.

Manitoba Hydro completed a robust, transparent comparative analysis of routes and all potential
border crossings using a process based on the EPRI-GTC Overhead Electric Transmission Line
Siting Methodology. This process:

e Evaluated numerous social, technical and environmental factors, similar to those criteria
identified in the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission routing and siting regulations (such
as land use, human settlement, agriculture, forestry, cultural and historic resources, wildlife,
rare species, water resources, noise, air quality, health and safety, engineering constraints,
etc.);

e Incorporated routing preferences (that is, a weighting of the routing criteria) based on
discussions with internal and external stakeholders; and

e Used this data to identify and rank potential border crossings and routes.

Using this methodology, Manitoba Hydro determined that Piney East Border crossing (MH
Former Border Crossing shown in light grey on the attached map) which encompassed Border
Crossing Hwy 310 Variation, was not a feasible border crossing for a variety of compelling
reasons. These included, but were not limited to, the fact that routes to this crossing traverse
areas of high biological diversity that had been noted by government agencies and environmental

0070-1

0070-2

0070

0070-1

Thank you for your comment. Section 1.3.2 of the EIS is updated to
indicate the border crossing location developed by Manitoba Hydro
in their planning process.

0070-2

DOE notes Manitoba Hydro's concerns related to the Border
Crossing 500 kV Variation and the Border Crossing 230kV
Variation alternatives, which were not analyzed by Manitoba Hydro
in its planning and environmental process for the Canadian portion
of the proposed transmission line. Section 1.3.2 of the EIS is
updated to indicate concerns related to these crossings which are
comprised of public (Crown) land immediately north of the
international border and this land isidentified as supporting
aboriginal uses of great importance to First Nations in the Province
of Manitoba.
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non-government organizations. Furthermore, this area is primarily composed of Crown (public)
lands, which support traditional Aboriginal use and First Nations noted significant concerns in
regards to route alternatives in this area. Border Crossing 500 kV Variation and the Border
Crossing 230 kV Variation were outside of the agreed upon Border crossing and thus were not
analyzed but would pose many of the same challenges.

Based on our environmental analysis and public, First Nations and Métis engagement processes,
in consultation with Minnesota Power, the Proposed Border Crossing - Blue/Orange Route was
selected as the preferred end point for each entity. While other border crossings were favored by
each entity, the Proposed Border Crossing — Blue/Orange route was jointly selected because it
balances environmental, technical, and stakeholder impacts on both sides of the border.

The preferred route and border crossing were presented as part of a third round of our
engagement processes earlier this year. With the feedback received and through the
environmental review work being undertaken, Manitoba Hydro determined the final placement
of the transmission line and will submit an environmental impact statement to Manitoba
Conservation and Water Stewardship. An application will also be filed with the National Energy
Board in September. Manitoba Hydro does not have routes that connect to the border crossing
variations included in the Draft EIS. Our application will only include the Proposed Border
Crossing - Blue/Orange Route location developed and agreed upon by Manitoba Hydro and
Minnesota Power.

Manitoba Hydro and Minnesota Power have made a business commitment to have the Project in
service by June 2020. Selection of a border crossing location that does not align with our border
crossing and route jeopardizes this commitment and the Project.

Should you have any questions or require further clarification please do not hesitate to contact
me at 204-360-4394.

Regards,

Original signed by Shannon Johnson

Shannon Johnson

Manager

Licensing and Environmental Assessment Department
Manitoba Hydro

820 Taylor Ave (3)

Winnipeg, Manitoba

R3M 3T1

Attachments: 1

Cc:  Julie Ann Smith, PhD, Federal Document Manager
DOE Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability
1000 Independence Avenue SW
Washington, DC, 20585

0070-2
Continued

0070-2 cont'd
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0071-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0071-1
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0072-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0072-1
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0073-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0073-1
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0074-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0074-1
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0075-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0075-1
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0076-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0076-1
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0077-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0077-1
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0078-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0078-1
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0079-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0079-1
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0080-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0080-1
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0081-2

0081

0081-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0081-2

The impacts on human health from the proposed Project are
evaluated in the EIS, specifically noise in Section 5.2.1.2 and public
health and safety in Section 5.2.2 of the EIS.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0082
Great Northern Transmission Line <greatnortherntransmissionline@gmail.com> 0082-1 _r
Thank you for your comment. The EIS only analyzes existing
residences.
Contact Us Form Submission No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.

greatno9@box355.bluehost.com <greatno9@box355.bluehost.com> Wed, Jun 3, 2015 at 10:53 PM
Reply-To: kelly.spitzley@hdrinc.com
To: greatnortherntransmissionline@gmail.com

There has been a submission of the form Contact Us through your concrete5 website.

Name:
Ben Bleess

Email
benbleess@gmail.com

Street Address:
29272 650th avenue

City:
Warroad

State:
MN

Zipcode:
56763

Phone:
2182424633

Preferred method of contact:
Email

Inquiry:
| am concerned that the transmission lines will go over my future home building site 2 miles south of Swift MN.

Please do not use this alternate route. 0082-1

To view all of this form's submissions, visit http://www.greatnortherntransmissionline.com/index.php/dashboard/
reports/forms/?qsid=1347460636

https://mail google.com/mail w0/ ?ui=28ik="7427877ed48view=pt&search=inbox&msg= 14dbcb427496a7c 1&sim|= 14dbcb427496a7¢1 1n
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From: Benjamin Bleess

To: Storm, Bill (COMM)

Subject: TL-14-21

Date: Tuesday, May 05, 2015 4:44:24 PM
Hello Bill,

I just attended the Warroad meeting for the above issue.
I oppose the Cedar Bend WMA. This will go directly over my pasture and likely future home
building sit if it goes on the south side of the current power lines.

If this goes through it will impact many homes and farms/animals. There is ample research
that | could provide from government sources on stray voltage harming grazing/drinking of
COWS.

If this goes through | would like to know if my land could be rented annually (12 acres)
instead of "purchasing™ easement.

Thank you!
Ben Bleess

0083-1

0083

0083-1

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.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0085-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0085-1
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0086-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0086-1
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0087-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0087-1
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0088-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0088-1

Page 273 of 922



Exhibit ___ Schedule (JBA Supplemental-4), Page 62 of 221 0089

0089-1
?"m: Spit&”gfl“cfw Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
o: orm 1l .
Subject: Docket Number TL-14-21 response to this comment.
Date: Tuesday, May 05, 2015 9:34:49 PM

As a land owner and agricultural producer in Roseau County, Minnesota | am opposed to the 0089-1

Great Northern Transmission Line going through agricultural land of Stokes, Stafford, and
Malung townships of our county. The Original northern route through mostly unpopulated,
non agricultural land is far more acceptable. The route through ag land imposes limitations
on how our land is farmed and impacts values. | am tired of Minnesota wildlife and
conservation interests taking precedence over people making a living off the land.

Thank you,

Duane Jaenicke
23786 370th Ave
Roseau, MN 56751
218.689.0494
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0090-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0090-1
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L ]
Gm l l Great Northern Transmission Line <greatnortherntransmissionline@gmail.com> 0091-1 .
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in

response to this comment.

by Google

Leave a comment! Form Submission

greatno9@box355.bluehost.com <greatno9@box355.bluehost.com> Mon, May 4, 2015 at 12:50 PM
Reply-To: kelly.spitzley@hdrinc.com
To: greatnorthermntransmissionline@gmail.com

There has been a submission of the form Leave a comment! through your concrete5 website.

Name:
Jon Johnson

Email:
jon.johnson@polaris.com

Comment:
In the scoping area(red) in Falun Township. Not liking wahat I'm seeing. 0091-1

Join our mailing list:
Yes

To view all of this form's submissions, visit http://www.greatnortherntransmissionline.com/index.php/dashboard/
reports/forms/?qsid=1347305251

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=7427877e44&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=14d200c9fb2f9459&simI=14d200c9b2f9459 7
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0092-2

0092-3

0092

0092-1

The impacts from the proposed Project on implantable medical
devices are evaluated in Section 5.2.2.2 of the EIS. No changes
are made to the EIS in response to this comment.

0092-2

A discussion about the potential effects of transmission lines on
property values is included in the EIS in Section 5.2.1.4. This
includes a summary of the potential range of property value effects
attributed to transmission lines. Further, Appendix J, Property
Values Supplement provides a summary of the literature regarding
the relationship between transmission lines and property values
used to develop the property values analysis in Section 5.2.1.4.

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

0092-3

If the final route crosses your property, you have the right to use the
"Buy the Farm" option as cited in Minnesota Statute 216E,12
subdivision 4.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0093-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0093-1

Page 280 of 922



0094

0094-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0094-1
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0095-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0095-1
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0096-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0096-1
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0097-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0097-1
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0098-2

0098-3

0098

0098-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0098-2
Potential impacts to forests 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.

0098-3

As stated in Section 5.2.1.9, most recreational activities (e.g.,
hiking,snowmobiling, mountain biking, bird watching,etc.) can be
done safely in transmission line ROWSs.
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0099-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0099-1
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0100-1
Maps are updated in the Final EIS to identify the location of your
residence.

0100-1
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0101-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

Great Northern Transmission Line <greatnortherntransmissionline@gmail.com>

Contact Us Form Submission

greatno9@box355.bluehost.com <greatno9@box355.bluehost.com> Sat, Jul 18, 2015 at 7:10 PM
Reply-To: kelly.spitzley@hdrinc.com
To: greatnortherntransmissionline@gmail.com

There has been a submission of the form Contact Us through your concrete5 website.

Name:
Arthur Krahn

Email
artkrahn@wiktel.com

Street Address:
59404 County Road 12

City:
Warroad

State:
MN Minnesota

Zipcode:
56763

Phone:
2183861933

Preferred method of contact:
Email

Inquiry:

| took time off work to go testify at the Roseau meeting, that said it ran from 11-3 but when | got there at 2

everyone was gone. Powerlines going through the forest are a great thing. Hikers,birdwatchers,hunters,forestry

workers, game wardens, loggers, search teams firefighters,anyone | know uses and appreciates power lines in

the forest. Deer,birds,and all kinds of small game use the clearing and fresh growth the comes from the power 0101-1
lines. Going through private areas and peoples back yards,small woods and food plots is not environmentally

beneficial.

To view all of this form's submissions, visit http://greatnortherntransmissionline.com/index.php/dashboard/
reports/forms/?qsid=1347460636

https://mail google.com/mail/w/0/?ui=28ik="7427877ed48view=pt&search=inbox&msg= 14ea3abadc7b1b828&sim|= 14ea3a5a4c7b1b82 171
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0102-2

0102-3

0102

0102-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0102-2
Impacts to forests and private property are discussed in Chapters 5
and 6 of the EIS.

0102-3
Potential impacts to wildlife and forests 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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0103-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0103-1
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0104-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0104-1
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0105-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0105-1
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0106-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0106-1
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L]
Gm l l Great Northern Transmission Line <greatnortherntransmissionline@gmail.com> 0107-1 .
oo Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
' response to this comment.

Leave a comment! Form Submission

greatno9@box355.bluehost.com <greatno9@box355.bluehost.com> Fri, May 15, 2015 at 9:29 AM
Reply-To: kelly.spitzley@hdrinc.com
To: greatnortherntransmissionline@gmail.com

There has been a submission of the form Leave a comment! through your concrete5 website.

Name:
Karen Lucachick

Email:
kato5761@msn.com

Comment:
| am opposed to the Balsam Variation and will provide comments soon! 0107-1

Join our mailing list:
Yes

To view all of this form's submissions, visit http://www.greatnortherntransmissionline.com/index.php/dashboard/
reports/forms/?qsid=1347305251

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=7427877e44&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=14d57fa8f93b4c 15&simI=14d57fa8f93bdc 15 7
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From: Tom Lund

To: Storm, Bill (COMM)

Subject: Great Northern Transmission Line TL-14-21
Date: Friday, May 15, 2015 2:33:23 PM

Dear Bill Storm,

Our names are Annie and Tom Lund we are land owner in the Cedar Bend WMA Alternative Scoping
Decision Route proposed for the Great Northern Transmission Line. We have been following the 0108-1
project and have not had issues with the proposed Blue/Orange route which minimizes issues with
private landowners. The Cedar Bend Alternative route could go though our yard. We have three
children and we feel these are not safe to have in our yard. Our address is 29856 660 ave. Warroad,
MN 56763. Also the Cedar Bend alternative route will go through many acres of private forest and
wetlands, state forest and wetlands plus many yards including ours. If you have any questions
please contact us (218)386-1193. Please remove the Cedar Bend WMA Alternative route from
consideration.

Thank you,

Annie and Tom Lund
29856 660 ave
Warroad, MN 56763

0108

0108-1

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.

Page 303 of 922



Exhibit ___ Schedule (JBA Supplemental-4), Page 71 of 221 0109

0109-1
from: oo Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
o: orm. Bill ( ) :
Cc: Bob Evans; Julie Jorgensen; Dick Stone I’eSponse to thIS comment.
Subject: Great Northern Transmission Project
Date: Saturday, May 16, 2015 11:44:25 AM
Dear Bill:

Please add Bob Evans and me to your contact/information list. My address is: 708 1st Street

N, Suite 421, Minneapolis, MN. 55401.

I have recently advised Minnesota Power that while we have no current objections to the 0109-1
500kV transmission facilities, we want to be assured that the project will not adversely impact

the Mesaba Energy Project facilities in any way. As you know, one of the proposed routes

would take the new transmission line on or very close to our designated site.

Thank you for your attention to this. Hope you are well, and please contact Bob or me if you

have any questions.

Tom

Tom Micheletti | Co-President & CEO | Excelsior Energy Inc | Mobile:
952.250.2252 |

Page 304 of 922



Exhibit ___ Schedule (JBA Supplemental-4), Page 17 of 221 0110

Two Rivers 0110-1

Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in

Wate rShEd D |Str|Ct response to this comment.

In Roseau, Kittson, & Marshall Counties

Board of Managers: Roger Anderson, Jim Kukowski, Jon Vold, Darrel Johnson, Paul Olsonawski, Allen Brazier, Daryl Klegstad
Staff: Dan Money, District Administrator; Matt Thompson, District Technician
410 5% Street S., Suite 112, Hallock, MN 56728 - Phone (218) 843-3333 - Email: daniel.money@mn.nacdnet.net

April 29, 2015

Jim Atkinson

Minnesota Power

30 West Superior Street
Duluth, MN 55802-2093

Dear Mr. Atkinson-,

Thank you for your recent letter to the Two Rivers Watershed District regarding the Great Northern
Transmission Line Update and the invitation to upcoming open houses. We appreciate the opportunity to
review the project and provide comments. Unfortunately we will not be able to attend the open house in
Roseau and the others are not in close proximity. Therefore we would like to provide the following
comments.

The Two Rivers Watershed District is a local unit of government organized under Minnesota Statute
103D. The District is focused on water management in the areas of drainage, flood control, water quality
and water quantity. The District performs water quality and quantity studies, performs drainage ditch
construction, operation, and maintenance, constructs flood control impoundments, permits for water
related activities, and works with local, state, and federal governments and private individuals and
entities.

The District operates three flood control impoundments. One of these is located in sections 26, 27,
28, 32, 33, and 34 of Ross Township, Roseau County, Minnesota. The District either owns the land
within the impoundment or holds an easement, totaling approximately 2,200 acres. In 2005 a dike was
constructed around the perimeter and an outlet structure consisting of a culvert with an operable gate
was installed. The District closes the gate when flooding is occurring and up to 3,600 acre feet of water
can be stored on the site. The water is stored typically for 4 to 6 weeks and then slowly released to
downstream receiving watercourses. This alleviates flooding of public infrastructure, cropland,
farmsteads and other property.

It has come to our attention that one of your scoping decision routes intends to traverse this project.
We would caution that if this is chosen as the preferred route that you coordinate with us very early in the
process. Because of the nature of the impoundment project, when it is impounding water soils will
become saturated for extended periods of time and will become soft. This may or may not have an affect
on your proposed project. In addition, there is a wetland easement on a portion of the land that is a
requirement of a permit that we received from the US Army Corps of Engineers. As such no structures
can be erected in it, this wetland cannot be drained or filled and must remain in its natural state. Also,
the integrity of the dikes on our project needs to be protected, so we would not want any construction
activity on or near these structures.

0110-1
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One other item to note is that the District established the Rules of the Two Rivers Watershed District
in 1981. These Rules require permits for certain activities that alter or affect the water resources within
the District. | have included a fact sheet regarding these Rules which explains what types of projects
require a permit. Your project may be subject to the Rules, depending on the nature of the work.

Once again, thank you for the opportunity to provide comments to you regarding your project. | would
appreciate receiving any future updates. If you have any questions or comments please give me a call at
218-843-3333 or by email at Daniel.money@mn.nacdnet.net. Have a good day.

Sincerely,

Dan Money
District Administrator
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Two Rivers
Watershed District

In Roseau, Kittson, & Marshall Counties
Board of Managers:
Roger Anderson, O’Neil Larson, Richard Novacek, Jim Kukowski, Jon Vold, Darrel Johnson, Paul Olsonawski

Staff: Dan Money, District Administrator; Matt Thomp District Technician
410 5" Street S., Suite 112, Hallock, MN 56728 - Phone (218) 843-3333 - Fax (218) 843-2020 - Email: daniel.money@mn.nacdnet.net
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0111-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0111-1
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0112-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0112-1
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0113-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0113-1

Page 311 of 922



0113

Page 312 of 922



Exhibit ___ Schedule (JBA Supplemental-4), Page 66 of 221 0114
0114-1

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

0114-1
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0115
£ .. 0115-1
Board of Commissioners Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
606 5™ Ave. SW, Room #131 o th
Roseau, MN 56751 response to this comment.

MINNESOTA Phone: 218-463-4248
Fax: 218-463-3252

A motion was made by Commissioner Miller, seconded by Commissioner Falk and carried unanimously to adopt the
following resolution:

2015-02-01
SUPPORTING MINNESOTA POWER’S GREAT NORTHERN TRANSMISSION LINE PROPOSED ROUTE ALTERNATIVES
MPUC DOCKET NO. E015/TL-14-21
OAH CASE NO. 65-2500-31637
DOE OE DOCKET NO. PP-398

WHEREAS, Minnesota Power is proposing to construct the 500 kV Great Northern Transmission Line from the 0115-1
Manitoba/Minnesota international border in Roseau County to the Blackberry Substation in Itasca County by June 1,
2020; and

WHEREAS, Minnesota Power is partnering with Manitoba Hydro to build this line that will deliver, clean
renewable hydropower from northern Manitoba to Minnesota and the upper Midwest; and

WHEREAS, Minnesota Power has been working with Roseau County, and residents and landowners in Roseau
County, for over three years to develop and refine a route for this project that provides the least impact to residents
and landowners; and

WHEREAS, this voluntary outreach has included multiple open houses in Roseau County, and multiple meetings
updating Roseau County Commissioners, in addition to the required legal notices to Roseau County and multiple
public hearings on the need for the Great Northern Transmission Line, and the scope of the environmental impact
statement for the State route permit and Federal Presidential Permit; and

WHEREAS, in September 2014, the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission approved a working group to gather
additional public input and two Roseau County Commissioners participated in these working group meetings, and
provided input on the proposed routes and border crossing; and

WHEREAS, in October 2014, Minnesota Power submitted to the United States Department of Energy an
amendment to its border crossing based on consultation with landowners and stakeholders in Roseau County that the
originally proposed border crossing was no longer feasible given constraints from the future expansion of the Piney-
Pinecreek Border Airport and the Roseau River Wildlife Management Area; and

WHEREAS, with this new information, Minnesota Power and Manitoba Hydro reached an agreement on a new
border crossing that would originate at the Minnesota-Manitoba border roughly 2.9 miles east of Highway 89 in
Roseau County. It would proceed southeast 0.2 miles and then travel south 2.3 miles to 390th Street and turn east
following Minnesota Power’s proposed Blue and Orange Routes as proposed in its April 15, 2014 Route Permit and
Presidential Permit applications; and

District 1, Glenda Phillipe** District 2, Jack Swanson, Chair
District 3, Roger Falk, Vice-Chair ** District 4, Todd Miller ** District 5, Mark Foldesi

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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WHEREAS, during the scoping process for the environmental impact statement, additional border crossings
were proposed by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and private landowners, and four of these
additional border crossings were carried forward by the Minnesota Department of Commerce into the scope of the
draft environmental impact statement; and

WHEREAS, Roseau County supports the amended border crossing proposed by Minnesota Power as the only
feasible border crossing given the agreement between Minnesota Power and Manitoba Hydro; and

WHEREAS, Roseau County opposes the proposed route alternatives in Roseau County submitted by the
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service that were done without
input from Roseau County, including the Roseau Lake WMA Alternative, due to more impacts on private landowners
and agricultural land use and interfering with a public airport; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interests of Roseau County that impacts to agricultural land uses and human
settlements be minimized and Minnesota Power’s proposed route appears to accomplish those objectives; and

WHEREAS, the route alternatives submitted by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service effectively negate over three years of good faith participation by Roseau County, and
its residents, in working collaboratively with Minnesota Power to route the Great Northern Transmission Line in a
manner that attempts to provide the least impact to residents and landowners;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, Roseau County supports Minnesota Power’s preferred route as submitted
on April 15, 2014 in the above-referenced dockets and Minnesota Power’s proposed border crossing as submitted in
October 2014 to the United States Department of Energy; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, Roseau County designates Commissioners Roger Falk and Todd Miller as possible
participants in the public information meetings on the draft environmental impact statement, and the State route
permit public hearings, and may provide written and oral testimony consistent with this Resolution.

STATE OF MINNESOTA )
) ss
COUNTY OF ROSEAU )

I, Jeff Pelowski, County Coordinator in and for Roseau County, Minnesota, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and
correct copy of a part of the proceedings adopted by the Roseau Cou on February 10, 2015
(SEAL) =

Roseau County Coordinator

District 1, Glenda Phillipe** District 2, Jack Swanson, Chair
District 3, Roger Falk, Vice-Chair ** District 4, Todd Miller ** District 5, Mark Foldesi

An Equal Opportunity Employer

0115-1
Continued

0115-1 cont'd
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L]
Gm l I Great Northern Transmission Line <greatnortherntransmissionline@gmail.com> 0116-1 .
g7 Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in

response to this comment.
Contact Us Form Submission

greatno9@box355.bluehost.com <greatno9@box355.bluehost.com> Thu, May 7, 2015 at 9:34 AM
Reply-To: kelly.spitzley@hdrinc.com
To: greatnorthermntransmissionline@gmail.com

There has been a submission of the form Contact Us through your concrete5 website.

Name:
Bruce Sampson

Email
bsampwd45@citlink.net

Street Address:
4960 County Road 29

City:
Ray

State:
Mn

Zipcode:
56669-9204

Phone:
2188752609

Preferred method of contact:
Email

Inquiry:

I am in favor of the portion of the proposed scoping route which places the new transmission line adjacent to the
west ROW on Mn hwy 65 going south from it's intersection with hwy 1 . We own property in the George
Washington State forest to the west of this proposed route and appreciate the fact that the scoping route leaves
the area pretty much in a large unbroken tract .

Thank You

Bruce

0116-1

To view all of this form's submissions, visit http://www.greatnortherntransmissionline.com/index.php/dashboard/
reports/forms/?qsid=1347460636

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=28&ik=7427877e44&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=14d2eccc0194392a&sim|=14d2eccc0194392a 7
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L ]
Gm l l Great Northern Transmission Line <greatnortherntransmissionline@gmail.com> 0117-1 .
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in

response to this comment.

by Google

Contact Us Form Submission

greatno9@box355.bluehost.com <greatno9@box355.bluehost.com> Tue, Apr 28, 2015 at 6:26 PM
Reply-To: kelly.spitzley@hdrinc.com
To: greatnorthermntransmissionline@gmail.com

There has been a submission of the form Contact Us through your concrete5 website.

Name:
Brad Springer

Email
brdspringer@hotmail.com

Street Address:
City:
Bloomington

State:
Mn

Zipcode:
55437

Phone:
Preferred method of contact:

Email

Inquiry:
| am still 101% opposed to this power line!!!

0117-1

To view all of this form's submissions, visit http://www.greatnortherntransmissionline.com/index.php/dashboard/
reports/forms/?qsid=1347460636

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=7427877e44&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=14d025af576b7e17&sim|=14d025af576b7e17 7
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L ]
G l l Great Northern Transmission Line <greatnortherntransmissionline@gmail.com> 0118-1 .
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in

response to this comment.

by Google

Contact Us Form Submission

greatno9@box355.bluehost.com <greatno9@box355.bluehost.com> Tue, Apr 28, 2015 at 1:43 PM
Reply-To: kelly.spitzley@hdrinc.com
To: greatnorthermntransmissionline@gmail.com

There has been a submission of the form Contact Us through your concrete5 website.

Name:
Rod Tuomi

Email
rodneycharlestuomi@yahoo.com

Street Address:
2826 6th Avenue East

City:
Hibbing

State:
MN

Zipcode:
55746

Phone:
218-929-1940

Preferred method of contact:
Phone

Inquiry:

| oppose the Dead Man's Pond Segment extension...one of the scoping surveys putting the possibility of the line
further west...by Little Moose Lake in Itasca County. Please conta

ct me...either by email or phone. 0118-1
Thank you,

Rod Tuomi

To view all of this form's submissions, visit http://greatnortherntransmissionline.com/index.php/dashboard/
reports/forms/?qsid=1347460636

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=28&ik=7427877e44&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=14d0157d14e9181a&sim|=14d0157d14e9181a 7
Page 318 of 922



5172015 ExHibt - ContSEHeiTeIBX Supplemental-4), Page 4 of 221 0119

L ]
Gm I I Great Northern Transmission Line <greatnortherntransmissionline@gmail.com> 0119_1. . - . .
g7 Potential impacts to wetlands and wildlife are discussed in

Chapters 5 and 6 of the EIS.
Contact Us Form Submission No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.

greatno9@box355.bluehost.com <greatno9@box355.bluehost.com> Wed, Apr 29, 2015 at 12:57 PM
Reply-To: kelly.spitzley@hdrinc.com
To: greatnorthermntransmissionline@gmail.com

There has been a submission of the form Contact Us through your concrete5 website.

Name:
Rodney Tuomi

Email
rodneycharlestuomi@yahoo.com

Street Address:
2826 6th Avenue East

City:
Hibbing

State:
MN

Zipcode:
55746

Phone:
218-929-1940

Preferred method of contact:
Phone

Inquiry:

On the Blue route, the scoping decision route for Dead Mans Pond segment alignment modification by Little
Moose Lake....... the whole lowland area from Dead Mans Pond to Crooked Lake is a flourishing nesting area for
Geese, Mallards, Wood Ducks, Herons, and other kinds of ducks and waterfowl.It is even more populated during
the fall season. This proposed route would cut right through it, and parrallel it. Since | have not gotten any
response, | will try Ducks Unlimited, Sierra Club, and MN DNR. Thank you...Rod Tuomi

0119-1

To view all of this form's submissions, visit http://greatnortherntransmissionline.com/index.php/dashboard/
reports/forms/?qsid=1347460636

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=7427877e44&view=pt&search=inbox&msg= 14d0654078420f56&sim|=14d0654078420f56 7
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0121
L ]
Gm I I Great Northern Transmission Line <greatnortherntransmissionline@gmail.com> 0121_1, . - . .
g7 Potential impacts to wetlands and wildlife are discussed in
- Chapters 5 and 6 of the EIS.
Great Northern Transmission Line: Docket Number TL-14-21 No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
Rodney Tuomi <rodneycharlestuomi@yahoo.com> Wed, May 13, 2015 at 10:57 AM

Reply-To: Rodney Tuomi <rodneycharlestuomi@yahoo.com>
To: "info@GreatNorthernTransmissionLine.com" <info@greatnortherntransmissionline.com>

| was at the public meeting in Grand Rapids Tuesday May 12, and the MN Power rep
encouraged me to send this email in again.

Great Northern Transmission Line: Docket Number TL-14-21

Minnesota Power is building a High Power Transmission Line from Manitoba to
Minnesota (greatnortherntransmissionline.com). On the Blue Route Alternative, there
is a scoping decision route proposed segment for an alignment modification near
Dead Man’s Pond (by Little Moose Lake). The wetlands area between Dead Man’s
Pond and Crooked Lake is a highly used nesting area for geese, mallards, wood
ducks (high population), herons, other ducks, other birds, and possibly swans. The
lake also houses loons. The fall season brings much duck activity into this area. This
proposed segment (one of many alternatives...| am not against the line) would cut
right through and parallel this wetlands area. | would think that there would be a
better alternative route that would avoid wetlands areas. | have been active for years
in putting up wood duck nests, and doing other projects to protect our wetlands, and

wildlife.

There is another wildlife issue in this little basin from Dead Man’s Pond to Crooked

Lake. It is also a little ecosystem where moose live. We have been in that area since

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=28&ik=7427877e44&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=14d4e01006819ec4&sim|=14d4e01006819ec4 12
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1957, and that little self-contained ecosystem has generally had one or more moose
that have lived there. One does not even see them very often because they stay in
that little basin. | know that the State on Minnesota is working hard to bring back the
moose population, and | would find it a tragedy if that ecosystem that not only
contains much nesting wetlands waterfowl, but is also a habitat for moose would be

violated by a high power transmission line.

In conclusion, this is a unique self-enclosed watershed. Few know it is there, and it is
relatively difficult to get into it. | have hiked the greater area around it for over 50
years, and there are very few smaller secluded areas of pristine nature that escape
the mainstream of people. It is also heavily used as a nesting area by waterfowl, and
other aquatic animals. It is also the only area in that whole vicinity that | know of
where moose will live year round and escape the harassment of invading people.
There are presently four possible routes for the power line at this latitude, and | am
hoping that one of them, or possibly a new addition would be a much better
alternative.

| fully support building the power line, but | so strongly believe in preserving our
wildlife and wetlands that | have been in contact with the US District Court, and if
need be, | would pursue a Federal Injunction to stop any power line from being
constructed in this Dead Man’s segment.

Thank you,

Rodney Charles Tuomi
2826 6! Avenue East
Hibbing MN 55746
(218) 929-1940

Land owner in the Little Moose Lake Area

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=28&ik=7427877e44&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=14d4e01006819ec4&sim|=14d4e01006819ec4 22
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Thank you for your comment.

0123-1
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0124-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0124-1
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0125-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0125-1
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0126-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0126-1
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0127-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0127-1
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0128-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0128-1
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0129-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0129-1
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0130-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0130-1
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From: tom johnson

To: Storm, Bill (COMM)

Subject: TL-14-21

Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 4:43:43 PM

Dear Bill Storm,

My name is Tom Johnson and | am a landowner within the Beltrami WMA Alternative Route.
In particular | own land in sections 23 & 24 of Stafford Township in Roseau County. | am
writing you today to voice my deep concern over this proposed alternative route of the
power transmittion line and think it is not in the best interest of the residents of Stafford
Township nor the best use of the land.

There are several observations | would hope you to consider: 1) It is well known that Stafford
Township is considered the bedroom community of Roseau. It has a beautiful landscape
which is host to a large number of residences of people who mainly work at many of our
outstanding industries in Roseau County and the townships vision is to encourage more
development of nice building sites. It is apparent that when looking at the map of the
southern proposed alternative route it would travel thru and disrupt many residents along
this route versus nearly none along the northern routes. 2) Agriculture is also a big deal in
our township and the southern alternative route will clearly be disruptive to many of the
farmers like myself who try to make a living off the crops we raise. Trying to farm around
these structures is going to place a monetary burden on these farmers year after year. 3) A
large amount of wooded land, land in which would be very desirous in which to locate a
home, would be greatly affected by this southern alternative route. In particular on land |
own in Section 24 it would cut across a half mile of my woods which holds great value not
only to incredible building sites but also greatly contributes to the wonderful game this area
produces. | would be very saddened to see this disappear.

| have followed along with this process the best | could and have voiced my concerns at
several meetings. It was mentioned several times that a minimization of impacts to private
land and landowners was a priority. Therefore | appeal to your senses and to please remove
the Beltrami WMA Route Alternative from your consideration. If you would wish to discuss
this with me directly you may reach me on my cell (218) 469-9357. Call anytime.

Sincerely,
Tom C. Johnson

24506 State Hwy. 89
Roseau, MN 56751

0131-1

0131

0131-1

For all alternatives proposed during the scoping process,
residences, agriculture, land use (including forests), and land
ownership are evaluated in Chapter 6 of the EIS.

As discussed in Section 1.3.4.4 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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0132-1
Trom: coenowren Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
o: orm, Bill ( ) :
Subject: The Great Northern Transmission Line Docket No. TL-14-21 reSponSE to th|S comment.
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 8:03:02 AM

41366 Scenic Highway
Bovey, MN 55709
May 19, 2015

Dear Mr. Storm,

My name is Coleen Lofgren. My husband and | have 40 acres in Itasca County (sec 26, T58N, 0132-1
R24W) we have owned this property since the 1970’s. If the orange route is chosen, it will go
right through the center of our property. The orange route will also go close to our local
township park, community center, volunteer fire department, church, local convenience
store, café, medical clinic, chiropractic clinic and peoples’ homes.

We don’t want to move and would like to live out our lives here, but if the line comes through,
we will be forced to do the “buy the farm” option.

WE RECOMMEND THAT YOU CHOOSE THE BLUE ROUTE. Please remove the orange and red
route from consideration.

Respectfully,

Coleen Lofgren
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0133-1

0133

0133-1

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.
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0134-2

0134

0134-1

All comments on the Draft EIS are part of the record that will be
reviewed by the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) before a route
permit decision is final. The comments about your property and
home will be included in this review. There is flexibility in final
design and permitting so that if the Blue Route is selected, the
Applicant will work with you to minimize impacts to your property.

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

0134-2

All comments on the Draft EIS are part of the record that will be
reviewed by the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) before a route
permit decision is final. The comments about your property and
home will be included in this review. There is flexibility in final
design and permitting so that if the Blue Route is selected, the
Applicant will work with you to minimize impacts to your property.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0134-2 cont'd

0134-3

The Applicant would likely develop a vegetation management plan
through the permitting process. This management plan will include
information on control of invasive species and treatment of certified
organic farms. Once a route is selected, the Applicant would
contact landowners to gather information about their property and
their concerns, including use of herbicides.

0134-2
Continued

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

0134-3 0134-4
Chapter 6 of the EIS discusses potential impacts to forests, rare
communities, wetlands, and wildlife for each alternative. The EIS
also discusses avoidance and minimization measures for these
resources in Chapters 2 and 5.

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

0134-4
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0134-4 cont'd

0134-4
Continued
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0134-4 cont'd

0134-5
All comments on the Draft EIS are part of the record that will be
reviewed by the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) before a route

0134-4 . S
ContinuegPErMIt decision is final. The comments about your property and
home will be included in this review. There is flexibility in final
design and permitting so that if the Blue Route is selected, the
Applicant will work with you to minimize impacts to your property.
No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
0134-5
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0135-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0135-1
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0136-1

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

0136-1
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0137-1
Thank you for your comment.

The U.S. DOE does not have the authority to site electric
transmission lines in any of the states or in a sovereign country.
The EIS addresses these limitations in Section 1.4.2 of the EIS,
which provides a discussion of the siting and review process in
Canada.

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

0137-1
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0138-1

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

0138-1
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0139
0139-1
Trom: Sanlomson Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
o: orm, Bill ( ) :
Subject: Great Northern Transmission Line TL-14-21. routing reSponSE to th|S comment.
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2015 2:22:33 PM

Dear Bill Storm,

My name is Gary Johnson and | own seasonal property on Napoleon Lake in Itasca County.
First, thank you to Minnesota Power and the Bigfork Edge Center for the May 12th open
house and the opportunity to speak with various representatives. 0139-1
My comments concern the blue and orange route alternatives within Itasca County between
hwy 1 and CR 52. Using either of these two routes would drastically change the face of
several large and beautiful wildlife recreation areas. Construction of the blue route would
have the more negative impact of these two routes.

The western-most blue route would pass through very heavily used public and Blandin land
that is used for everything from hunting and fishing to berry picking. This is due to the
accessibility provided by CR 342/Wilson Lake Rd, many existing trails, the OHV on-road
accessibility (corridor access trail) and a public access on Wilson Lake.

The latest recommended red route alternative, which routes near existing power lines, would
preserve this area. | firmly believe the preservation of the aforementioned area is more
important than a diverse route based on unlikely scenarios and potential issues created by
having two large and one small power line in close proximity.

Sincerely,

Gary Johnson
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0140-1
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0140-1
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0141-2

0141

0141-1

Impacts to agriculture are discussed in Chapters 5 and 6 of the EIS.
As discussed in Section 1.3.4.4 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.

0141-2
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.
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0142-2

0142-3

0142-4

0142-5

0142-6

0142

0142-1

The EIS provides cost comparisons for the Proposed Routes
compared to the variations in Chapter 6. All alternatives will require
new ROW for its entire length. While some alternatives parallel
existing transmission lines, none of the alternatives share ROWs
with existing transmission lines.

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

0142-2
The EIS analyzes potential impacts to land use and land ownership
for each alternative.

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

0142-3
Thank you for your comment. The EIS analyzes potential impacts
to land use and land ownership for each alternative.

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

0142-4

A discussion about the potential effects of transmission lines on
property values is included in the EIS in Section 5.2.1.4. This
includes a summary of the potential range of property value effects
attributed to transmission lines. Further, Appendix J, Property
Values Supplement provides a summary of the literature regarding
the relationship between transmission lines and property values
used to develop the property values analysis in Section 5.2.1.4.

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

0142-5

Thank you for your comment. For all alternatives proposed during
the scoping process, impacts to property values are evaluated in
the EIS. A discussion about the potential effects of transmission
lines on property values is included in the EIS in Section 5.2.1.4.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0142-6
Noise is discussed in Section 5.2.1.2 of the EIS.

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

Page 372 of 922



0142-6
Continued

0142-7

0142-8

0142-9

0142
0142-6 cont'd

0142-7

Section 5.2.2.4 in the EIS discusses induced voltage. Section
5.2.1.2 of the EIS presents the estimated audible noise levels from
the from the proposed 500 kV transmission lines under rainy
conditions (worst case scenario for noise generated from corona
effect). Section 5.2.2.8 of the EIS discusses public safety hazards
associated with the proposed Project including electrical shocks.

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

0142-8

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.

0142-9

As discussed in Section 2.11.1 of the EIS, the Applicant would
incorporate industry best practices to minimize impacts to migratory
birds, 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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0145-1

0145

0145-1

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.
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Exhibit ___ Schedule (JBA Supplemental-4), Page 166 of 221

0149-1

0149

0149-1
The scoping process provides the opportunity to recommend
alternatives to be analyzed in the EIS. The EIS analyzes potential
impacts to residences and land use and land ownership for each
alternative.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0149-2

0149

0149-2
Potential impacts to forests are discussed in Chapters 5 and 6 of
the EIS.

As discussed in Section 1.3.4.4 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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0159

0159-1

Thank you for submitting the Protocol Among Midwestern
Governors Regarding the Permitting and Siting of Interstate Electric
Transmission Lines in the Midwestern United States and Manitoba,
Canada.

0159-1

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

Page 380 of 922



0159
0159-1 cont'd

0159-1
Continued
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0159-1 cont'd

0159-1
Continued
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