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0187-1

0187
0187-1
As discussed in Section 1.3.3, the Applicant will work with MnDOT
to obtain necessary permits once a final route is selected.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0187-1
Continued

0187-2

0187
0187-1 cont'd

0187-2
As discussed in Section 2.13 and Section 5.2.1.6, the Applicant will
work with MnDOT to obtain necessary oversize permits.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0187-2
Continued

0187-3

0187
0187-2 cont'd

0187-3
Thank you for providing information on the MnDOT maintenance
and operational activities along roadways.  Once a route is
selected, the Applicant will work with MnDOT to ensure that
medical helicopters are able to safely land in the vicinity of the
proposed Project and that physical structures maintained by
MnDOT are not affected.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0187-3
Continued

0187-4

0187
0187-3 cont'd

0187-4
Should MnDOT construction activities be necessary in the future
that would require relocation of transmission line structures from
the proposed Project, the Applicant would be responsible for the
costs associated with the relocation (See Section 5.2.1.6).
Identifying potential costs for future relocation activities are beyond
the scope of this EIS.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0187-4
Continued

0187-5

0187
0187-4 cont'd

0187-5
The Applicant will work with MnDOT to ensure the proposed Project
complies with the Utility Accommodation on Highway Right of Way
requirements set forth in the MnDOT Utility Accomodation and
Coordination Manual.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0187-5
Continued
0187-6

0187-7

0187-8

0187-9

0187-10

0187
0187-5 cont'd

0187-6
Thank you for the clarification regarding trunk highways that are
under MnDOT's jurisdiction, as discussed in Section 5.2.1.6.

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

0187-7
Information regarding coordination between the Applicant and
MnDOT for access to the transmission line from a trunk highway is
included in Section 2.12.1 of the EIS.

0187-8
Coordination with rail operators is discussed in Section 5.2.1.6. The
Applicant will ensure that the proposed Project does not affect the
clear zones or any railway operations.

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

0187-9
Applicant Proposed Measures to minimize impacts would be
potential MN PUC permit conditions and are discussed in Section
2.13. Further, MN PUC permit conditions will require the Applicant
to coordiate with the MnDOT to ensure the proposed Project
complies with the Utility Accommodation on Highway Right of
Way requirements set forth in the MnDOT Utility Accomodation and
Coordination Manual.

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

 

0187-10
Proposed routes and variations cross three scenic byways at a total
of five locations for the proposed Project. Detailed analyses of the
visual impacts at all five locations where a route variation crosses a
scenic byway have not been prepared as part of the Draft EIS.
However, detailed analyses and visual simulations were prepared
for three route crossings at two scenic byways: Waters of the
Dancing Sky Scenic Byway (State Route 11) and Edge of the
Wilderness Scenic Byway (State Route 38). Theses analyses are
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included in Sections 6.2.2.1 and 6.3.6.1 respectively, and visual
simulations for these crossings are included in Appendix N, Photo
Simulations. The EIS analyzes the contrast produced by the
transmission line crossing at these locations. For the two
viewpoints for the Waters of the Dancing Sky Scenic Byway (State
Route 11), the Draft EIS concludes that the transmission line
"would not substantially diminish the visual character or quality of
views in this area of the scenic byway." For the viewpoint for the
Edge of the Wilderness Scenic Byway (State Route 38), the EIS
concludes that the transmission line "would interrupt views of the
otherwise natural character of the forest landscape in this area of
the scenic highway and diminish the aesthetic quality for viewers
with high viewer sensitivity." These analyses and visual simulations
are intended to describe and illustrate typical views of the
transmission line crossings of scenic byways to provide reviewers
with representative examples of what the proposed project would
look like at these and the other two locations.

For locations where a proposed route or variation crossing of a
scenic byway results in a visual impact, it may be possible to
minimize or mitigate the impact by adjusting the alignment to cross
perpendicular to the scenic byway (as is currently proposed by the
Applicant), micro-siting structure positions to locate them as far as
possible away from the edges of the highway, darkening the finish
on structures to reduce color contrast, using non-specular
conductors, and/or feathering vegetation edges of cleared
rights-of-way in the vicinity of the highway to reduce contrast.

Once the proposed Project route is selected, the Applicant will
coordinate with the affected scenic byway leaders' group and/or
stakeholder group in order to identify any specific measures that
may be employed to minimize visual impacts and identify any
prohibitions or limitations associated with scenic easements in the
vicinity of scenic byway crossings.

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

0187
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0187-10
Continued

0187-11

0187
0187-10 cont'd

0187-11
Applicant Proposed Measures to minimize impacts would be
potential MN PUC permit conditions and are discussed in Section
2.13. Further, MN PUC permit conditions will require the Applicant
to coordiate with the MnDOT to ensure the proposed Project
complies with the Utility Accommodation on Highway Right of
Way requirements set forth in the MnDOT Utility Accomodation and
Coordination Manual.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0188-1

0188
0188-1
Potential impacts to these resources are discussed in Chapter 6 of
the EIS.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0188-2

0188
0188-2
Sections 1.1 and 1.4.3 are revised to indicate that the USFWS has
identified its agency preferred alternative, and directs the reader to
a new Appendix (Appendix U) of the EIS.
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0188-2
Continued

0188-2
Continued

0188
0188-2 cont'd

0188-2 cont'd
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0188-3

0188
0188-3
The Applicant will work with USFWS to determine the mitigation
necessary for the route that will be selected by the MN PUC.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0188-4

0188
0188-4
Section 5.3.4.3 of the EIS is updated to include information on
Executive Order 13186 and the MOU between USFWS and DOE.

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.



Page 526 of 922

0188-4
Continued

0188-5

0188
0188-4 cont'd

0188-5
The Applicant will follow the APLIC guidance as possible during
design and construction of the Project, as discussed in Section
2.11.1 of the EIS.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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0188-5
Continued

0188
0188-5 cont'd
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0188-6

0188-7

0188-8

0188-9

0188
0188-6
The Applicant will follow previously made recommendations from
the USFWS and the APLIC guidance as possible during design and
construction of the Project.

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

0188-7
Section 2.13 of the EIS summarizes Applicant-proposed measures
to minimize impacts, including potential impacts to rare species.
The Applicant has indicated that preconstruction field surveys for
rare species, including identification of nest sites during the
breeding season, would be conducted and measures to avoid
disturbance to nesting birds would be implemented.

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

0188-8
The EIS discusses potential impacts and avoidance, minimization,
or mitigation measures to wetlands in Chapter 5 and 6. DOE and
DOC-EERA continue to work with USFWS as a cooperating agency
in the development of this EIS.

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

0188-9
Chapter 6 of the EIS identifies that the MN PUC Route Permit
could require the development of a Vegetation Management Plan
as a permit condition, which could include plant surveys along the
permitted ROW, incorporate vegetation clearing, and management
of invasive species; this plan could also outline restoration
strategies for the proposed Project. The MN PUC typically requires
the Applicant to prepare a plan in coordination with the MnDNR as
a condition of the Route Permit. The MnDNR typically requires the
use of native plant community seed mixes for restoration, which
would likely ultimately encourage a healthy population of pollinator
species.

Section 5.3.2.1 of the EIS now includes a discussion of potential
impact to bees from the proposed Project.
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0188-10

0188-11

0188
0188-10
Chapters 5 and 6 (Rare and Unique Natural Resources) of the Final
EIS are updated with the most current information available
(MnDNR NHIS database) to assess presence and potential impacts
on rare species.

Chapter 6 of the EIS assess impacts to wildlife resources (i.e.
WMAs) for all alternatives.

A Biological Assessment is included in Appendix R of the Final EIS.

0188-11
As discussed in the Biological Assessment (included in Appendix R
of the EIS), the Applicant will work with USFWS to minimize
impacts to the northern long-eared bat.
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0188-11
Continued

0188
0188-11 cont'd
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30 west superior street / duluth, minnesota  55802-2093 / fax: 218-723-3955 /www.allete.com

David R. Moeller 
Senior Attorney 
218-723-3963 
dmoeller@allete.com

August 10, 2015 

VIA Email and E-FILING 
William Cole Storm, Planning Director State 
Minnesota Department of Commerce 
85 7th Place East, Suite 500 
Saint Paul, MN 55101 

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

Re: In the Matter of the Request by Minnesota Power for a Route Permit for the 
Great Northern Transmission Line 
MPUC Docket No. E015/TL-14-21 

 DoE No. EIS-0499 

Dear Mr. Storm and Ms. Smith, 

 Please find enclosed Minnesota Power’s response to the Great Northern Transmission 
Line Draft Environmental Impact Statement released on June 19, 2015.  Parts of this 
response have previously been included in supplemental testimony submitted on July 31, 
2015 in MPUC Docket E015/TL-14-21.  This response includes the following documents: 

Minnesota Power DEIS Comments Summary; 
Minnesota Power’s Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement; 
Minnesota Power's DEIS Cost Comments;
Map of Potential Displacements – Cedar Bend  WMA Variation; 
Magnetic Field Simulation Results: Projected Peak Loading; 
Magnetic Field Simulation Results: Max Continuous Rating; 
Audible Noise Simulation Results; 
Response to Request for Information dated April 6, 2015 – Substation Noise; 

0190
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Mr. Storm and Ms. Smith 
Page 2 
August 10, 2015 

Manitoba Justice Letter dated June 2, 2015; 
Manitoba Hydro Letter dated July 30, 2015; and 
Great Northern Transmission Line Draft EIS Errata Table. 

 Please feel free to contact me at the number above if you should have any questions. 

      Yours truly, 

      David R. Moeller 
DRM:sr
Enc.

0190
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Minnesota Power 
DEIS Comments Summary

Purpose and Need and Alternatives 

The statement of purpose from Minnesota Power’s Application should appear, word-for-
word, in the FEIS. 

The FEIS should clearly state that the “alternative border crossings” are infeasible. 

Routes leading to border crossings not being considered for a Presidential permit 
are infeasible because they are outside of the MN PUC’s jurisdiction to approve. 

DOE’s preferred alternative must be the endpoint for the project, and routes that 
do not reach that endpoint should be declared infeasible. 

Routes that would require Minnesota Power and Manitoba Hydro to restart their 
regulatory processes are infeasible because they would not fulfill the region’s 
established need for more energy and transmission capacity by 2020. 

The FEIS should recognize in Sections 6.2.2 and 6.2.3 that Roseau WMA Variation 1 and 
the Cedar Bend Variations would provoke significant public opposition, and that such 
opposition would violate Minnesota Power’s purposes for the project. 

Human Settlement Effects 

All tables titled “Land Ownership within the Anticipated ROW” and all figures titled 
“Land Ownership within the ROI” should be revised to include privately owned land. 

Section 5.3.1.1 should emphasize that aesthetic effects will be greater in agricultural 
areas, where structures will be visible well outside of the ROI for aesthetic effects. 

Section 5.2.1.1 should clearly explain that displacement of homes and other structures is 
possible anywhere within the route, not just within the anticipated ROW. 

Chapter 6 should not include state forests in discussions or calculations of effects on 
aesthetics, vegetation, or wildlife; state forests are relevant only to forestry and land 
ownership effects. 

Sections 5.3.2.1, 5.4.2.1, and 5.5.2.1 should include language clearly recognizing the 
potential for permanent adverse agricultural effects outside of the ROW, particularly in 
the West Section. 

Corridor Sharing 

Because corridor sharing only has a significant environmental benefit if it involves 
paralleling the existing 230 kV or 500 kV lines, the FEIS text and tables should not 
account for corridor sharing in other circumstances. 

Minnesota Power DEIS
Comments Summary 

Page 1 of 2

0190-1

0190
0190-1
Thank you for providing your DEIS Comments Summary. 
Responses to all issues identified in the Comments Summary are
included as part of the detailed comment responses.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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Because paralleling the abandoned corridor has no environmental benefits, Section 6.4.3 
should not describe it in text or tables as an opportunity for corridor sharing. 

The FEIS should clearly state that paralleling existing transmission lines does not reduce 
the amount of forest land or vegetation that must be cleared within the 200-foot ROW, 
and should remove all statements suggesting that corridor sharing offers forestry or 
vegetation benefits. 

Section 6.4.1.7 should explain that the consequences of an outage are significantly 
greater for the Effie and East Bear Lake Variations, which would place three Manitoba 
tie lines (two 500 kV and one 230 kV) the same corridor and require the new line to cross 
both of those tie lines. 

Environmental Effects 

Because there is an active mine permit within the Balsam Variation ROW, that route 
should be considered infeasible in the FEIS. 

Chapters 5 and 6 should acknowledge that selection of routes other than the Proposed 
Blue or Orange Routes would likely require relocation of the Series Compensation 
Station, and that any new location would likely require several acres of wetland fill. 

Because the FEIS did not include the necessary 250-foot separation between HVTL 
centerlines, it failed to capture the displacement of four residences within the Cedar Bend 
WMA Variation ROW. 

The DEIS should acknowledge in Chapter 6 that the Cedar Bend WMA Variation cannot 
be built as drawn because it passes through an infeasibly narrow pathway between two 
existing substations. 

Costs

The FEIS should not compare costs on a per-mile basis, because that is irrelevant to both 
cost recovery and the Applicant’s decision of whether to build the Project. 

The FEIS should recognize that route variations or permit conditions that increase Project 
costs will have an effect on ratepayers. 

 Relative Merits Tables 

The “stoplight motif” relative merits tables in Chapter 6 are unhelpful and misleading. 
Minnesota Power has prepared updated tables that include both numbers and colors, and 
the FEIS should either replace the graphics in Chapter 6 with those provided by 
Minnesota Power, or include Minnesota Power’s tables in an appendix. 

Minnesota Power DEIS
Comments Summary 

Page 2 of 2

0190-1
Continued

0190
0190-1 cont'd
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Minnesota Power’s Comments on the  
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

On the whole, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Great Northern 
Transmission Line (GNTL) presents an accurate picture of the Project’s potential environmental 
effects. Minnesota Power commends the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and the Minnesota 
Department of Commerce Energy, Environmental Review and Analysis unit (EERA) for their 
thoroughness in documenting these effects. Minnesota Power is further pleased that the public 
has now had the opportunity to see that the Project’s overall effects are relatively small, and 
differ little among the various route alternatives. 

That said, Minnesota Power believes that the Final EIS can improve on several important aspects 
of the DEIS’s analysis. Those issues are discussed in detail below.1

I. The DEIS should accurately reflect Minnesota Power’s objectives.

A. The EIS must contain a statement of purpose and need that is shaped by the 
Application at issue. 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing NEPA require that an 
EIS “briefly specify the underlying purpose and need to which the agency is responding . . . .”2

That statement of purpose and need naturally derives from, and depends on, the circumstances 
that trigger the agency action. When an agency is responding to a private applicant’s request, as 
EERA and PUC are here, its purpose and need must account for that request.3 Indeed, the agency 
should specify a purpose and need that allows the alternatives studied in the EIS to be “shaped 
by the application at issue and by the function the agency plays in the decisional process.”4

Section 1.2.2. of the DEIS states that “[t]he purpose of and need for DOE action is to decide 
whether . . . to grant the Applicant a Presidential permit.” Minnesota Power does not object to 
that characterization, as far as it goes. But “[w]here a private party’s proposal triggers a project,” 
the EIS statement of purpose and need must also “give substantial weight to the goals and 
objectives of that private actor.”5 In that regard, the DEIS is deficient. 

B. The DEIS’s discussion of “Minnesota Power’s Objectives” should include the 
statement of purpose contained in Minnesota Power’s Application. 

Section 2.2—entitled “Applicant’s Objectives”—purports to identify “three factors” that are 
driving Minnesota Power’s decision to construct the GNTL. That discussion, however, fails to 
account for Chapter 2 of Minnesota Power’s Application, which carefully describes the 

1 Minnesota Power’s comments focus on the body of the DEIS. Presumably any changes that are made in the Final 
EIS will also be reflected in the Executive Summary, which is not specifically addressed below. 
2 40 C.F.R. § 1502.13. The Rules implementing Minnesota Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) similarly require that 
the project description in the EIS “allow the public to identify the purpose of the project.” Minn. R. 4410.2300(E). 
3 City of Angoon v. Hodel, 803 F.2d 1016, 1021 (9th Cir. 1986); Citizens Against Burlington, Inc. v. Busey, 938 F.2d 
190, 196 (D.C. Cir. 1991). 
4 Citizens Against Burlington, 938 F.3d at 199. 
5 BioDiversity Conservation Alliance v. Bureau of Land Mgm’t, 608 F.3d 709, 715 (10th Cir. 2010). 

Minnesota Power’s Comments on the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
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0190-2

0190
0190-2
With regard to purpose and need, DOE has determined the
purpose and need is adequate, per program goals and objectives
and no changes are made to the purpose and need or alternatives
analyzed in the EIS. 

Section 2.2 of the EIS is modified to include the Applicant's purpose
for the proposed Great Northern Transmission Line Project by
adding the following:

"The Applicant's federal and state permit applications states that
the purpose of the proposed Project is to efficiently provide the
Applicant's customers and the region with energy that will: (a) help
meet the region's growing energy demands; (b) advance Minnesota
Power's EnergyForward strategy of increasing its generation
diversity and renewable portfolio; (c) strengthen electric system
reliability; and (d) fulfill the Applicant's obligations under its power
purchase agreements with Manitoba Hydro, all in a manner that is
consistent with the Applicant's commitment to making a positive
impact on communities."

The EIS is updated with accurate information about the status of
the MN PUC's certificate of need process and related written order
issued by the MN PUC on June 30, 2015.



Page 580 of 922

2

company’s purpose in proposing the GNTL Project. Specifically, the Application states that the 
purpose of the GNTL is: 

To efficiently provide the Applicant’s customers and the region with clean, 
emission-free energy that will 

(a) help meet the region’s growing energy demands 
(b) advance the Applicant’s EnergyForward strategy of increasing its 

generation diversity and renewable portfolio 
(c) strengthen system reliability 
(d) fulfill the Applicant’s obligations under its power purchase agreements 

with Manitoba Hydro 
all in a manner that is consistent with the Applicant’s commitment to making a 
positive impact on communities. 

An EIS that studies the potential environmental effects of a private applicant’s proposed project 
should never attempt to “redefine the goals of the proposal,”6 as the DEIS does in Section 2.2. 
Indeed, an agency has a responsibility to consider “private goals, especially when the agency is 
determining whether to issue a permit or license.”7

To the extent that the DEIS omits information from the Application on the grounds that “the 
need for the transmission line is the central issue of the MPUC’s ongoing certificate of need 
proceeding,” it is both outdated and incorrect. As the DEIS itself acknowledges elsewhere, the 
MPUC approved at its May 14, 2015 agenda hearing granting a Certificate of Need for the 
GNTL Project and subsequently on June 30, 2015 issued a written order, for which no party 
requested reconsideration.8 Consequently, the need for the GNTL Project can no longer be 
questioned.9 At the same time, federal law requires the EIS to account for Minnesota Power’s 
“private goals” as it evaluates alternatives.10 The DEIS as written does not fulfill this 
requirement. 

Minnesota Power’s statement of purpose should appear, word-for-word, in the EIS. Only then 
can the EIS’s evaluation of alternatives be properly “shaped by” both the Application at issue 
and DOE’s responsibility to consider whether to issue a Presidential permit. 

II. The Department of Energy’s preferred border crossing is the only feasible border 
crossing alternative. 

A. The federal government has the exclusive authority to select the location of 
the international border crossing. 

Executive Order 10485 states that “the proper conduct of the foreign relations of the United 
States requires that executive permission be obtained” for any facilities located “at the borders of 
the United States.” That executive permission takes the form of a Presidential permit, which—in 

6 Citizens Against Burlington, 938 F.2d at 199. 
7 Alaska Survival v. Surface Transp. Bd., 705 F.3d 1073, 1085 (9th Cir. 2013).  
8 MPUC Docket No. E015/CN-12-1163, MPUC Order dated June 30, 2015. 
9 Minn. R. 7850.3700, subp,. 7.
10 Id.

Minnesota Power’s Comments on the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
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0190-2
Continued

0190-3

0190
0190-2 cont'd

0190-3
MN PUC is the siting authority for transmission lines within the state
of Minnesota up to the U.S.-Canada international border. The EIS
analyzes alternative border crossings that were proposed during
scoping at the request of resource agencies that are intended to
inform the MN PUC transmission line route selection. At the time of
the state scoping decision (see Appendix D), the Applicant did not
sufficiently object to the scoping expansion. MN PUC cannot
authorize an international border crossing, but the MN PUC may
perform its due diligence in considering alternative routes to what
was proposed by the Applicant in its Route Permit application.

Sections S.7 and 4.1.1 of the EIS are made to clearly state that the
alternative border crossings considered in the EIS are done so only
for the purposes of the analysis supporting the Route Permit and
transmission line siting decision, but are not being considered by
DOE as alternatives to its consideration of the crossing proposed
by the Applicant in its applications to both DOE and MN PUC at
latitude 49 00 00.00 N and longitude 95 54 50.49 W, roughly 2.9
miles east of Highway 89 in Roseau County, Minnesota. This
proposed border crossing is also identified as DOE's preferred
alternative in the EIS in Sections S.6.2, 1.2.2, and 1.2.2.1.
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the case of electric transmission facilities—must be obtained from DOE.11 As a federal district 
court in Minnesota has explained, “the President’s authority to issue [a] border-crossing Permit 
comes by way of his constitutional authority over foreign affairs and authority as Commander in 
Chief . . . .”12

By nature, the conduct of foreign relations is “an area where federal uniformity is essential.”13

“Foreign commerce,” in particular, “is pre-eminently a matter of national concern.”14 To that 
end, Article II of the Constitution gives the President the “vast share of responsibility for the 
conduct of our foreign relations.”15

In the case of Presidential permits for international border crossings, the President is explicitly 
exercising the federal power to conduct “foreign relations.”16 When such exclusive “national 
power” is invoked, it may not be “obscured by state or local action.”17 Indeed, the President’s 
authority to conduct foreign relations preempts and invalidates any action by state or local 
entities that would infringe on the national power.18 States simply are not permitted to “intru[de]  
. . . into the field of foreign affairs[,] which the Constitution entrusts to the President and the 
Congress.”19

DOE’s role under Executive Order 10485 is to consider whether issuing a Presidential permit for 
the border crossing facility proposed by Minnesota Power is consistent with the public interest.20

If DOE determines that a permit should issue, it will be exercising delegated Presidential 
authority to conduct foreign relations.21

Neither the State of Minnesota nor any other state has authority to alter the location of an 
international border crossing. The Final EIS accordingly should note that any routes inconsistent 
with the single border crossing for a Presidential permit are outside of the MPUC’s jurisdiction 
to approve. 

B. The Department of Energy’s preferred alternative is the only permissible 
endpoint for the GNTL project. 

A Presidential permit application is a request for permission to cross the U.S. border at a single, 
specific location. DOE regulations implementing Executive Order 10485 accordingly require 
that every application for a Presidential permit include a “detailed map . . . showing the physical 
location, longitude and latitude of the facility on the international border.”22 After extensive 

11 Id.; see Executive Order 12038 (transferring authority from the Federal Power Commission to the Secretary of 
Energy).
12 Sierra Club v. Clinton, 689 F. Supp. 2d 1147, 1163 (D. Minn. 2010). 
13 Japan Line Ltd. v. Los Angeles Cty., 441 U.S. 434, 448 (1979). 
14 Id.
15 American Ins. Ass’n v. Garamendi, 539 U.S. 396, 414 (2003). 
16 E.O. 10485. 
17 Crosby v. National Foreign Trade Council, 530 U.S. 363, 381 (2000). 
18 See, e.g., American Ins. Ass’n, 539 U.S. at 419-20; Crosby, 530 U.S. at 385-86. 
19 American Ins. Ass’n, 539 U.S. at 417 (quoting Zschernig v. Miller, 389 U.S. 429, 432 (1968)). 
20 Executive Order 10485, § 1(a)(3). 
21 Sierra Club, 689 F. Supp. 2d at 1163. 
22 10 C.F.R. § 205.322(b)(2). 

Minnesota Power’s Comments on the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
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negotiations, Minnesota Power and its Canadian partner, Manitoba Hydro, agreed on the border 
crossing location that DOE is considering as part of the Presidential permit process.23

The DEIS announces in Section 1.2.2.1 that “DOE’s preferred alternative is to grant a 
Presidential permit to Minnesota Power’s proposed international border crossing.” That 
announcement should foreclose consideration of any alternative border crossings. DOE has 
exclusive authority to permit an international border crossing, and its preference is to permit the 
border crossing agreed to by Minnesota Power and Manitoba Hydro that is being considered in 
the Presidential Permit process (the “Presidential Permit Border Crossing”). The Minnesota 
transmission line routing process should take that border crossing as the northern endpoint for 
the GNTL Project, just as it has accepted the expanded Blackberry substation as the southern 
endpoint.

Because DOE has identified a preferred international border crossing, the Final EIS should note 
that all other border crossings are no longer permissible endpoints for the GNTL Project. 

C. Because Canada’s regulatory process is not considering any other crossing, 
the other “alternatives” would not result in a transmission line project. 

Even apart from DOE’s exclusive jurisdiction over international border crossings, and its 
preferred alternative for this Project, no border crossing is feasible other than the Presidential 
Permit Border Crossing. 

1. No alternative border crossing is feasible given the current status of 
the Canadian environmental review process.

As the DEIS was being finalized, the government of Manitoba filed a letter with the 
Administrative Law Judge assigned to the GNTL Route Permit proceedings.24 That letter 
explains that, after a “detailed route selection process” in Canada, “Manitoba Hydro has 
selected a specific proposed route” for purposes of the Canadian regulatory process.25 That route 
ends at the Presidential Permit Border Crossing.26 When Manitoba Hydro files its Environmental 
Impact Statement with the appropriate Canadian authorities, it will not contain any alternative 
border crossings.27 Canadian authorities will conduct “an extensive review” of Manitoba Hydro’s 
filing, but “that review is based upon the single proposed route and selected border crossing.”28

No other border crossing will be considered as part of the Canadian process.29 And, as the DEIS 
acknowledges, it is not DOE’s or EERA’s role to consider potential environmental effects in 
Canada, or to second-guess the Canadian environmental review process.30

23 Letter from Manitoba Hydro to Minn. Dep’t of Commerce at 2 (July 30, 2015) (MH Letter). 
24 See Docket No. E015/RP-14-21, Document ID 0156-111176-01, Letter from Gordon E. Hannon, General 
Counsel, Manitoba Justice to Administrative Law Judge Ann O’Reilly (June 2, 2015) (Manitoba Justice Letter). 
25 Id. at 6 (emphasis added). 
26 Id.
27 Id. at 6-7; MH Letter at 2. 
28 Id. at 7 (emphasis added). 
29 Id. at 7-8. 
30 DEIS at 11-12. (“NEPA does not require an analysis of environmental impacts that occur within another 
sovereign nation that result from actions approved by that sovereign nation.”) 
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Thank you for your comment. No change is made in the EIS in
direct response to this comment, however, Section 1.3.2 is updated
with information about the status of the Canadian process for siting
this project in Canada by Manitoba Hydro as provided by comment
letters submitted by both the Province of Manitoba's General
Counsel (see response to comment 078-1) and Manitoba Hydro
(see response to comments 079-1 and 079-2). 
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Even more recently, Manitoba Hydro itself has transmitted a letter to EERA clearly stating that it 
“can only support the agreed-upon border crossing . . . known as the “Proposed Border Crossing 
– Blue/Orange Route in the Draft EIS.”31 That letter briefly summarizes the “robust, transparent 
analysis of routes and all potential border crossings” that took place in Canada, and explains how 
that process led to the selection of the Blue/Orange Route as the “preferred end point for each 
entity.”32 Leaving no doubt about where things now stand in the Canadian process, the letter 
further states that “Manitoba Hydro does not have routes that connect to the border crossing 
variations included in the Draft EIS.”33

It makes no common sense for the EIS to continue evaluating border crossing alternatives that 
are not being considered as part of the Canadian review process. The GNTL Project cannot exist 
unless it connects to the Manitoba Hydro transmission line that will bring hydroelectricity into 
the United States from Canada. A border crossing that does not match any crossing being 
considered in Canada is fundamentally infeasible, and should be treated that way in the Final 
EIS.

Practically speaking, the selection of an “alternative border crossing” would cause both 
Minnesota Power and Manitoba Hydro to reconsider their long-term plans for meeting their 
customers’ energy needs.34 The companies have spent considerable resources identifying a 
border crossing that was “in the best interests of the overall project and acceptable to both 
parties.”35 If the MPUC identified a different crossing, it is unlikely that the companies would 
invest more time or effort in the GNTL, and the project would be abandoned. 

2. It is not feasible for Minnesota Power to submit a new Presidential 
permit application at this stage.

The DEIS fails to recognize the infeasibility of the alternative border crossings. Instead, it 
proposes in Section 1.2.2.1 that “[i]f the MN PUC issues a permit for a route with a different 
border crossing . . ., the Applicant could submit an amended Presidential permit application to 
DOE . . . .” Setting aside the DOE’s exclusive power to determine the location of an international 
border crossing, requiring Minnesota Power to restart the application process is infeasible 
because it would thwart the purposes of the GNTL Project. 

Selecting an “alternative border crossing” would not simply require Minnesota Power to restart 
its Presidential permit application process. Manitoba Hydro would also have to agree to that 
border crossing and obtain approval from Canadian authorities.36 And even if Manitoba Hydro 
did file “new or amended applications containing a different proposed route,” it “would be very 
unlikely that the necessary studies and the regulatory process would be completed in time to 

31 MH Letter at 1. 
32 Id. at 2. 
33 Id.
34 MPUC Docket No. E015/CN-12-1163, MPUC Order dated June 30, 2015 at 2: “The project is part of a joint effort 
with Manitoba Hydro to construct a new Canada-United States transmission interconnection. The project is intended 
to provide hydropower and wind storage energy products to Minnesota Power’s customers and will provide an 
additional 500 MW of transfer capacity from the line.”; see MH Letter at 2. 
35 Manitoba Justice Letter at 6; MH Letter at 2. 
36 Manitoba Justice Letter at 6. 
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Thank you for your comment. The EIS analyzes alternative border
crossings that were proposed during scoping at the request of
resource agencies and are intended to inform the MN PUC
transmission line route selection. MN PUC cannot authorize an
international border crossing, but the MN PUC may perform its due
diligence in this EIS in considering alternative routes to what was
proposed by the Applicant in its Route Permit application. 

Sections S.7 and 4.1.1 of the EIS are changed to clearly state that
the alternative border crossings considered in the EIS are done so
only for the purposes of the analysis supporting the Route Permit
and transmission line siting decision, but are not being considered
by DOE as alternatives in its Presidential permit decision. The
international border crossing proposed by the Applicant in its
applications to both DOE and MN PUC at latitude 49 00 00.00 N
and longitude 95 54 50.49 W, roughly 2.9 miles east of Highway 89
in Roseau County, Minnesota, is clearly identified as DOE's
preferred alternative in the EIS in Sections S.6.2, 1.2.2, and 1.2.2.1.

DOE has determined the purpose and need is adequate, per
program goals and objectives, and no changes are made to the
alternatives analyzed in the EIS.
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meet the proposed 2020 in-service date” required by the power purchase agreements between 
Manitoba Hydro and Minnesota Power.37

Fulfilling the June 2020 in-service date specified by those power purchase agreements is one 
aspect of Minnesota Power’s purpose for the GNTL Project. That purpose stems from the 
MPUC’s determination that Minnesota Power faces “capacity and energy deficits over the period 
2020 – 2035.”38 As a result, Minnesota Power “need[s] a significant additional amount of 
peaking capacity and energy to meet its future capacity and energy needs.”39 If an alternative 
border crossing cannot meet the June 2020 in-service date, it is not feasible, and should be 
excluded from further consideration in the EIS under NEPA40 and the MPUC’s rules.41

The Final EIS should state that all “alternative border crossings” are infeasible because they 
cannot satisfy the Project’s purpose and need to have the GNTL in service by 2020, as required 
by Minnesota Power’s power purchase agreements with Manitoba Hydro. 

III. The DEIS does not adequately describe potential effects on human settlement and 
agriculture.

A. The Roseau Lake WMA Variation 1 and Cedar Bend WMA Variation 
violate Minnesota Power’s purposes for the GNTL Project. 

As a matter of corporate philosophy, Minnesota Power is committed to having a positive impact 
on the communities it serves. That is why the company spent years planning the GNTL Project, 
listening to the people who lived in the areas where the line might be routed, and carefully 
identifying a route that would receive widespread acceptance from the community. By and large, 
the company believes that it was successful in achieving that goal, as evidenced by the minimal 
amount of public opposition to the Proposed Blue/Orange Route. 

To ensure that the GNTL Project remained consistent with Minnesota Power’s philosophy as it 
progressed through environmental review, the company built its commitment to having a 
positive impact on communities into the project’s statement of purpose. As discussed above, 
DOE and EERA are legally obligated to consider that purpose as part of the DEIS’s statement of 
underlying purpose and need for the project. 

Unfortunately, the DEIS contains two route variations that plainly would not have a positive 
impact on their host community. Roseau Lake WMA Variation 1 would, as the DEIS 
acknowledges, include 50 residences within a 3,000-foot route—more than one residence for 
every mile of transmission line.42 The route would also include more than 12,600 acres of 

37 Manitoba Justice Letter at 8; MH Letter at 2. 
38 MPUC Docket No. E015/CN-12-1163, Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law at 33, ¶ 175 (Mar. 16, 2015) as 
approved in MPUC Order dated June 30, 2015. 
39 Id.
40 “The [EIS] need not consider an infinite range of alternatives, only reasonable or feasible ones.” Alaska Survival,
705 F.3d at 1087. 
41 Minn. R. 7850.3700, subp 7 (“When the Public Utilities Commission has issued a Certificate of Need for a …high 
voltage transmission line…the environmental assessment shall not address questions of need, including size, type, 
and timing; questions of alternative system configurations; or questions of voltage.”). 
42 DEIS at 270, Table 6-13. 
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The potential impact on human settlement and agricultural land is
evaluated for all alternatives in the EIS. As discussed in Section
5.2.1 of the EIS, high voltage transmission line projects, like the
proposed Great Northern Transmission Line project, have the
potential to impact human settlement in a variety of ways, including
potential displacement of humans which can be assessed by
evaluating the presence or absence of human settlement features
like residences, churches, schools, etc. The EIS also goes on to
assess the potential for impacts to humans for all alternatives in
terms of several other closely related resource areas, including,
noise, public health and safety, transportation, air quality, electronic
interference, and property values. Impacts to agricultural lands and
practices are evaluated for all alternatives in Chapter 6 of the EIS.

The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate the potential impacts from
DOE granting a Presidential permit for the proposed Great Northern
Transmission Line project and alternatives evaluated to inform the
Route Permit decision to be made by the MN PUC.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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agricultural land.43 Having spoken with the farmers and residents who would be affected by 
Roseau Lake WMA Variation 1, Minnesota Power can say with confidence that they would not 
view the transmission line as having a positive effect on their community. Indeed, many of them 
have expressed staunch opposition to the line being located on their property. 

The situation is similar with the Cedar Bend WMA Variation. There are 101 residences within 
the 3,000-foot route width.44 That means Minnesota Power would face an average of more than 
five residences for every mile of transmission line. The route also contains over 2,600 acres of 
agricultural land.45 Again, Minnesota Power has listened to the residents in this area, and knows 
that they do not want a transmission line built along the proposed Cedar Bend WMA Variation 
route. Building a line in the face of unified, vocal public opposition is not usually consistent with 
having a positive impact on communities. 

Because the Roseau Lake WMA Variation 1 and the Cedar Bend WMA Variation would each 
have a negative effect on their host communities, they do not satisfy Minnesota Power’s purpose 
in building the GNTL Project, and should be eliminated from further consideration in the Final 
EIS.

B. The DEIS must account for effects on human settlement by identifying 
effects on privately owned land. 

Among the 14 “routing factors” that the MN PUC considers when deciding whether to permit a 
high-voltage transmission line, the first-listed is “effects on human settlement.”46 The DEIS 
acknowledges as much in Section 1.3.1.1. 

Minnesota Power’s purpose for the GNTL—which, as discussed above, should be incorporated 
into the EIS—also includes “making a positive impact in on communities.” Consideration of 
private property accordingly was central to the company’s multi-year routing and public outreach 
process for the GNTL.47

In addition, the Working Group that was assembled by the EERA to review the GNTL project 
emphasized that the GNTL “is a public purpose project and should therefore be routing as much 
as possible on public land, minimizing impact to human settlement and private property use.”48

Despite all of this, the DEIS’s discussion of effects does not measure the effects of the proposed 
route and route variations on privately owned property. As a result, the DEIS does not 
adequately measure “effects on human settlement,” as required by the Minnesota Rules.

To begin with, Chapter 5 of the DEIS describes the Affected Environment and Potential Impacts, 
but omits any discussion of privately owned lands as a factor that would be affected by the 
Project. Consistent with Minnesota Rules 7850.4100(A), Minnesota Power’s purpose for the 

43 Id. at 272, Table 6-14. 
44 DEIS at 289, Table 6-25. 
45 Id. at 291, Table 6-26. 
46 Minn. R. 7850.4100(A). 
47 Minnesota Power Received over 1,000 comments on the Project, the majority of which expressed concern over 
impacts to private property, residences, and agriculture. 
48 DEIS Appendix C at 11. 
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The tables in the Land Use Compatibility Sections in Chapter 6 of
the EIS are updated with the total acres of land in the ROW, along
with acres of public and private land in the ROW. The titles of the
land ownership figures were updated to indicate public land
ownership. As such, private land is not shown on the land
ownership figures.
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GNTL Project, and the instructions from the Working Group, Chapter 5 should be revised to 
include a statement that effects on privately owned lands are an important consideration in the 
EIS.

Chapter 6 is also deficient when it describes the Comparative Environmental Consequences of 
each Route and Alignment Modification.

Although the Human Settlement analysis for each “Variation Area” discusses land ownership, it 
does not mention privately owned land. Likewise, the acreage of privately owned land within 
each Variation is not included in any table or figure in Chapter 6. The discussion of Land 
Ownership instead focuses on how each Variation impacts state forest, state fee, county, state 
conservation, or USFWS interest lands. 

Table 6-15 for the Roseau Lake WMA Variation Area is presented as an example: 

All of the “Land Ownership within the Anticipated ROW…” tables in Chapter 6 generally look 
similar to this example.49 None of them mention private land ownership.50

Because these tables do not account for privately owned land, they are unclear about how many 
total acres are within the ROW for each alternative within the Variation Area. More important, 
the tables make no effort to calculate the amount of privately owned land within each ROW. It is 
difficult for the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ), the MN PUC, or any other reader to fully 

49 Table 6-3; Table 6-15; Table 6-27; Table 6-39; Table 6-51; Table 6-68; Table 6-80; Table 6-91; Table 6-102; 
Table 6-112; Table 6-124; Table 6-136; Table 6-145; Table 6-162; Table 6-174; Table 6-185; Table 6-197; and 
Table 6-206. 
50 In addition, the land ownership tables are misleading about how much public land is within the ROW. The 
categories of “State Forests” and “State Fee Land” appear to overlap, leaving the impression of more total acres of 
state land than are actually present. 
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account for human settlement effects without an understanding of how much land is owned by 
individual human beings—many of whom likely live and work on the land they own. 

The problem with the land ownership tables in Chapter 6 is, if anything, magnified in the 
corresponding figures. For example, Figure 6-13, entitled “Land Ownership within the ROI in 
the Roseau Lake WMA Variation Area,” shows that the Proposed Blue/Orange Route has over 
450 acres of state fee lands and more than 300 acres of state forests. Roseau Lake WMA 
Variation 1, by contrast, has very little of either. The height of the bars strongly suggests that the 
Proposed Blue/Orange Route has significantly greater effects on “Land Ownership.” 

Minnesota Power’s Comments on the 
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In fact, the huge swaths of land within the Roseau Lake WMA Variation 1 ROI are privately 
owned. If Figure 6-13 took that land ownership into account, it would look quite different: 

Because tables and figures that omit the amount of privately owned land from the calculation of 
land ownership are misleading, and do not fully account for potential effects on human 
settlement, all of the land ownership figures and tables, as well as the accompanying discussion, 
should be revised to include effects on privately owned land. 

C. The discussion of aesthetics should recognize that the ROI is too simplistic in 
agricultural areas. 

Consistent with the instructions in the Minnesota Rules, the DEIS attempts to evaluate effects on 
human settlement in part by considering the Project’s potential aesthetic effects.51 Unfortunately, 
that analysis falls short in a manner that understates aesthetic effects, especially in agricultural 
areas. 

Section 5.3.1.1 (and similar sections for the Central and East Sections) defines the ROI for 
aesthetic effects as “1,500 feet from the anticipated alignment of the transmission line.” That 
distance is reasonable in places where the line is located in a forested area, and thus visually 
obscured by surrounding trees. 

The situation is different, however, in predominantly agricultural areas. As the DEIS 
acknowledges, “[a]esthetic impacts are likely to be greatest for views of the proposed Project in 

51 Minn. R. 7850.4100(A). 
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As stated in Section 5.3.1.1, "The 1,500 foot ROI for aesthetic
resources was identified because the proposed Project is most
likely to be visible within this near-foreground distance zone and
views of the proposed Project from aesthetic resources within this
distance zone have the greatest potential to result in visual impacts
for sensitive viewers" (emphasis added). The EIS also states, in
Section 5.3.1.1, that "Aesthetic impacts are likely to be greatest for
views of the proposed Project in the foreground distant zone (i.e.,
up to about 0.5 miles from the proposed Project), but impacts can
also be substantial for views from greater distances." Thus, 1,500
feet provides a reasonable distance within which aesthetic
resources may be identified and compared for the different route
variations and modifications to assess potential aesthetic impacts,
but the EIS does not identify that aesthetic impacts would only
occur within this distance. In addition, while distance is an important
factor in determining the level of aesthetic impact, a variety of other
factors in combination contribute to determining aesthetic
impacts. As stated in Section 5.3.1.1 "Impacts on aesthetics are
assessed based on the extent of changes to landscape character
and scenic quality, the level of contrast introduced by the proposed
Project, its proximity to viewers, and the visual sensitivity related to
views of the proposed Project." Depending on these factors,
aesthetic impacts are as likely to occur in forested areas as
agricultural areas. Therefore, while there is a greater potential for
aesthetic impacts in the near-foreground and foreground distance
zones, it cannot be reliably stated that there is a "potential for
greater aesthetic effects in agricultural areas, where long-distance
visibility tends to be much higher."

Visual simulations, provided in Appendix N, Photo Simulations, of
the EIS, were prepared for seven viewpoints within the study area
to represent typical views of the proposed Project. These
simulations are intended to provide reviewers with a sense of what
the transmission line would look like from various distances and in
various landscape settings within the study area.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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the foreground distance zone (i.e. up to about 0.5 miles from the proposed Project), but impacts 
can also be substantial for views from greater distances.”52 In fact, “a recent study on the 
visibility of transmission lines in western landscapes” found that structures were “noticeable to 
causal observers at up to 10 miles and strongly attracted attention at up to 3 miles.”53 Residents 
of the agricultural areas that predominate in the West Section of the study area may thus 
experience aesthetic effects—in other words, they will see the proposed transmission line—at 
distances far greater than 1,500 feet. 

For example, Table 6-13, “Aesthetic Resources within the ROI in the Roseau Lake WMA 
Variation Area,” currently lists the number of houses within 500 feet, 1,000 feet, and 1,500 feet 
of the proposed route and variations. Most of that Variation Area—especially for Roseau Lake 
WMA Variation 1—is within a “western landscape” like the one referenced in the DEIS. There 
are 727 residences within 3 miles of Roseau Lake WMA Variation 1. The study cited in Chapter 
5 suggests that most or all of these residences would be affected by the proposed variation.

To account for the study of western landscapes cited in the DEIS, Section 5.3.1.1 of the Final 
EIS should include a discussion that emphasizes the potential for greater aesthetic effects in 
agricultural areas, where long-distance visibility tends to be much higher. 

D. Displacement effects are not the same for all alternatives, and should not be 
dismissed in Chapter 5. 

Under Minnesota Rules, consideration of effects on human settlement must include 
“displacement” caused by the proposed transmission line.54 The DEIS describes displacement as 
something that “would have similar expected general impacts . . . for all proposed routes and 
variations.”55 According to the DEIS, “[d]isplacements are relatively rare,” and would occur only 
within the 200-foot ROW for the transmission line.56 The DEIS goes on to conclude that “there 
are no residences, churches, schools, daycares, or nursing homes within the [200-foot] ROI that 
would be displaced as a result of the anticipated alignment.”57

Simply using the ROW as the ROI for displacement does not adequately account for potential 
effects. As the DEIS explains in Section 1.3.1.4, the MN PUC will permit a 650-3,000 foot route. 
The 200-foot ROW may be located anywhere within the permitted Route, not necessarily on the 
presently anticipated alignment. That means that any residence or other building within the entire 
650-3,000 foot route faces a possibility of displacement.58 This potential effect could readily be 
captured using a table that included both the number of residences and other buildings within the 
200-foot ROW, as well as the number of residences or other buildings within the potential 3,000-
foot permitted route. 

52 DEIS at 159 (emphasis added). 
53 Id.
54 Minn. R. 7850.4100(A). 
55 DEIS at 77. 
56 Id. at 78. 
57 Id.
58 The Final EIS should note that Minnesota Power has carefully evaluated the Proposed Blue and Orange Routes, 
and is confident that it can avoid displacing any residences along those routes. The route variations, by contrast, 
have not been subject to careful scrutiny, increasing the risk of displacement within the route. 
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While the MN PUC may permit a 650-3,000 foot route, as identified
in the Generic Route Permit Template (Appendix B of the EIS,
Section 3.1): "Any alignment modifications within the designated
route shall be located so as to have comparable overall impacts
relative to the factors in the Minn. Rules, part 7850.4100, as does
the alignment identified in this permit, and shall be specifically
identified and documented in and approved as part of the plan and
profile submitted pursuant to Section 4.1 of this permit."

When evaluating direct impacts throughout the EIS, the ROW, not
the route width is regularly used for analysis because of this
procedural requirement should the proposed alignment
change. Further, including an evaluation of the route width instead
of the ROW would result in an overestimation of the potential
impacts as not all residences outside of the defined ROW would be
displaced; only those that would be within the 200 foot ROW of the
revised alignment.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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For example, as already noted above, the Roseau Lake WMA 1 Variation has no residences 
within the expected ROW, but 50 within the potential 3,000-foot route. The Cedar Bend WMA 
Variation is just 19.6 miles long, but has 101 homes within a 3,000-foot route width. The Effie 
Variation has 14 residences within its 3,000-foot route, but would have less room to maneuver 
around them due to the presence of two existing high-voltage transmission lines. None of these 
issues is adequately addressed in the DEIS. 

The Final EIS should acknowledge in Section 5.2.1.1 that any residence or other building within 
the permitted Route could be displaced. Moreover, because the number of residences and other 
buildings within the potential routes, the issue of displacement should be discussed for each 
Variation Area in Chapter 6, not dismissed as a similar effect in Chapter 5.  

E. State forests should not be overemphasized as an effect on human settlement 
because many of them are inaccessible to residents. 

As described above, the DEIS underemphasizes displacement and aesthetic effects on 
residences—both of which are issues directly relevant to human settlement. At the same time, the 
DEIS overemphasizes certain “aesthetic resources” that have a far more attenuated connection to 
human settlement.  

Section 5.3.1.1 rightly acknowledges that “visual resources are generally defined as the natural 
and built features of the landscape that may be viewed by the public . . . .”59 Yet its definition of 
“aesthetic resources includes “state forests” and “national forests,” neither of which is typically 
“viewed by the public” within the Project Area. What is more, the DEIS already addresses public 
recreation opportunities within state forests by including trails, campgrounds, and water access 
points in its list of aesthetic resources. Adding state forests to the list essentially double-counts 
these public recreational opportunities, while ignoring the fact that the vast state forests in the 
project area are rarely used as recreational areas. The Final EIS accordingly should eliminate 
state forests from its calculation of aesthetic effects. 

The presence of state forests is also overemphasized or double-counted in other parts of the 
DEIS. Chapter 6 includes state and national forests in its analysis of Land Ownership, Land-
Based Economies, and Vegetation for each Variation Area. Chapter 7 accounts for state forests 
when evaluating the relative merits of each route variation’s effects on Aesthetics, Land Use 
Compatibility, Forestry, Vegetation, and Wildlife.  

As Map 5-12 illustrates, forest land is the dominant land cover type within the proposed routes 
and route variations. As a result, the proposed routes and variations have nearly identical effects 
on state forests—especially when those routes are considered as a whole. It would not be 
unreasonable to discuss state forests in Chapter 5 as effects common to all alternatives, and omit 
them from the comparative analyses in Chapters 6 and 7.  

The Final EIS should explicitly acknowledge that all proposed routes and route variations affect 
similar amounts of state forest land. In addition, Chapter 6 of the Final EIS should not include 
state forests in its discussion of aesthetics, vegetation, or wildlife. The presence of state forests is 
useful only to calculate effects on forestry and land ownership. 

59 DEIS at 158. 
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Presence of state forest land is not double counted in the EIS. For
example, in the Vegetation sections of Chapter 6, acres of GAP
forested land cover types are provided in addition to acres of state
forest land (in an effort to provide the reader with all relevant
information). These acreages are not meant to be summed and are
never summed in the EIS. Further, state forests serve multiple uses
to the state and to the public (land-based economies, recreation
and tourism, wildlife, etc.) and to accurately reflect the proposed
Project's impact on each of these uses, discussion of state forests
within multiple resource areas is appropriate within the EIS.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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F. The DEIS should more clearly state the ways in which different alignments 
will affect agricultural lands. 

In addition to requiring the MN PUC to consider a project’s effects on human settlement, the 
Minnesota Rules also mandate consideration of “effects on land-based economies, including, but 
not limited to, agriculture, forestry, tourism, and mining.”60 This factor is especially significant 
in the Project Area, where agriculture is a rare resource, while forests and wetlands are plentiful. 
Yet the DEIS fails to fully capture the potential effects on agriculture in several places. 

Section 5.3.2.1 describes the potential impact to agricultural practices across the Project Area. 
The text states: 

The ROI for this analysis of impacts to agriculture includes the anticipated 200-
foot ROW of the proposed transmission line . . . . [T]his ROI was selected based 
on the expectation that, given the construction activities proposed, the majority of 
impacts on agriculture would likely be limited to this area.61

Contrary to these statements in the DEIS, the effects of the proposed transmission line on 
agricultural practices are not generally temporary and short-term in nature, and they are not 
necessarily limited to the 200-foot ROW. Permanent effects that may occur outside of the ROW 
include effects on drive lines (for agricultural machinery) and effects caused by angle structures, 
which can limit aerial spraying for agriculture in an area much greater than the ROW. These 
concerns were raised during scoping, and should be addressed in the EIS.62

Minnesota Power recognizes that permanent effects outside the ROW are not easily quantified in 
terms of acreage. Nonetheless, the discussion of Land-Based Economies in Sections 5.3.2.1, 
5.4.2.1, and 5.5.2.1 should include language recognizing this potential for permanent, adverse 
agricultural effects outside of the ROW, particularly in the West Section.  

IV. The DEIS’s discussion of corridor sharing is misleading and inaccurate.

The Minnesota Rules for routing high-voltage transmission lines place particular emphasis on 
corridor sharing—i.e., the “use or paralleling of existing rights-of-way, survey lines, natural 
division lines, and agricultural field boundaries,” and the “use of existing transportation, 
pipeline, and electrical transmission systems or rights-of-way.”63 Minnesota Power accordingly 
considered such corridor sharing opportunities when it developed its proposed routes. The 
DEIS’s analysis of corridor sharing, however, fails to account for the different environmental 
benefits that different types of corridors may offer, especially in the context of a 500 kV 
transmission line like the GNTL. 

60 Minn. R. 7850.4100(C). 
61 DEIS at 167. 
62 See Scoping Summary Report at C-10, C-18. 
63 Minn. R. 7850.4100(H), (J). 
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0190-11

0190-12

0190
0190-11
The majority of impacts to agriculture would occur within the ROW,
as Chapter 5 and 6 of the EIS suggests. Section 5.3.2 disucsses
potential impacts to agriculture that may occur outside of the ROW,
including aerial spraying, irrigation systems, and precision farming
systems.

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.The
Applicant will work with landowners to minimize impacts to
agriculture.

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

0190-12
References to an ROI in the Corridor Sharing sections of Chapter 5
and Chapter 6 are removed from the EIS.

The purpose of the Corridor Sharing sections in Chapter 6 is to
present all available information on potential for paralleling existing
corridors, including transmission lines, roads, trails, field lines, and
PLSS boundaries. The tables in the Corridor Sharing sections of
Chapter 6 are intentionally broken down by corridor types so that
one can identify the percentages of each alternative that would
parallel each type of existing corridor, as opposed to just providing
a total number of corridor sharing for each alternative. Furthermore,
these tables are broken down in a hierarchical manner to place
emphasis on paralleling corridors in the following order:
transmission line, road/trail, field line, and PLSS.

As the EIS states, paralleling existing corridors can reduce
fragmentation on the landscape, which could influence impacts
associated with human settlement and the natural environment. As
such, the potential for paralleling existing transmission line corridors
is discussed when analyzing all alternatives within a variation area
in Chapter 6 for several resources, such as aesthetics, vegetation,
and wildlife.
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A. The DEIS should be clear that not all “corridors” have the same—or any—
environmental benefits, and adjust its calculations accordingly. 

1. It is inappropriate to use a quarter-mile ROI to identify corridor 
sharing.

To account for the presence of corridor sharing, the DEIS defined a ROI that “generally includes 
infrastructure corridors within approximately 0.25 miles of the proposed routes and variations.”64

The DEIS explains this definition by first acknowledging that “as distance from existing 
corridors increases, the benefits of corridor sharing diminish.”65 But the DEIS fails to explain 
why benefits exist within a quarter-mile (1,320 feet), and not some other, shorter distance. 

As the DEIS acknowledges, the primary benefit of corridor sharing is to “minimize[] 
fragmentation of the landscape” and “adjacent property.”66 But those benefits do not exist for 
corridors a quarter-mile away. 

For example, an existing 200-foot transmission line ROW through a forested area may cause 
“fragmentation”—a break between two larger forested areas—that could adversely affect 
wildlife. If a new line is built parallel to the existing line, additional fragmentation is avoided if 
the new 200-foot ROW is adjacent or nearly adjacent to the existing one. If the new ROW is 
1,000 feet away from the old one, however, the result would be more fragmentation—an 
isolated, 1,000-foot stretch of forested land in-between two 200-foot ROWs. Yet the DEIS 
counts both of these scenarios as favorable “corridor sharing.” Similarly, the DEIS would 
potentially identify a “corridor sharing” benefit for a transmission line that is hundreds of feet 
away from an agricultural field boundary, even though any location other than directly on the 
field boundary would offer no benefits whatsoever to adjacent property. 

Because the 0.25 ROI results in misleading conclusions about corridor sharing, the Final EIS 
should not use it. The Final EIS should further recognize that, realistically, corridor sharing 
creates environmental benefits only if the new centerline is specifically designed to take 
advantage of a corridor sharing opportunity. Many of the route variations studied in the DEIS are 
not so designed. 

2. The only corridor sharing that provides significant environmental 
benefits for a project like this is paralleling a 500 kV or 230 kV line. 

The Minnesota Rules requiring the MN PUC to consider various types of corridor sharing do not 
distinguish between them. An environmental analysis should. 

Not all corridor sharing offers the same environmental benefits, especially for a 500 kV 
transmission line like the GNTL. There are few, if any, environmental benefits to paralleling a 
field line, which may change from season to season. Likewise, paralleling PLSS lines, which are 
not necessarily connected to any landscape features, does not reduce environmental effects. 

64 DEIS at 193. 
65 Id.
66 Id.
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0190-12
Continued

0190
0190-12 cont'd
The ROI was used as an outer limit when reviewing the alternatives
for corridor sharing or paralleling opportunities as required under
Minnesota Rule 7850.4100 subpart h and subpart j. When the
transmission line is located along other transmission lines, it was
paralleling the other transmission lines, not sharing a corridor.
Opportunities for corridor sharing or paralleling are located as close
to the road, section line, etc. as possible in order to meet the intent
of Minnesota Rule 7850.4100 subpart h and subpart j.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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For similar reasons, paralleling an existing two-lane road offers no environmental benefits for a 
500 kV transmission line. The primary benefit of paralleling an existing road or small 
transmission line is to reduce the total ROW by overlapping the two ROWs. The ROW for a 500 
kV line, however, cannot overlap the ROW for an existing road or small transmission line.67

What is more, paralleling existing roads and small transmission lines in agricultural areas could 
have the adverse effect of reducing farm equipment mobility. Ultimately, the only significant 
corridor sharing benefits that may exist in this project would accrue from paralleling an existing 
230 kV or 500 kV transmission line, where corridor sharing could reduce fragmentation. 

Section 6.2.2.6 and Table 6-23 illustrate the importance of this distinction. As written, the tables 
list and calculate all “Feature Sharing Corridors” for the Roseau Lake WMA Variations, 
including transmission lines, field lines, PLSS lines, and roads. Table 6-23 thus makes it appear 
that the Proposed Orange/Blue Route would offer the benefits of corridor sharing along 60% of 
its length, while the Roseau Lake WMA Variation 2 would provide those same benefits along 
71% of its length. But it is far more important that 33% of the Proposed Orange/Blue Route 
would parallel large transmission lines, as opposed to 27% of the Roseau Lake WMA Variation 
2.68 Because the DEIS does not make this clear, it could be misleading to the decisionmakers and 
the public. 

The Final EIS should explain that the benefits of corridor sharing are only significant where the 
proposed GNTL would parallel an existing 230 kV line or an existing 500 kV line. Other 
corridor sharing calculations should be dropped from comparison tables. 

3. Paralleling the abandoned corridor offers no environmental benefits. 

The Balsam Variation Area – Balsam Variation Scoping Decision Route was accepted for 
analysis in the DEIS because there once was a transmission line corridor in that area. That line 
has since been removed, the ROW sold, and the landscape re-planted with trees and other natural 
vegetation. Section 6.4.3 nevertheless concludes that the impacts of the Balsam Variation are 
minimized or reduced because it “parallels an abandoned corridor.”

There are no environmental benefits to paralleling an abandoned transmission line corridor in 
these circumstances. Contrary to the suggestion in Section 6.4.3, the “abandoned corridor” is not 
being used as a trail, or for recreational purposes of any kind. It should instead be regarded as 
greenfield or open land that presents no corridor sharing opportunities.

The Final EIS should remove all text and tables that inaccurately describe the abandoned 
corridor or identify it as an opportunity for corridor sharing. 

B. The DEIS inaccurately suggests that paralleling existing transmission lines 
reduces effects on forestry and vegetation. 

Chapter 6 repeatedly concludes that paralleling existing transmission line ROW minimizes or 
reduces the impact to forestry, vegetation, wildlife, threatened and endangered species, and rare 

67 The DEIS is inaccurate on this point. See DEIS at 194. 
68 As discussed below, the variation itself parallels no transmission lines. Table 6-23 is actually counting the corridor 
sharing in areas where the Proposed Orange/Blue Route and Roseau Lake WMA Variation 2 share the same route. 
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0190-12
Continued

0190-13

0190-14

0190
0190-12 cont'd

0190-13
The Balsam Variation is located in an abandoned corridor that is
under a conservation easement. The text in the EIS is revised in
the Summary, Chapter 5, and Chapter 6. The edit changed the text
from "the Balsam Variation will parallel an abandoned corridor" to
"the Balsam Variation would be located in an abandoned corridor."
This abandoned transmission line corridor is not included in the
acreages/percentages for corridor sharing shown in the EIS.

0190-14
Chapter 6 of the EIS quantifies the acres of forested land in the
ROW for each alternative. This is the metric by which one can
assess quantities of forest that would be removed for each
alternative. As discussed in both the EIS and the Applicant's Route
Ppermit Aapplication (Section 6.4), creating a new corridor within
an unfragmented forest alters the integrity of that forest, with
consequences for all other resources (i.e. wildlife, rare species)
dependent on that unfragmented forest.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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species and communities. As discussed above, corridor sharing—properly defined—may offer 
benefits insofar as it minimizes habitat fragmentation effects. But corridor sharing does not 
significantly reduce effects on forests. 

To ensure safety and system reliability, ROW corridors for large transmission lines cannot 
overlap. Thus, even when a new line parallels an existing one, the entire 200-foot ROW must be 
cleared. If that ROW contains forest land or other vegetation, the same amount of forest would 
be cleared as if the line did not parallel an existing line. The DEIS seems not to recognize this 
fact, claiming that a route would have fewer effects on “timber activities” because it offered the 
most opportunities for corridor sharing.69

The Final EIS should clearly state that paralleling existing transmission lines does not reduce the 
amount of forest land or vegetation that must be cleared within the 200-foot ROW, and should 
remove all statements suggesting that corridor sharing offers forestry or vegetation benefits. 

C. The DEIS does not accurately describe the potential effects of existing 
transmission lines on electrical system reliability. 

Electrical system reliability is one of the factors MN PUC is required to consider in determining 
which route to select and permit.70 Strengthening system reliability is also one of Minnesota 
Power’s explicit goals in building the GNTL Project. The DEIS, however, fails to adequately 
account for the adverse effects on electrical system reliability that can result from transmission 
line paralleling and transmission line crossing. 

1. Paralleling the existing Manitoba-United States tie lines increases 
adverse effects on system reliability. 

The DEIS acknowledges that the more parallel ROWs or common corridors are used for multiple 
transmission lines—particularly high voltage facilities—the more likely it becomes that an 
outage involving multiple facilities could occur.71 The DEIS also rightly states that Minnesota 
Power should evaluate the electrical reliability impact of corridor sharing on a case-by-case 
basis.72 But the DEIS only applies this principle where the Project would be in a common 
corridor with the existing 500 kV Manitoba–United States tie line.73 Other parallel corridor 
scenarios are generally handled by considering whether there would be two or three transmission 
lines in a common corridor. The DEIS generally assumes that locating two lines in the same 
corridor would not adversely affect electrical system reliability,74 while locating three lines in the 
same corridor would have potential adverse effects.75

In reality, the electrical reliability impacts of establishing a common transmission line corridor 
are much more nuanced, depending primarily on the purpose and expected performance of the 
transmission lines. In this case, the only parallel corridor scenarios that have any noteworthy 

69 DEIS at 275. 
70 Minn. R. 7850.4100(K); see DEIS at 194. 
71 DEIS at 195. 
72 Id.
73 See, e.g., id. at 197 (discussing system reliability in the West Section). 
74 See, e.g., id. at 238 (discussing reliability in the East Section). 
75 Id.
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0190-14
Continued

0190-15

0190
0190-14 cont'd

0190-15
The following text is added to Section 2.8.3 of the EIS: According to
the Applicant, the electrical reliability impacts of establishing
a parallel transmission line corridor depend primarily on the
purpose and expected performance of the transmission lines. None
of the alternatives that parallel existing corridors with 69 kV, 115
kV, or 230 kV transmission lines that do not connect Manitoba and
the United States would impact electrical system reliability.

If the proposed Project parallels the existing 230 kV tie line corridor,
the impact of a simultaneous, unexpected outage of the two
facilities on electrical reliability would be minimal, but still notable
because the lines would share a common purpose of transferring
power from Manitoba to the United States. If the Proposed
Project parallels the existing 500 kV tie line corridor, a simultaneous
unexpected outage would have a greater impact on electrical
system reliability because the transmission lines not only share a
common load, but would also carry similar (and greater) amounts of
power.

If three transmission lines (i.e., the Proposed Project, 500 kV tie
line, and 230 kV tie line) are located in parallel  corridors, a
simultaneous unexpected outage of the Proposed Project and
two tie lines could have the greatest impact to electrical reliability.
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electrical system reliability impacts are those involving the Project and one or more of the 
existing Manitoba–United States tie lines. The Final EIS accordingly should recognize that none 
of the common corridor scenarios involving 69 kV, 115 kV, or 230 kV lines that do not connect 
Manitoba and the United States has any significant impact on electrical system reliability, 
regardless of how many transmission lines are located in the common corridor. 

Where the Project shares a common corridor with the existing 230 kV tie line, the impact of a 
simultaneous, unexpected outage of the two facilities on electrical reliability would be relatively 
minimal, but still notable because the lines would share a common purpose of transferring power 
from Manitoba to the United States. Where the Project shares a common corridor with the 
existing 500 kV tie line, a simultaneous unexpected outage would have a greater impact on 
electrical system reliability because the lines not only share a common purpose, but would also 
carry similar (and greater) amounts of power. The Final EIS should thus recognize that 
establishing a common corridor with the Project and another Manitoba–United States tie line 
carries an elevated level of risk to electrical system reliability. 

Where the Project would be placed in a common corridor with both of the existing tie lines, as 
proposed in the Effie and East Bear Lake Variations, a simultaneous unexpected outage of the 
three tie lines would have a substantially greater impact to electrical reliability than would 
paralleling just one of those tie lines. Such an event would leave only two operating tie lines, 
both of which are far smaller. This would severely weaken the Manitoba–United States 
transmission interface, putting a significant amount of Minnesota load at risk that would not be at 
risk during a simultaneous outage of the two 500 kV lines. The Final EIS accordingly should 
explain that establishing a common corridor with the Project, the existing 500 kV tie line and the 
existing 230 kV tie lines—as proposed in the Effie and East Bear Lake Variations—carries the 
highest level of risk to electrical system reliability of any proposed route or variation, and that a 
simultaneous unexpected outage of the Project and these two particular transmission lines could 
have severe consequences for the electric power system in Manitoba and Minnesota. 

2. Crossing the existing Manitoba-United States tie lines increases 
adverse effects on system reliability. 

The DEIS briefly acknowledges that Minnesota Power wants to minimize the number of times 
the GNTL crosses existing transmission lines, for the sake of system reliability.76 But there is no 
further discussion of the construction, operation, and maintenance effects that would be caused 
by new transmission line crossings.  

As with the parallel corridors, the only line crossing scenarios that have any noteworthy 
electrical system reliability effects are those involving the Project and one or more of the existing 
Manitoba–United States tie lines. To ensure safety, constructing such crossing spans would 
require an outage of the line being crossed. Increasing the number of crossings would increase 
the number of discrete outages required. This could limit construction timeframes because 
system requirements may not always permit such outages. The Final EIS should explicitly 
recognize this potential system reliability factor. 

76 DEIS at 195.
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Continued

0190-16

0190
0190-15 cont'd

0190-16
The following text is added to Section 5.3.7 of the EIS: Based on
information provided by the Applicant, to ensure safety,
constructing such crossing spans would require an outage of the
line being crossed. Increasing the number of crossings could
increase the number of discrete outages required. This could limit
construction timeframes because system requirements may not
always permit such outages.
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Similar issues could occur during operation and maintenance of the Project. When one of the tie 
lines is out of service for maintenance, the power transfer capability on the Manitoba–United 
States interface is intentionally limited to avoid overloading the remaining tie lines. The larger 
the tie line, the more limited the transfer capability when it is out of service. When two of the tie 
lines must be taken out of service simultaneously, such as for maintenance of a crossing span, 
transfer capability during the outage would be further reduced, magnifying the impact of the 
outage on the reliability of the system. Limiting the number places where the GNTL crosses the 
existing Manitoba–United States tie lines would limit these effects.  

Finally, transmission line crossings in general increase the likelihood of conductor-to-conductor 
contacts, which occur when the conductors of one line fall onto the conductors of another line. 
While this risk is relatively minimal, especially given that appropriate design criteria 
considerations that be incorporated at all crossing locations, it is impossible for one line to fall on 
the other if they do not cross. 

The FEIS should recognize that the creating new transmission line crossings involving the 
existing Manitoba–United States tie lines has electrical reliability impacts during construction, 
operation, and maintenance of the Project, and that these impacts are best mitigated by limiting 
the total number of crossings. 

V. The DEIS understates certain effects that would result from the route variations. 

A. There is an active mine permit that makes the Balsam variation infeasible. 

Under the Minnesota Rules, the MPUC is required to account for the effects of a proposed 
transmission line on “land-based economies,” including “mining.”77

In December 2014, Magnetation LLC78 began operating its “Plant Four” within the ROW for the 
Balsam Variation. Magnetation has both a mineral lease and a mine permit for this operation, 
neither of which is identified in the DEIS. In fact, the DEIS erroneously states that “no active 
mining operations that could pose existing public health and safety hazards have been identified 
in the Project footprint.”79 That is no longer the case with respect to the Balsam Variation, which 
would traverse a large stockpile of red ore tailings that is a part of Magnetation’s active 
operations. It should go without saying that a high-voltage transmission line cannot feasibly 
cross an active mine site. 

The Final EIS should state that Magnetation’s mining operations eliminate the Balsam Variation 
from further consideration as a feasible alternative. 

77 Minn. R. 7850.4100(C). 
78 Magnetation Inc. is a natural resources and iron ore mining company that has developed a process to recover high-
quality iron ore concentrate from previously abandoned waste stockpiles and tailings basins. Magnetation LLC is a 
joint venture between Magnetation Inc. and AK Steel Corporation. 
79 DEIS at 155. 
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0190-16
Continued

0190-17

0190
0190-16 cont'd

0190-17
The southern portion of the Balsam Variation crosses know state
mineral resources leased by the MnDNR. The area is within the
property boundary for Magnetation as shown on the map at
http://www.magnetation.com/home/wp-content/uploads/2014/05/La
nd-Plant4JLOPropBound300dpi.pdf. While transmission lines
cannot be constructed on active mine features, the 3,000 foot route
width could allow flexibility to site the transmission line to avoid the
feature. Construction of transmission lines could affect future
mining operations if the transmission line or structures encumber
the lease or interfere with access to mineable resources or the
ability to remove these resources. However, if a conflict were to
arise, then the transmission line and structures would need to be
relocated to allow access to the mineral resource.

Sections S.10.3.3, 6.4.3.2 and 7.2.2.4 of the EIS are updated with
information related to the Balsam Variation and mining.
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B. Selecting a route variation would likely require relocation of the Series 
Compensation Station, which could have significant wetland fill effects not 
documented in the DEIS. 

The DEIS rightly acknowledges that constructing the GNTL Project will involve construction of 
a Series Compensation Station somewhere near the midpoint of the line.80 It does not, however, 
address the effects that certain route variations would have on the location of the Series 
Compensation Station. 

Electrical design optimization studies concluded that the best location for the Project’s series 
compensation station is near the midpoint of the combined Manitoba and Minnesota projects, 
running from the Dorsey Substation near Winnipeg, Manitoba, Canada, to Minnesota Power’s 
existing Blackberry Substation near Grand Rapids, Minnesota, USA. Based on this conclusion 
and the preliminary estimated line lengths in Manitoba and Minnesota, Minnesota Power 
undertook a site search to identify a viable series compensation station site somewhere on the 
segment of the Proposed Blue/Orange Route that runs generally west to east, south of Warroad in 
Roseau County. Since the series compensation station, similar to a traditional substation, would 
require permanent filling of any wetlands located within the estimated 6 acre footprint of the 
facility, a primary goal of Minnesota Power’s site search was to minimize the facility’s 
environmental effects by identifying a predominantly upland site for the series compensation 
station.

As shown in Map 6-18, viable upland sites in the search area are limited. Minnesota Power has 
obtained an option to purchase the only viable upland site it found—a 60 acre privately owned 
parcel that is currently cultivated. This proposed series compensation station site is located at 
almost the exact overall midpoint of the line based on the preliminary estimated line lengths, 
making it an ideal site from both an engineering and environmental perspective.  

Three of the route variations analyzed in the DEIS would impact Minnesota Power’s ability to 
use the site that it has optioned for the series compensation station. Two of those variations—the 
Cedar Bend WMA Variation and Beltrami North Variation 2—would bypass Minnesota Power’s 
proposed series compensation station site entirely, forcing Minnesota Power to give up its option 
on the proposed site and seek an entirely different site for the series compensation station. The 
DEIS does not discuss or evaluate the impact of relocating the series compensation station as a 
result of these two variations, even though a new series compensation station site would almost 
certainly have greater wetland fill and/or aesthetic impacts (or other types of impacts). A 
different site would also potentially be less optimal from an engineering perspective if it couldn’t 
be located as near to the overall midpoint of the combined projects as Minnesota Power’s 
proposed site. 

The other variation, Beltrami North Variation 1, follows the north side of the existing 500 kV 
line through the series compensation station site. While the same site could be utilized, placing 
the series compensation station—and thus the new transmission line—on the north side of the 
existing 500 kV line would increase the human impact of the project, because the facility would 
be closer to and more visible from nearby residences. The DEIS does not discuss or evaluate the 

80 DEIS at 15. 
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0190
0190-18
Section 2.9.4 of the EIS is updated with a statement explaining that
the proposed location of the Series Compensation Station is
specific to the Proposed Blue Route or the Proposed Orange
Route. Until the final route is permitted by the MN PUC, specific
wetland impacts for the the Series Compensation Station are
unknown.
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aesthetic impact (or any other type of impact) from relocating the series compensation station to 
the north side of the existing 500 kV line as a result of Beltrami North Variation 1. 

The Final EIS should address the potential relocation of the Series Compensation Station, noting 
that such relocation would likely increase wetland fill and other effects, in addition to causing 
significant engineering difficulties. 

C. Because the DEIS does not consistently show a 250-foot separation between 
the existing HVTL and proposed variation centerlines, the effects of those 
variations are misstated. 

Safety and system reliability generally require a minimum 250-foot separation between the 
centerlines of any existing 230 kV or 500 kV transmission line and the proposed GNTL line.81

Unfortunately, it appears that the GIS maps used in preparing the DEIS did not consistently 
maintain this minimum separation distance for some of the route variations proposed during the 
scoping process. 

Because the affected environment is often similar throughout the project area, moving the route 
variation ROWs to a proper distance away from the existing transmission lines is unlikely to 
substantially change the effects calculations in the DEIS. There is, however, one important 
exception that Minnesota Power identified in the Cedar Bend WMA Variation. If a 250-foot 
separation were in place between the proposed Cedar Bend WMA Variation ROW centerline and 
the existing 230 kV line centerline, it would result in displacement of four homes.82 These 
displacements are not accounted for anywhere in the DEIS.

The Final EIS should acknowledge that, if its proposed ROW is properly spaced away from the 
existing transmission line, the Cedar Bend WMA Variation would displace four homes.  

D. The DEIS does not account for the location of existing HVTL substations, 
some of which would render the variation route infeasible.

Throughout the DEIS, there is little mention of the substations that serve the existing 500 kV and 
230 kV tie lines. But especially with respect to the Cedar Bend WMA Variation, those 
substations are likely to cause insurmountable difficulties. 

Although it is not easy to see in the DEIS maps, the “Common Start Point” for the Cedar Bend 
WMA Variation is nearly adjacent to two operating substations—one that serves the existing 500 
kV line, and one that serves the existing 230 kV line. (The problem can be seen in the DEIS Map 
Book, Map 7, although these substations are there incorrectly identified as “communication 
towers.”) The Cedar Bend WMA Variation proposed ROW appears to thread right between these 
two substations. From a construction, operation, and electrical system reliability perspective,
however, such a path for the new line is simply not possible. 

81 The DEIS acknowledges this need for “all new” ROW in several places, and notes that 250 or 300 foot ROW may 
be needed for longer spans. DEIS at S-4, 27, 238.
82 See attached map, Potential Displacements: Cedar Bend WMA Variation Area. 
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0190-18
Continued

0190-19

0190-20

0190
0190-18 cont'd

0190-19
The Applicant provided the shapefiles used in the EIS analysis for
their Proposed Blue Route, Proposed Orange Route, C2 Segment
Option Variation, and J2 Segment Option Variation. In addition, the
Applicant provided a memo with design changes (Decmember 1,
2014) which assumed a 250 foot separation between the
anticipated alignments when paralleling existing 500 kV
transmission line.

The shapefiles provided by the Applicant show that where their
proposed alternatives parallel the existing 500 kV transmission line,
there is a separation of 250 feet between the anticipated
alignments. However, in the shapefile, where the proposed
alternatives parallel the existing 230 kV transmission lines, the
distance between the anticipated alignments is 150 feet. And where
the proposed alternatives parallel an existing 115 kV transmission
line, there is a separation of 150-300 feet between the anticipated
alignments.

Based on the distance provided in the Applicant's shapefile for
paralleling existing 230 kV transmission lines, the Cedar Bend
WMA Variation (which parallels an existing 230 kV transmission
line) would not displace four residences. If the MN PUC selects the
Cedar Bend WMA Variation, the Applicant will need to work within
the 3,000 foot route to develop an anticipated alignment.

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

 

0190-20
Communication towers are located at the subject substations and
are accurately identified on related maps (e.g., Map 6-65 in Volume
II of the EIS). No information is provided by the Applicant that
supports the conclusion made in this comment that it would not be
possible for the proposed transmission line to be routed between
between these substations.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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There is no feasible way to build, operate, or maintain a 500 kV line that passes so close to two 
existing substations. That fact alone makes the Cedar Bend WMA Variation infeasible, and 
should exclude it from further consideration in the Final EIS. 

VI. The DEIS does not adequately discuss the Project’s costs or the effects of increasing 
those costs. 

A. The EIS should not compare costs on a per-mile basis, because that is 
irrelevant to both cost recovery and the Applicant’s decision of whether to 
build the Project. 

The Minnesota Rules require the PUC to consider the “costs of constructing, operating, and 
maintaining” a proposed high-voltage transmission line.83 And while they need to be updated in 
the Final EIS, the DEIS does include the total costs of the GNTL Project. In addition, the DEIS’s 
discussion of construction costs consistently cites the “cost per mile” for building various route 
alternatives.84 That factor is irrelevant, and should not be carried forward in the Final EIS. 

Nothing in the Minnesota Rules suggests that the PUC will consider the per-mile cost of the 
GNTL Project. This makes sense, because the PUC sets cost recovery rates based on the total 
costs to the project proponent, not the per-mile cost. A project with a longer route, such as 
Roseau Lake WMA Variation 1, might cost less to build on a per-mile basis, but its overall 
length makes its total cost far higher. Neither Minnesota Power nor ratepayers would see any 
benefit from the theoretical per-mile cost of such a route. Indeed, both Minnesota Power and its 
ratepayers would obviously prefer a line that costs less overall, regardless of how much it costs 
per mile. 

Because cost-per-mile is irrelevant, it should not be discussed in the Final EIS. 

B. The EIS should recognize that route variations or permit conditions that 
increase Project costs will have an effect on ratepayers. 

Presumably, costs are included in the list of factors that the PUC considers when licensing a new 
transmission primarily because increases in cost can lead to increases in the rates paid by 
consumers. Yet this issue is left unmentioned in the DEIS. 

Cost increases are important because Minnesota Power’s Certificate of Need establishes a “soft 
cap” on recovery for the estimated cost for the GNTL Project.85 If the Project significantly 
exceeds those costs, the PUC will likely consider a rate increase to ensure cost recovery. This is 
particularly problematic for route variations that cost far more than the Proposed Blue/Orange 
Route, like Roseau Lake WMA Variation 1. 

As shown in Minnesota Power’s relative merit assessment tables, variations that exceed the cost 
of the proposed route by more than 20% should be clearly identified because they are more likely 
to result in rate increases for consumers. 

83 Minn. R. 7850.4100(L). 
84 See, e.g., DEIS at 349 (Table 6-62), 353 (Table 6-65). 
85 MPUC Docket No. E-015/CN-12-1163, MPUC Order dated June 30, 2015 at 19.
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VII. The DEIS recognize the problems with comparing route variations without using 
common start and end points for each variation. 

In several places, the DEIS groups multiple variations together to compare them with the 
Proposed Blue/Orange Route. The document never explains why it does this, but the result is 
often misleading. 

Creating common start and end points for purposes of comparison requires variations that 
actually have the same starting and ending points. Only then can the decisionmaker and the 
public accurately identify the ways in which the environmental effects of the routes may differ. 
What is more—and what the DEIS does not consistently accomplish—the route variations 
should be treated as variations from the Proposed Blue/Orange Route, not as one of several ways 
to travel between two arbitrarily chosen points. 

Unfortunately, the DEIS makes several comparisons using multiple variations with different end 
points. The result is that one or more of the variations share the same route for a certain distance, 
and that shared route is included in the comparison of effects. It should go without saying that 
such route variations cannot truly be compared to one another, or to the proposed route. 

The Final EIS should clearly acknowledge when its calculation of effects is based in part on 
areas where the Proposed Blue/Orange Route and the route variation are identical. 

VIII. The color-coded tables in Chapter Six do not serve their intended purpose, and 
should be eliminated or substantially modified.

A. The color-coded tables cannot assist the decisionmaker or the public in 
comparing environmental effects among alternatives. 

Throughout Chapter 6, the DEIS uses what it describes as a “stoplight motif” to “describe the 
relative merits of each alternative.”86 These graphics purport to compare effects across 
alternatives, apparently with the goal of creating a shorthand reference that can be used in 
determining the route that best meets the state’s routing criteria. At least for a project of this size 
and scope, however, a simplification of this nature is not helpful to the decisionmaker or the 
public.

1. The GNTL Project is too long, and the DEIS contains too many 
variations, to be compared using numerous, independent graphics.

It is possible that a relative merits graphic with a “stoplight motif” would provide some insight 
into comparative environmental effects for a project with two or three widely divergent routes 
with common start and ending points. For a project like the GNTL, with two proposed routes and 
22 sometimes overlapping route variations, such graphics only add confusion. 

The DEIS contains a separate relative merits graphic for every variation area in three separate 
sections that cover large portions of northern Minnesota. The decisionmaker cannot simply start 
with the first graphic, decide on a preferable route, and then move to the next graphic, because 

86 DEIS at 344. 
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Proposed Blue Route, Proposed Orange Route, or Proposed
Blue/Orange Route.
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alternatives in this EIS. Section 4.3 describes the starting and
ending points for the alternatives.

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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The relative merits table provided by the Applicant used different
methodology and is included in the Appendix Y of the Final EIS.
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selecting one route variation eliminates certain variations in other sections. This requires the 
decisionmaker to jump from graphic-to-graphic, skipping comparisons made irrelevant by prior 
route choices. 

What is more, there is no principled reason to start with a particular variation area when putting 
together a preferred route. A decisionmaker who progressively eliminated variations starting 
with the west section could end up with a different route from one who began with the east 
section, even if both had precisely the same values when reading the comparison graphics. 

Worst of all, the variation areas do not represent equal units of measurement with respect to the 
routing factors. For example, the border crossing area contains about 10-25 miles of transmission 
line, depending on the variation. The Pine Island variation area, by contrast, contains over 100 
miles of transmission line. Obviously, the alternatives within the Pine Island Variation Area 
should have a far greater weight when comparing the overall effects of the project alternatives. 
Yet because a decisionmaker cannot see this disparity in effects using the relative merits 
graphics, he or she could choose a border crossing that may appear preferable when compared 
within its variation area, but that leads to substantially greater effects elsewhere on the route. 

Simply put, the color-coded “stoplight motif” graphics are at best unhelpful—and at worst 
actively harmful—when applied to a project like the GNTL that contains numerous variation 
areas across more than 200 miles of transmission lines. 

2. Even within a variation area, the “stoplight motif” graphics do not 
shed any light on which route is preferable.

Setting aside their lack of value for the project as a whole, the “stoplight motif” graphics 
frequently offer little guidance in choosing among alternatives within a variation area. A 
decisionmaker faced with a table containing numerous green, orange, and red boxes often has no 
principled reason to choose one variation over another. The result, again, is confusion and error. 

To take just one example, Table 6-65 purports to compare the relative merits of five route 
variations in the Beltrami North Central Variation Area using the “stoplight motif.” Each column 
in the table represents a different route variation. The first column, for the Proposed Blue/Orange 
Route, contains 8 green squares, 2 orange squares, and 1 red square. The fourth column, 
representing Beltrami North Central Variation 3, contains 6 greens and 5 oranges. The 
decisionmaker is left to wonder whether it is better for a route to have no red squares, but more 
orange squares, or one red square and more green squares.  

Similar quandaries abound in the relative merits tables. And the process only becomes more 
complicated if the decisionmaker wants to weigh certain effects more heavily than others, which 
would require comparing both rows and columns. Because the “stoplight motif” graphics do 
even not work on their own terms, they should be ignored or removed from the Final EIS. 

3. The methodology by which colors were chosen is inevitably arbitrary, 
and in any event not adequately explained. 

Perhaps most problematic of all, the method by which the colors in the “stoplight motif” graphics 
is completely obscure. Each of the graphics contains a footnote stating, in full: “Colors represent 
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least impacts (green), moderate impacts (orange), and greatest impacts (red) relative to the 
specific Factor.” No further explanation of how the colors were selected appears anywhere in the 
DEIS.

The footnote describing the method of selecting colors is inaccurate on its face. If green truly 
represented the “least impacts,” and red the “greatest impacts,” with respect to each factor, every 
row in every table would logically have one green square and one red square. But that is not the 
case. Very few of the rows have red squares, indicating that red does not actually identify the 
route variation with the “greatest impacts” for each routing factor. If the colors actually represent 
something more like low, moderate, and high impacts, the DEIS never says so. 

To make matters worse, the color assignments in the relative merits graphics often appear to be 
incorrectly or arbitrarily assigned. These problems could be addressed to some degree on a case-
by-case basis. But they reveal a larger methodological problem with the entire concept of the 
“stoplight motif” graphics. Without a clear, repeatable standard for assigning colors, the tables 
will remain inherently misleading. That is reason enough to remove them from the Final EIS 
entirely. At a bare minimum, the Final EIS should strongly caution the decisionmaker against 
relying on the standardless “stoplight motif” graphics without extensive reference to the more 
precise—and often more accurate—discussions of effects in the text. 

B. Because the colors that appear in the Chapter Six tables are often erroneous 
or arbitrary, Minnesota Power has created its own tables. 

Instead of suggesting changes to the “stoplight motif” graphics, Minnesota Power is offering its 
own version of the “Relative Merits Assessment” tables that appear throughout Chapter 6.87 If 
such tables are going to be used, these versions are an improvement in several respects. 

First, Minnesota Power’s Relative Merits Assessment tables include all of the routing factors 
described in the Minnesota Rules.88 This creates a better picture of how the routing alternatives 
are similar, on the premise that a choice between alternatives generally should not hinge on a 
minor difference that appears more significant when some factors are omitted. 

Second, Minnesota Power’s tables include numerical measurements and percentages wherever 
possible. This makes it easier to understand the degree to which one route alternative differs 
from another, and allows for small differences to be identified even where two routes receive the 
same color designation. 

Third, Minnesota Power’s tables assign colors based on a logical, repeatable methodology. A 
route alternative is colored green where it would have minimal effects on a resource with the 
implementation of best management practices, such that no mitigation is required. Yellow means 
that the route could have minimal to moderate effects on the resource with best management 
practices, and mitigation is likely to be required. Red means that the route’s effects are moderate 
or greater, and that those effects cannot be mitigated. This methodology works for most of the 
routing factors and elements covered in the table. 

87 Because the Presidential Permit Border Crossing is the only feasible alternative in the Border Crossing Variation 
Area, Minnesota Power is not providing a revised graphic for that area. 
88 See Minn. R. 7850.4100. 
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Some routing factors that are not susceptible to the minimal-moderate-unmitigable system 
described in the previous paragraph. In such cases, Minnesota Power’s tables assign colors in the 
following manner: 

For corridor sharing, Minnesota Power selected colors intended to indicate that increased 
transmission line corridor sharing typically has greater environmental benefits. Thus, 
green means corridor sharing of 90% or greater, yellow means corridor sharing greater 
than 10% but less than 90%, and red means corridor sharing of 10% or less. The exact 
percentages are available in Minnesota Power’s table so the reader can tell exactly where 
a route alternative lies along this continuum. 

For costs, green represents the costs proposed in Minnesota Power’s Certificate of Need 
application for a particular route segment, or anything less expensive. Yellow represents 
anything that costs up to 20% more than Minnesota Power’s proposed costs. Red 
represents anything that costs more than 20% of what Minnesota Power proposed, 
because anything in excess of that threshold increases the risks of changes to ratepayer 
cost recovery. 

For electrical system reliability, a case-by-case determination of effects is necessary. 
Accordingly, green means that a route alternative would have no identifiable effect on 
system reliability, because it does not parallel one of the existing Manitoba-Minnesota tie 
lines. Yellow means that a route alternative could have moderate but acceptable effects 
on system reliability because it parallels one of the existing tie lines. Red means that a 
route alternative could have severe and unacceptable effects on system reliability because 
it parallels both of the existing tie lines. 

By assigning colors based on an absolute scale, Minnesota Power’s tables present a much more 
realistic picture of the GNTL Project’s effects than the DEIS tables, which often use a different 
color for relatively small differences in effects. This allows the decisionmaker and the public to 
assess the relative merits of the routes as a whole, as opposed to the relative merits of each 
routing factor. This is a far less confusing way of distinguishing between the effects of different 
route alternatives, and illustrates that, for the most part, the environmental effects of the various 
route alternatives are not significantly different. 

Minnesota Power does not expect the Final EIS to completely replace the tables that appear in 
the DEIS. Instead, Minnesota Power requests that (1) its tables be acknowledged in the Final 
EIS, and published in the appendix to the Final EIS that contains DEIS comments;89 and (2) that 
the DOE and EERA review these alternative tables to determine whether the information they 
contain justifies changing any of the colors used in the DEIS. 

89 See 40 C.F.R. § 1503.4(b) (“All substantive comments received on the draft statement . . . should be attached to 
the final statement . . . .”).
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Route Segment

Segment 
Length

Reported in 
DEIS

Total Cost
Reported in DEIS

Total Cost
Provided by 

MP
Total Cost

Latest Revision

Proposed
Action

Comment

Border Crossing Proposed 25 $29,012,219 $29,012,219 $29,012,219 Okay
Border Crossing Pine Creek Variation 25.7 $29,292,118 $29,292,118 $29,292,118 Okay
Border Crossing Hwy 310 Variation 18.6 $21,144,610 $21,144,610 $21,144,610 Okay
Border Crossing 500kV Variation 10.1 $11,512,144 $11,512,144 $11,512,144 Okay
Border Crossing 230kV Variation 8.2 $9,862,592 $9,862,110 $9,862,110 Update DEIS DEIS mistake (typo?)
Roseau Lake WMA Proposed 30.7 $33,247,089 $33,247,089 $33,247,089 Okay
Roseau Lake WMA Variation 1 44.1 $57,086,075 $57,086,075 $57,086,075 Okay
Roseau Lake WMA Variation 2 37.5 $46,162,144 $46,162,144 $46,162,144 Okay
Cedar Bend WMA Proposed 24.7 $27,197,650 $27,197,650 $27,197,650 Okay

Cedar Bend WMA Variation 19.6 $21,235,417 $21,265,417 $23,202,312 Update DEIS
Included Cedar Bend WMA Hop 1 to have a common endpoint (See Map #1)
Added $660,000 to account for two 500 kV line crossings

Beltrami North Proposed 16.5 $18,984,370 $18,984,370 $18,984,370 Okay

Beltrami North Variation 1 15.8 $18,411,668 $18,411,668 $19,591,668 Update DEIS
Added $850,000 for a new 500 kV line crossing to have a common endpoint (See Map #2)
Added $330,000 to account for one 500 kV line crossing

Beltrami North Variation 2 19.7 $24,571,721 $24,571,721 $24,571,721 Okay
Beltrami North Central Proposed 11.6 $12,574,123 $12,574,123 $12,574,123 Okay Can only be compared with Variations 1, 2, & 3 (See Map #3)

Beltrami North Central Variation 1 13.7 $13,708,602 $13,708,602 $14,368,602 Update DEIS
Can only be compared with Proposed Blue/Orange Route (See Map #3)
Added $660,000 to account for two 500 kV line crossings

Beltrami North Central Variation 2 12.6 $14,478,550 $14,478,550 $14,478,550 Okay Can only be compared with Proposed Blue/Orange Route (See Map #3)

Beltrami North Central Variation 3 12.2 $16,155,266 $16,155,266 $16,815,266 Update DEIS
Can only be compared with Proposed Blue/Orange Route (See Map #3)
Added $660,000 to account for two 500 kV line crossings

Beltrami North Central Proposed w/HOP 15.1 N/A $18,235,175 $18,565,175 Update DEIS
Can only be compared with Variations 4 & 5
Added $330,000 to account for one 500 kV line crossing

Beltrami North Central Variation 4 13.5 $17,168,969 $17,168,969 $17,498,969 Update DEIS

Can only be compared with Proposed Blue Route including "hop" (See Map #3)
Added $330,000 to account for one 500 kV line crossing
Length is incorrect - should be 14.5 miles (includes Beltrami North Hop 3)

Beltrami North Central Variation 5 15 $16,636,730 $16,636,730 $16,966,730 Update DEIS
Can only be compared with Proposed Blue Route including "hop" (See Map #3)
Added $330,000 to account for one 500 kV line crossing

Pine Island Blue Alternative 109.8 $118,546,237 N/A $118,876,237 Update DEIS Added $330,000 to account for one 500 kV line crossing
Pine Island Oragne Alterantive 105.4 $113,672,041 N/A $113,672,041 Okay
Beltrami South Central Proposed 1.2 $5,805,518 $1,214,573 $1,214,573 Update DEIS DEIS mistake (swapped with Beltrami South)
Beltrami South Central Variation 1.7 $9,925,396 $3,440,123 $3,440,123 Update DEIS DEIS mistake (swapped with Beltrami South)
Beltrami South Proposed 5.6 $1,214,573 $5,805,518 $5,805,518 Update DEIS DEIS mistake (swapped with Beltrami South Central)
Beltrami South Variation 7.5 $3,440,123 $9,925,396 $9,925,396 Update DEIS DEIS mistake (swapped with Beltrami South Central)
North Black River Proposed 8.4 $9,893,560 $9,893,560 $9,893,560 Okay
North Black River Variation 9.2 $9,240,164 $9,240,164 $10,552,560 Update DEIS MP refined this estimate slightly based on land cover information
C2 Proposed 32.8 $35,769,239 $35,769,239 $35,769,239 Okay
C2 Variation 46 $54,466,435 $54,466,435 $54,466,435 Okay
J2 Proposed 42.2 $48,706,641 $48,706,641 $48,706,641 Okay

Minnesota Power's DEIS Cost Comments 
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Segment 
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DEIS

Total Cost
Reported in DEIS

Total Cost
Provided by 

MP
Total Cost
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Proposed
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J2 Variation 45.2 $52,128,879 $52,128,879 $52,128,879 Okay
Northome Proposed 3.7 $4,192,942 $4,192,942 $4,192,942 Okay
Northome Variation 4 $6,385,615 $6,385,615 $6,385,615 Okay
Cutfoot Proposed 4.2 $5,640,538 $5,640,538 $5,640,538 Okay
Cutfoot Variation 4.8 $6,222,257 $6,222,257 $6,222,257 Okay
Effie Proposed Blue 41.1 $46,649,600 $46,649,600 $46,649,600 Okay
Effie Proposed Orange 44.6 $49,488,323 N/A $49,488,323 Okay
Effie Variation 49.8 $57,353,305 $57,353,305 $57,353,305 Okay
East Bear Lake Proposed 8.9 $9,736,790 $9,736,790 $9,736,790 Okay
East Bear Lake Variation 10.5 $13,279,079 $13,279,079 $13,279,079 Okay
Balsam Proposed Blue 12.9 $15,121,621 $15,121,621 $15,121,621 Okay
Balsam Proposed Orange 13.7 $16,018,490 $16,018,490 $16,018,490 Okay
Balsam Variation 17.8 $19,502,472 $19,502,472 $19,502,472 Okay
Dead Mans Pond Proposed 2.2 $2,873,223 $2,873,223 $2,873,223 Okay
Dead Mans Pond Variation 2.3 $4,409,841 $4,409,841 $4,409,841 Okay
Blackberry Blue Alternative 5.4 $8,380,680 $8,380,680 $8,380,680 Okay
Blackberry Orange Alternative 6.1 $10,148,060 $10,148,060 $10,148,060 Okay
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Cedar Bend WMA Variation Area - Additional Comments on Cost & Electrical Reliability
Because the Cedar Bend WMA Variation does not come to a common endpoint with the Proposed Blue/Orange Route, the cost & electrical reliability comparisons (and the other impact comparisons) are mischaracterized. As shown in Map 
#1 below, both the Proposed Route & the Variation begin at Point A, located on the west side of the existing 500 kV line. The Proposed Route ends at Point B, located on the south side of the existing 500 kV line, and never crosses the 
existing line between Point A and Point B. The Cedar Bend WMA Variation, as shown in the map and evaluated in the DEIS, ends at Point C, which is approximately 3700 feet north of Point B on the other side of the existing 500 kV line. For 
comparability purposes, the Variation must include "Cedar Bend WMA Hop 1" - which connects Point B and Point C - in order to reach a common endpoint with the Proposed Route.
Cost Impacts: The total cost of the Cedar Bend WMA Variation as reported in the DEIS is approximately $1.28 million low because it does not include Hop 1
Reliability Impacts: The Cedar Bend WMA Variation already includes one crossing of the existing 500 kV line where it diverges from the Proposed Route immediately east of Point A. Because the Variation does not include Hop 1, the second 
500 kV line crossing needed to get to a common endpoint with the Proposed Route is not  captured and the electrical reliability impact of the Cedar Bend WMA Variation is understated. The Variation also passes unacceptably close to 
existing substations.

Minnesota Power's DEIS Cost Comments 
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The proposed routes and alternatives are described in Chapter 4.
Alternatives discussed in the EIS were proposed during the scoping
process and selected for inclusion in the EIS.

The following text is added to Section 2.8.3 of the EIS to address
electrical system reliability: According to the Applicant, the electrical
reliability impacts of establishing a parallel transmission line
corridor depend primarily on the purpose and expected
performance of the transmission lines. None of the alternatives that
parallel existing corridors with 69 kV, 115 kV, or 230 kV
transmission lines that do not connect Manitoba and the United
States would impact electrical system reliability.

If the proposed Project parallels the existing 230 kV tie line corridor,
the impact of a simultaneous, unexpected outage of the two
facilities on electrical reliability would be minimal, but still notable
because the lines would share a common purpose of transferring
power from Manitoba to the United States. If the Proposed
Project parallels the existing 500 kV tie line corridor, a simultaneous
unexpected outage would have a greater impact on electrical
system reliability because the transmission lines not only share a
common load, but would also carry similar (and greater) amounts of
power.

If there are three transmission lines (i.e., the proposed Project, 500
kV tie line, and 230 kV tie line) located in parallel  corridors, a
simultaneous unexpected outage of the Proposed Project and
two tie lines could have the greatest impact to electrical reliability.
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Beltrami North Variation Area - Additional Comments on Cost & Electrical Reliability
Because Beltrami North Variation 1 does not come to a common endpoint with the Proposed Blue/Orange Route, the cost & electrical reliability comparisons (and to a lesser extent the other impact comparisons) are mischaracterized. As 
shown in Map #2 below, both the Proposed Route & both Beltrami North variations begin at Point A, located on the west side of the existing 500 kV line. The Proposed Route ends at Point C, located on the south side of the existing 500 kV 
line, and never crosses the existing line between Point A and Point C. Beltrami North Variation 1, as shown in the map and evaluated in the DEIS, ends at Point B, which is on the opposite side (the north side) of the existing 500 kV line. For 
comparability purposes, Beltrami North Variation 1 must include a corner structure and a crossing span in order to connect Point B and Point C and reach a common endpoint with the Proposed Route.
Cost Impacts: The total cost of Beltrami North Variation 1 as reported in the DEIS is approximately $1.18 million low because it does not include the corner structure & crossing span.
Reliability Impacts: Beltrami North Variation 1 already includes one crossing of the existing 500 kV line where it diverges from the Proposed Route immediately east of Point A. Because the Variation does not include the second 500 kV line 
crossing needed to get to a common endpoint with the Proposed Route, the additional crossing is not  captured and the electrical reliability impact of Beltrami North Variation 1 is understated.
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Beltrami North Central Variation Area - Additional Comments on Cost & Electrical Reliability
The Beltrami North Central Variation Area actually includes two different sets of variations, each with a common set of endpoints. Comparison of all five variations and the Proposed Blue/Orange Route mischaracterizes the cost & electrical 
reliability comparisons (and other impact comparisons as well). The Proposed Blue/Orange Route and Beltrami North Central variations 1-3 all share a common set of endpoints, identified as Point A and Point B on Map #3 below. Both 
endpoints are located on the southwest side of the existing 500 kV line. The Proposed Route and Variation 2 do not require crossing the existing 500 kV line. Variations 1 and 3 both require two crossings of the existing 500 kV line to connect 
Point A and Point B. The Proposed Blue Route, including the segment of Proposed Route identified as the "Beltrami North Central Hop" on Map #3 below, shares a common set of endpoints, identified as Point A and Point C, with Beltrami 
North Central Variations 4 and 5. The Proposed Route and the two variations all require one crossing of the existing 500 kV line. in order to reach Point C.
Cost Impacts: Segment costs should only be compared for routes with common endpoints. Variations 1 -3 may be compared to the Proposed Blue/Orange Route, but variations 4 & 5 should only be compared to the Proposed Blue Route 
where it connects Point A and Point C.
Reliability Impacts: Variations 1 & 3 necessitate additional 500 kV line crossings that are not required for the Proposed Route or variations 2, 4, and 5, but the impact of this is understated if a common set of endpoints is not used.
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These figures are associated with Comment 209-19 (page 24, lines
11-3). See the previous response to Comment 209-19 .

No changes are made to the EIS in response to this comment.
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Magnetic Field Simulation Results: Projected Peak Loading 

 

 

  

-300 -200 -100 -50 -25 0 25 50 100 200 300
500 kV Guyed-Delta 1,024 A 3.2 7.2 26.8 73.1 111.2 126.2 111.2 73.1 26.8 7.2 3.2
500 kV Guyed-V 1,024 A 5.2 11.6 44.8 115.9 143.8 141.9 143.8 115.9 44.8 11.6 5.2
500 kV Self-Supporting 1,024 A 5.2 11.6 44.8 115.9 143.8 141.9 143.8 115.9 44.8 11.6 5.2

Predicted Intensity of Magnetic Fields (mG) at Projected Peak Loading
Where Not Paralleling Existing Transmission Lines

Distance from Project ROW CenterlineStructure Type Line Current

Magnetic Field Simulation Results: 
Projected Peak Loading 
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0190
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Appendix H and Table 5-4 and Appendix I and Tables 5-20 to 5-22
of the EIS are updated with the analysis provided by the Applicant.
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Magnetic Field Simulation Results: Projected Peak Loading 

 

 

[Simulation assumes that Project ROW is adjacent to existing line ROW] 

 

-200 -100 -50 -25 0 25 50 100 200 300 400
Project: 500 kV Guyed-Delta
Existing: 500 kV Self-Supporting

1,024 A
1,897 A

11.5 33.8 78.5 108.2 110.8 92.9 68.3 67.4 258.8 66.9 18.8

Project: 500 kV Guyed-V
Existing: 500 kV Self-Supporting

1,024 A
1,897 A

15.9 51.1 117.2 136.1 126.6 123.7 98.5 72.4 254.8 68.8 19.9

Project: 500 kV Self-Supporting
Existing: 500 kV Self-Supporting

1,024 A
1,897 A 15.9 51.1 117.2 136.1 126.6 123.7 98.5 72.4 254.8 68.8 19.9

Predicted Intensity of Magnetic Fields (mG) at Projected Peak Loading
Where Parallel to Existing 500 kV Transmission Line (Self-Supporting Tower)

Structure Type Line Voltage Distance from Project ROW Centerline

Magnetic Field Simulation Results: 
Projected Peak Loading 
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Continued
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0190-28 cont'd
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Magnetic Field Simulation Results: Projected Peak Loading 

 

 

[Simulation assumes that Project ROW is adjacent to existing line ROW] 

  

-200 -100 -50 -25 0 25 50 100 200 300 400
Project: 500 kV Guyed-Delta
Existing: 500 kV Guyed-Delta

1,024 A
1,897 A

9.9 30.8 75.1 108.1 116.7 98.9 65.3 46.4 211.7 43.0 12.6

Project: 500 kV Guyed-V
Existing: 500 kV Guyed-Delta

1,024 A
1,897 A

14.2 48.3 115.3 137.4 132.7 131.5 102.4 59.8 207.6 44.9 13.6

Project: 500 kV Self-Supporting
Existing: 500 kV Guyed-Delta

1,024 A
1,897 A 14.2 48.3 115.3 137.4 132.7 131.5 102.4 59.8 207.6 44.9 13.6

Predicted Intensity of Magnetic Fields (mG) at Projected Peak Loading
Where Parallel to Existing 500 kV Transmission Line (Guyed-Delta Tower)

Structure Type Line Voltage Distance from Project ROW Centerline

Magnetic Field Simulation Results: 
Projected Peak Loading 

 Page 3 of 7

0190-28
Continued

0190
0190-28 cont'd



Page 613 of 922

Magnetic Field Simulation Results: Projected Peak Loading 

 

 

[Simulation assumes that Project ROW is adjacent to existing line ROW] 

  

-300 -200 -100 -50 -25 0 25 50 100 200 300
Project: 500 kV Guyed-Delta
Existing: 230 kV H-Frame

1,024 A
    434 A

3.7 7.9 27.9 73.8 110.4 123.3 107.7 71.5 32.0 60.1 9.1

Project: 500 kV Guyed-V
Existing: 230 kV H-Frame

1,024 A
    434 A

5.6 12.3 45.7 116.0 142.3 139.0 140.0 112.3 45.5 61.4 11.1

Project: 500 kV Self-Supporting
Existing: 230 kV H-Frame

1,024 A
    434 A 5.6 12.3 45.7 116.0 142.3 139.0 140.0 112.3 45.5 61.4 11.1

Predicted Intensity of Magnetic Fields (mG) at Projected Peak Loading
Where Parallel to Existing 230 kV Transmission Line (H-Frame Tower)

Structure Type Line Voltage Distance from Project ROW Centerline

Magnetic Field Simulation Results: 
Projected Peak Loading 
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Magnetic Field Simulation Results: Projected Peak Loading 

 

 

[Simulation assumes that Project ROW is adjacent to existing line ROW] 

  

-300 -200 -100 -50 -25 0 25 50 100 200 300
Project: 500 kV Guyed-Delta
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame

1,024 A
      32 A

3.2 7.2 26.8 73.0 111.2 126.3 111.3 73.1 26.7 12.4 2.9

Project: 500 kV Guyed-V
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame

1,024 A
      32 A

5.2 11.6 44.7 115.9 143.9 142.0 143.9 116.0 44.7 16.7 4.8

Project: 500 kV Self-Supporting
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame

1,024 A
      32 A 5.2 11.6 44.7 115.9 143.9 142.0 143.9 116.0 44.7 16.7 4.8

Predicted Intensity of Magnetic Fields (mG) at Projected Peak Loading
Where Parallel to Existing 115 kV Transmission Line (H-Frame Tower)

Structure Type Line Voltage Distance from Project ROW Centerline

Magnetic Field Simulation Results: 
Projected Peak Loading 
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Magnetic Field Simulation Results: Projected Peak Loading 

 

 

[Simulation assumes that Project ROW is adjacent to existing line ROW] 

  

-300 -200 -100 -50 -25 0 25 50 100 200 300
Project: 500 kV Guyed-Delta
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame

1,024 A
   536 A
   536 A

5.3 5.9 22.6 63.0 103.2 128.9 123.1 86.4 37.5 60.7 7.7

Project: 500 kV Guyed-V
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame

1,024 A
   536 A
   536 A

9.1 10.1 38.8 104.3 142.3 146.4 150.1 132.2 58.0 65.4 5.8

Project: 500 kV Self-Supporting
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame

1,024 A
   536 A
   536 A

9.1 10.1 38.8 104.3 142.3 146.4 150.1 132.2 58.0 65.4 5.8

Predicted Intensity of Magnetic Fields (mG) at Projected Peak Loading
Where Parallel to Two Existing 115 kV Transmission Lines (H-Frame Towers)

Structure Type Line Voltage Distance from Project ROW Centerline

Magnetic Field Simulation Results: 
Projected Peak Loading 
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Magnetic Field Simulation Results: Projected Peak Loading 

 

 

[Simulation assumes that Project ROW is adjacent to existing line ROW] 

 

 

 

-300 -200 -100 -50 -25 0 25 50 100 200 300
Project: 500 kV Guyed-Delta
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame
Existing: 230 kV H-Frame

1,024 A
   557 A
   601 A

8.3 8.1 26.3 66.1 102.4 120.8 110.8 77.9 38.4 34.4 17.7

Project: 500 kV Guyed-V
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame
Existing: 230 kV H-Frame

1,024 A
   557 A
   601 A

12.1 12.2 42.0 105.5 138.7 137.6 137.6 118.2 49.5 30.0 19.6

Project: 500 kV Self-Supporting
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame
Existing: 230 kV H-Frame

1,024 A
   557 A
   601 A

12.1 12.2 42.0 105.5 138.7 137.6 137.6 118.2 49.5 30.0 19.6

Structure Type Line Voltage Distance from Project ROW Centerline

Predicted Intensity of Magnetic Fields (mG) at Projected Peak Loading
Where Parallel to Existing 115 kV & 230 kV Transmission Lines (H-Frame Towers)

Magnetic Field Simulation Results: 
Projected Peak Loading 
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Magnetic Field Simulation Results: Max Continuous Rating 
 

 

 

  

-300 -200 -100 -50 -25 0 25 50 100 200 300
500 kV Guyed-Delta 2,000 A 6.3 14.1 52.9 147.3 227.2 258.1 227.2 147.3 52.9 14.1 6.3
500 kV Guyed-V 2,000 A 10.1 22.8 88.5 235.0 292.5 286.2 292.5 235.0 88.5 22.8 10.1
500 kV Self-Supporting 2,000 A 10.1 22.8 88.5 235.0 292.5 286.2 292.5 235.0 88.5 22.8 10.1

Predicted Intensity of Magnetic Fields (mG) at Maximum Continuous Rating
Where Not Paralleling Existing Transmission Lines

Distance from Project ROW CenterlineStructure Type Line Current

Magnetic Field Simulation Results: 
Max Continuous Rating 

Page 1 of 7

0190-28
Continued

0190
0190-28 cont'd



Page 618 of 922

Magnetic Field Simulation Results: Max Continuous Rating 
 

 

 

[Simulation assumes that Project ROW is adjacent to existing line ROW] 

 

-200 -100 -50 -25 0 25 50 100 200 300 400
Project: 500 kV Guyed-Delta
Existing: 500 kV Self-Supporting

2,000 A
2,000 A

18.6 60.3 153.0 223.8 241.7 207.7 140.2 85.6 267.1 72.9 21.4

Project: 500 kV Guyed-V
Existing: 500 kV Self-Supporting

2,000 A
2,000 A

27.3 95.2 236.4 284.1 269.9 271.3 216.1 103.9 259.1 76.6 23.6

Project: 500 kV Self-Supporting
Existing: 500 kV Self-Supporting

2,000 A
2,000 A 27.3 95.2 236.4 284.1 269.9 271.3 216.1 103.9 259.1 76.6 23.6

Structure Type Line Voltage Distance from Project ROW Centerline

Predicted Intensity of Magnetic Fields (mG) at Maximum Continuous Rating
Where Parallel to Existing 500 kV Transmission Line (Self-Supporting Tower)

Magnetic Field Simulation Results: 
Max Continuous Rating 

Page 2 of 7

0190-28
Continued
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Magnetic Field Simulation Results: Max Continuous Rating 
 

 

 

[Simulation assumes that Project ROW is adjacent to existing line ROW] 

  

-200 -100 -50 -25 0 25 50 100 200 300 400
Project: 500 kV Guyed-Delta
Existing: 500 kV Guyed-Delta

2,000 A
2,000 A

16.9 57.2 149.4 223.8 248.0 214.3 138.5 64.9 217.3 47.9 14.9

Project: 500 kV Guyed-V
Existing: 500 kV Guyed-Delta

2,000 A
2,000 A

25.5 92.3 234.2 285.5 276.2 279.5 220.5 94.6 209.4 51.7 16.9

Project: 500 kV Self-Supporting
Existing: 500 kV Guyed-Delta

2,000 A
2,000 A 25.5 92.3 234.2 285.5 276.2 279.5 220.5 94.6 209.4 51.7 16.9

Predicted Intensity of Magnetic Fields (mG) at Maximum Continuous Rating
Where Parallel to Existing 500 kV Transmission Line (Guyed-Delta Tower)

Structure Type Line Voltage Distance from Project ROW Centerline

Magnetic Field Simulation Results: 
Max Continuous Rating 

Page 3 of 7
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Continued
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Magnetic Field Simulation Results: Max Continuous Rating 
 

 

 

[Simulation assumes that Project ROW is adjacent to existing line ROW] 

  

-300 -200 -100 -50 -25 0 25 50 100 200 300
Project: 500 kV Guyed-Delta
Existing: 230 kV H-Frame

2,000 A
1,198 A

7.5 16.0 56.0 149.5 225.2 250.1 217.7 143.6 70.4 165.7 22.6

Project: 500 kV Guyed-V
Existing: 230 kV H-Frame

2,000 A
1,198 A

11.3 24.6 91.3 235.3 288.3 278.2 281.9 225.4 94.2 167.9 26.5

Project: 500 kV Self-Supporting
Existing: 230 kV H-Frame

2,000 A
1,198 A 11.3 24.6 91.3 235.3 288.3 278.2 281.9 225.4 94.2 167.9 26.5

Predicted Intensity of Magnetic Fields (mG) at Maximum Continuous Rating
Where Parallel to Existing 230 kV Transmission Line (H-Frame Tower)

Structure Type Line Voltage Distance from Project ROW Centerline

Magnetic Field Simulation Results: 
Max Continuous Rating 

Page 4 of 7
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Continued
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Magnetic Field Simulation Results: Max Continuous Rating 
 

 

 

[Simulation assumes that Project ROW is adjacent to existing line ROW] 

  

-300 -200 -100 -50 -25 0 25 50 100 200 300
Project: 500 kV Guyed-Delta
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame

2,000 A
      96 A

6.3 14.1 52.8 147.2 227.3 258.4 227.5 147.4 52.5 29.9 5.4

Project: 500 kV Guyed-V
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame

2,000 A
      96 A

10.1 22.7 88.5 235.0 292.7 286.5 292.9 235.3 88.3 38.3 9.0

Project: 500 kV Self-Supporting
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame

2,000 A
      96 A 10.1 22.7 88.5 235.0 292.7 286.5 292.9 235.3 88.3 38.3 9.0

Predicted Intensity of Magnetic Fields (mG) at Maximum Continuous Rating
Where Parallel to Existing 115 kV Transmission Line (H-Frame Tower)

Structure Type Line Voltage Distance from Project ROW Centerline

Magnetic Field Simulation Results: 
Max Continuous Rating 

Page 5 of 7
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Continued

0190
0190-28 cont'd



Page 622 of 922

Magnetic Field Simulation Results: Max Continuous Rating 
 

 

 

[Simulation assumes that Project ROW is adjacent to existing line ROW] 

  

-300 -200 -100 -50 -25 0 25 50 100 200 300
Project: 500 kV Guyed-Delta
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame

2,000 A
   929 A
   929 A

5.3 12.6 50.4 145.7 229.4 265.5 235.9 151.9 71.2 143.0 12.6

Project: 500 kV Guyed-V
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame

2,000 A
   929 A
   929 A

9.1 21.3 86.3 235.1 296.4 293.6 302.5 244.5 105.8 152.0 9.1

Project: 500 kV Self-Supporting
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame

2,000 A
   929 A
   929 A

9.1 21.3 86.3 235.1 296.4 293.6 302.5 244.5 105.8 152.0 9.1

Predicted Intensity of Magnetic Fields (mG) at Maximum Continuous Rating
Where Parallel to Two Existing 115 kV Transmission Lines (H-Frame Towers)

Structure Type Line Voltage Distance from Project ROW Centerline

Magnetic Field Simulation Results: 
Max Continuous Rating 

Page 6 of 7
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Continued
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Magnetic Field Simulation Results: Max Continuous Rating 
 

 

 

[Simulation assumes that Project ROW is adjacent to existing line ROW] 

 

-300 -200 -100 -50 -25 0 25 50 100 200 300
Project: 500 kV Guyed-Delta
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame
Existing: 230 kV H-Frame

2,000 A
   804 A
1,753 A

8.3 17.2 58.1 151.4 224.8 246.1 212.1 140.2 76.7 127.5 44.8

Project: 500 kV Guyed-V
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame
Existing: 230 kV H-Frame

2,000 A
   804 A
1,753 A

12.1 25.9 93.3 236.0 286.6 274.3 276.2 219.1 93.3 119.3 48.3

Project: 500 kV Self-Supporting
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame
Existing: 230 kV H-Frame

2,000 A
   804 A
1,753 A

12.1 25.9 93.3 236.0 286.6 274.3 276.2 219.1 93.3 119.3 48.3

Structure Type Line Voltage Distance from Project ROW Centerline

Predicted Intensity of Magnetic Fields (mG) at Maximum Continuous Rating
Where Parallel to Existing 115 kV & 230 kV Transmission Lines (H-Frame Towers)

Magnetic Field Simulation Results: 
Max Continuous Rating 
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Audible Noise Simulation Results 

  

-300 -200 -100 -50 -25 0 25 50 100 200 300
500 kV Guyed-Delta 550 kV 43.3 45.2 47.9 49.7 50.3 50.5 50.3 49.7 47.9 45.2 43.3
500 kV Guyed-V 550 kV 42.2 44.1 47.2 49.1 49.8 50.1 49.8 49.1 47.2 44.1 42.2
500 kV Self-Supporting 550 kV 42.2 44.1 47.2 49.1 49.8 50.1 49.8 49.1 47.2 44.1 42.2

Predicted L50 Audible Noise Level (dBA) at Maximum Operating Voltage
Where Not Paralleling Existing Transmission Lines

Distance from Project ROW CenterlineStructure Type Line Voltage

Audible Noise Simulation Results 
 Page 1 of 7

0190-28
Continued
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0190-28 cont'd
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Audible Noise Simulation Results 

[Simulation assumes that Project ROW is adjacent to existing line ROW] 

  

-200 -100 -50 -25 0 25 50 100 200 300 400
Project: 500 kV Guyed-Delta
Existing: 500 kV Self-Supporting

550 kV
550 kV

47.4 49.7 51.2 51.8 52.1 52.2 52.0 52.0 53.4 50.5 47.9

Project: 500 kV Guyed-V
Existing: 500 kV Self-Supporting

550 kV
550 kV

46.9 49.2 50.8 51.4 51.8 51.9 51.7 51.7 53.4 50.4 47.7

Project: 500 kV Self-Supporting
Existing: 500 kV Self-Supporting

550 kV
550 kV 46.9 49.2 50.8 51.4 51.8 51.9 51.7 51.7 53.4 50.4 47.7

Structure Type Line Voltage Distance from Project ROW Centerline

Predicted L50 Audible Noise Level (dBA) at Maximum Operating Voltage
Where Parallel to Existing 500 kV Transmission Line (Self-Supporting Tower)

Audible Noise Simulation Results 
 Page 2 of 7
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Continued
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Audible Noise Simulation Results 

[Simulation assumes that Project ROW is adjacent to existing line ROW] 

  

-200 -100 -50 -25 0 25 50 100 200 300 400
Project: 500 kV Guyed-Delta
Existing: 500 kV Guyed-Delta

550 kV
550 kV

47.3 49.6 51.1 51.7 52.0 52.0 51.9 51.7 52.8 50.2 47.8

Project: 500 kV Guyed-V
Existing: 500 kV Guyed-Delta

550 kV
550 kV

46.8 49.1 50.7 51.4 51.7 51.8 51.6 51.5 52.7 50.1 47.6

Project: 500 kV Self-Supporting
Existing: 500 kV Guyed-Delta

550 kV
550 kV 46.8 49.1 50.7 51.4 51.7 51.8 51.6 51.5 52.7 50.1 47.6

Predicted L50 Audible Noise Level (dBA) at Maximum Operating Voltage
Where Parallel to Existing 500 kV Transmission Line (Guyed-Delta Tower)

Structure Type Line Voltage Distance from Project ROW Centerline

Audible Noise Simulation Results 
 Page 3 of 7
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Audible Noise Simulation Results 

[Simulation assumes that Project ROW is adjacent to existing line ROW] 

  

-300 -200 -100 -50 -25 0 25 50 100 200 300
Project: 500 kV Guyed-Delta
Existing: 230 kV H-Frame

550 kV
253 kV

44.2 45.9 48.5 50.2 50.8 51.1 51.0 50.6 50.0 50.3 46.3

Project: 500 kV Guyed-V
Existing: 230 kV H-Frame

550 kV
253 kV

43.4 45.1 47.9 49.7 50.4 50.7 50.6 50.2 49.6 50.1 45.9

Project: 500 kV Self-Supporting
Existing: 230 kV H-Frame

550 kV
253 kV 43.4 45.1 47.9 49.7 50.4 50.7 50.6 50.2 49.6 50.1 45.9

Predicted L50 Audible Noise Level (dBA) at Maximum Operating Voltage
Where Parallel to Existing 230 kV Transmission Line (H-Frame Tower)

Structure Type Line Voltage Distance from Project ROW Centerline

Audible Noise Simulation Results 
 Page 4 of 7

0190-28
Continued
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Audible Noise Simulation Results 

[Simulation assumes that Project ROW is adjacent to existing line ROW] 

 

  

-300 -200 -100 -50 -25 0 25 50 100 200 300
Project: 500 kV Guyed-Delta
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame

550 kV
127 kV

43.3 45.2 47.9 49.7 50.3 50.5 50.3 49.7 47.9 45.2 43.3

Project: 500 kV Guyed-V
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame

550 kV
127 kV

42.2 44.1 47.2 49.1 49.8 50.1 49.8 49.1 47.2 44.2 42.2

Project: 500 kV Self-Supporting
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame

550 kV
127 kV 42.2 44.1 47.2 49.1 49.8 50.1 49.8 49.1 47.2 44.2 42.2

Predicted L50 Audible Noise Level (dBA) at Maximum Operating Voltage
Where Parallel to Existing 115 kV Transmission Line (H-Frame Tower)

Structure Type Line Voltage Distance from Project ROW Centerline

Audible Noise Simulation Results 
 Page 5 of 7
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Audible Noise Simulation Results 

[Simulation assumes that Project ROW is adjacent to existing line ROW] 

  

-300 -200 -100 -50 -25 0 25 50 100 200 300
Project: 500 kV Guyed-Delta
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame

550 kV
127 kV
127 kV

43.3 45.2 47.9 49.7 50.3 50.5 50.3 49.7 47.9 45.2 43.3

Project: 500 kV Guyed-V
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame

550 kV
127 kV
127 kV

42.2 44.1 47.2 49.1 49.8 50.1 49.8 49.1 47.2 44.2 42.2

Project: 500 kV Self-Supporting
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame

550 kV
127 kV
127 kV

42.2 44.1 47.2 49.1 49.8 50.1 49.8 49.1 47.2 44.2 42.2

Predicted L50 Audible Noise Level (dBA) at Maximum Operating Voltage
Where Parallel to Two Existing 115 kV Transmission Lines (H-Frame Towers)

Structure Type Line Voltage Distance from Project ROW Centerline

Audible Noise Simulation Results 
 Page 6 of 7

0190-28
Continued

0190
0190-28 cont'd



Page 630 of 922

Audible Noise Simulation Results 

[Simulation assumes that Project ROW is adjacent to existing line ROW] 

 

 

-300 -200 -100 -50 -25 0 25 50 100 200 300
Project: 500 kV Guyed-Delta
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame
Existing: 230 kV H-Frame

550 kV
127 kV
253 kV

43.7 45.5 48.2 49.9 50.5 50.7 50.5 50.0 48.6 47.5 45.0

Project: 500 kV Guyed-V
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame
Existing: 230 kV H-Frame

550 kV
127 kV
253 kV

42.6 44.5 47.4 49.3 50.0 50.3 50.1 49.5 47.9 47.0 44.3

Project: 500 kV Self-Supporting
Existing: 115 kV H-Frame
Existing: 230 kV H-Frame

550 kV
127 kV
253 kV

42.6 44.5 47.4 49.3 50.0 50.3 50.1 49.5 47.9 47.0 44.3

Structure Type Line Voltage Distance from Project ROW Centerline

Predicted L50 Audible Noise Level (dBA) at Maximum Operating Voltage
Where Parallel to Existing 115 kV & 230 kV Transmission Lines (H-Frame Towers)

Audible Noise Simulation Results 
 Page 7 of 7
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 MEMORANDUM 

DATE: April 6, 2015 

To: 

Julie Smith, DOE 
Bill Storm, DOC 
Cheryl Feigum, Barr 

C: Lydia Nelson 
FROM: Jim Atkinson & David Moeller 
SUBJECT: Response to Request for Information (RFI) – Substation Noise  

Substation Noise 
Following is a response to RFI dated 2/27/15  

Request: 
Does MN power now know or have an idea of the equipment that would be installed [at the Iron Range Substation]?  Or 
typical equipment?  A preliminary look at the range of noise emission related to such equipment and that expected at 
the station is helpful in the draft document.   
 
Response: 
As noted in the Application, the dominant noise sources at substations are power transformers. Devices similar to 
transformers, such as transmission-level reactors, also generate similar levels of audible noise. At the time the 
Application was written, the exact size, number, and location of Project transformers and other substation equipment 
had not yet been determined by electrical design optimization studies. Therefore, it was not appropriate at that time to 
provide a substation audible noise analysis.  
 
Since the Application was submitted in April 2014, electrical design optimization studies have concluded, 
recommendations have been provided, and engineering is proceeding based on the recommended size and number of 
Project transformers and other substation equipment from the electrical studies. Based on these recommendations, 
Minnesota Power anticipates that the predominant noise emitters from the Iron Range 500/230 kV Substation will 
include a single 1200 MVA 500/230 kV transformer bank and two 150 MVAr 500 kV shunt reactors. The 500/230 kV 
transformer bank will consist of three single phase 400 MVA transformers and a spare phase of the same size that will 
not normally carry load. At this time, a final general arrangement and site plan for the Iron Range 500/230 kV Substation 
is not available, so the exact location of the transformer and reactor banks has not yet been determined. 
Given the limited information available at this time, it is still not appropriate to provide a detailed substation audible 
noise assessment. However, Minnesota Power provides the following simplified and conservative substation noise 
assessment, based on the best available information at this time: 
 
The four transformers were modeled as a single point source at their estimated position on the property, approximately 
midpoint in the substation based on the preliminary site plan shown in Figure 1. A single point source was modeled for 
the two reactors at their estimated position, at the northern fence line in the substation based on the preliminary site 
plan shown in Figure 1. The site plan shown in Figure 1 is the best information available at this time about the substation 
arrangement and location on the property, but is subject to change based on several site-specific engineering factors.  
Transformer noise levels were calculated using the Electric Power Plant Environmental Noise Guide (EPPENG).  These 
values were compared to feedback received directly from transformer manufacturers for a transformer of comparable 
size and design characteristics and were found to be higher.  The decision to use the higher transformer noise levels 
from the EPPENG provides a more conservative analysis. Reactor noise levels were estimated using the National 
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Appendix H and Table 5-5 of the EIS are updated with the analysis
provided by the Applicant.



Page 632 of 922

MEMORANDUM

Electrical Manufacturer’s Association (NEMA) Standard TR1 Table 0-2, which provides guidance to manufacturers 
pertaining to the maximum allowable noise level that equipment must be designed to operate within. Other noise 
sources in the area, such as wind and traffic, and obstacles in the propagation path, such as fencing, other equipment 
and firewalls, were ignored. 
 
The two nearest residences were considered for the analysis, as shown in Figure 2. 
 

 
Figure 1: Point Source Locations 

 

 
Figure 2: Noise Receptors 

PRELIMINARY 
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 MEMORANDUM 

 
   
 
The calculated project-related noise levels for the two receptor locations shown in Figure 2 are given in Tables 1 and 2.  
 
 

Table 1: Calculated Noise Levels for Northern Receptor 

Range of noise emissions from 
the transformers (SPL @ 3ft, dBA) 

Noise emissions from 
the reactors (SPL @ 

6ft., dBA) 
Transformers at 
1,120 ft. (dBA) 

Reactors at 
1,155 ft. (dBA) 

Overall SPL at the 
residence 

immediately North 
of the substation 

(dBA) 
Low 82 90 30 44 44 
High 92 90 40 44 46 

 
 

Table 2: Calculated Noise Levels for Northeastern Receptor 

Range of noise emissions from 
the transformers (SPL @ 3ft., 

dBA) 

Noise emissions from 
the reactors (SPL @ 

6ft., dBA) 
Transformers at 
1,700 ft. (dBA) 

Reactors at 
1,100 ft. (dBA) 

Overall SPL at the 
residence Northeast 

of the substation 
(dBA) 

Low 82 90 27 45 45 
High 92 90 37 45 45 

 
 
Analysis results show that the calculated noise levels are expected to comply with the Minnesota Pollution Control 
Agency (MPCA) 50 dBA nighttime limit at both of the receptor locations based on the assumptions used to perform this 
assessment. As noted, this is a simplified assessment based on the dominant noise sources in the Iron Range 500/230 kV 
Substation and neglecting other noise influences in the area. If the size of the equipment or the general arrangement 
and site plan for the Iron Range 500/230 kV Substation vary from the assumptions used to calculate the noise levels 
discussed above, the noise impact of the substation on the surrounding environment, including the noise receptors 
analyzed in this assessment, will change. 
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Manitoba Justice Letter
dated June 2, 2015 
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0190
0190-30
Section 1.3.2 is updated with information about the status of the
Canadian process for siting this project in Canada by Manitoba
Hydro as provided by comment letter submitted by both the
Province of Manitoba's General Counsel (see response to comment
078-1).
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PO Box 7950 Stn Main Winnipeg, Manitoba Canada  R3C 0J1
(204) 360-4394  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: 

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

Manitoba Hydro Letter
dated July 30, 2015 

 Page 1 of 3

0190-31

0190
0190-31
Section 1.3.2 is updated with information about the status of the
Canadian process for siting this project in Canada by Manitoba
Hydro as provided by comment letter submitted by Manitoba Hydro
(see response to comments 079-1 and 079-2).
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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 

Manitoba Hydro Letter
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DEIS
Chapter

Section Page #
Paragraph,
Figure or
Table #

Comment

1 1.3.1.1 6 Does not address Minn. Stat. 216E.02, subd. 3 (cooperation on interstate routes) AND
Does not address Minn. Stat. 216E.03, subd. 7(b)(12) issues raised by local entities (such
as Roseau County) only addresses issues raised by DNR and USFWS.

1 1.3.2 9 Minnesota Public Utilities Commission – Certificate of Need: “The MN PUC must also
determine whether there is a need for a transmission line, and establish the size, type,
and required end points of the proposed project…” The MN PUC granted a Certificate of
Need for the GNTL Project on June 30, 2015. This statement should be updated
throughout the EIS.

1 1.4.3 12 The description of USFWS’s role as a cooperating agency is too limited. The DEIS states
that “USFWS will also coordinate any special use permit if ROW access is requested and
granted on USFWS interest properties.” This doesn’t mention the fact that ROW access
would be requested from, and granted by, USFWS. That should be listed as one of
USFWS’s primary roles as a cooperating agency.

2 2.1 15 “The new 500 kV substation required for the proposed Project would be expected to
permanently impact approximately 17.8 acres." Approximately 23 acres anticipated at this
time with preliminary engineering, may deviate during detailed engineering. The DEIS
references both 17.8 and 17.4 acres throughout.

2 2.1 15 "The series compensation station will permanently impact approximately 60 acres."
Approximately 6 acres anticipated at this time with preliminary engineering, may deviate
during detailed engineering. Wetland investigations may dictate the layout and affect
total size. Update throughout the document.

2 2.1 15 “The final location for the 500 kV series compensation station would be determined by
electric design optimization studies and final route selection, but would likely be located
at the approximate midpoint of the Minnesota portion of the transmission line." MP has
provided its preferred series comp station site, which his located at approximately the
midpoint between the Dorsey Substation (the endpoint of the Canadian project) and the
Iron Range Substation (the endpoint of the Minnesota project).

2 2.1 16 “The applicant proposes..." [x4] "Additional details of the proposed Project and
construction methods are provided in Section 2.7 through 2.11." Add a new sentence:
"The Applicant notes that the details of construction methods are subject to change based
on field surveys and numerous other factors."

2 2.2.2 20 “…a new 500 kV transmission line – which can carry a total of up to 883 MW of electric
power…” The line itself will have higher capacity than that, as described elsewhere. It’s
transfer capability on the Manitoba U.S. interface that we’re after. To avoid confusion,
suggest revising to say “…a new 500 kV transmission line – which can facilitate up to 883
MW of additional power transfers between Manitoba and the United States…”

2 2.2.2 20 “[The Applicant] operates transmission and distribution systems, including 8,866 miles of
transmission lines...” Should say “…8,866 miles of transmission & distribution lines…”

2 2.2.3 21 “…additional 133 MW ‘Renewable Optimization Agreement’ that the Applicant will also
submit to the MN PUC for approval once the agreement has been formally approved by
both parties.” The ROA described here was approved in a MPUC written order dated
January 30, 2015 (MPUC Docket No. E015/M 14 960).

2 2.6.2 28 Remove the following: “…and one third of the overall transmission line distance from the
Riel Substation to the Blackberry 500 kV Substation.” The endpoint is wrong (should be
Dorsey not Riel) and this location is no longer under consideration. Also, two sentences
earlier, change "Riel" to "Dorsey."

2 2.8.1 30 “The proposed Project is designed to increase the total transfer capability between the
U.S. and Manitoba by at least 750 MW.” While this is technically accurate, it is out of
date. Suggest updating to say “…increase the total transfer capability between the U.S.
and Manitoba by up to 883 MW.”

Great Northern Transmission Line 
Draft EIS Errata Table 
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0190-32

0190-33

0190-34

0190-35

0190-36

0190-37

0190-38

0190-39

0190-40

0190-41

0190-42

0190-43

0190
0190-32
Local entities that raised substantive issues during the Draft EIS
comment period are addressed as part of the comment/response
process.

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

0190-33
The text is updated in Section 1.3.2 of the EIS to state that
the formal order from the MN PUC was issued on June 30, 2015.

 

0190-34
USFWS, a cooperating agency for this EIS, provided this
information.

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

0190-35
The acreage is revised to 23 acres in Sections 2.1, 2.6.1, and
6.7.3.2 of the EIS.

0190-36
This edit is made in Section 2.1 of the EIS.

0190-37
These comments are incorporated in Chapter 2 of the EIS.

0190-38
The following sentence is incorporated into Section 2.1 of the EIS:
"The Applicant notes that the details of construction methods are
subject to change based on field surveys."

0190-39
This comment is incorporated into Section 2.2.2 of the EIS.
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0190-40
This comment is incorporated into Section 2.2.2 of the EIS.

0190-41
This comment is incorporated into Section 2.2.3 of the EIS.

0190-42
This comment is incorporated into Section 2.6.2 of the EIS.

0190-43
This comment is incorporated into Section 2.8.1 of the EIS.

0190
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2 2.8.1 30 Remove the following sentence: “The Applicant will supplement this information after
completion of additional MISO system impact studies.” Additional information filed with
Chris Lawrence at DOE: see 11/19/2014 email from David Moeller.

2 2.9.4 33 “…the Applicant has identified a candidate site for the compensation station...” This is
MP's preferred site. Suggest replacing “candidate” with “preferred.”

2 2.9.4 33 “…located at the approximate midpoint of the Minnesota portion of the transmission
line...” The midpoint of the Minnesota portion is very different from the overall midpoint
between Winnipeg and the Iron Range. Please modify as follows: “…located at the
approximate overall midpoint of the transmission line.”

2 2.9.4 33 “The Applicant would then seek to obtain purchase option agreements with the owners of
the identified properties along the route selected by the MN PUC.” MP has obtained an
option on its preferred series comp station site. Suggest eliminating this paragraph and
continuing the first paragraph with the following: “The Applicant has entered a purchase
option agreement with the owner of the property for its preferred compensation station
site. The purchase agreement would be executed upon receiving the necessary regulatory
permits.”

2 2.9.5 34 “The Applicant may then seek to obtain purchase option agreements with the owners of
the identified properties along the route selected by the MN PUC. Once the route has
been determined, the Applicant will execute the appropriate purchase agreement.” To be
accurate, change this language to the following: “Depending on further engineering
analysis, the Applicant may seek purchase option agreements on some or all of these
candidate sites. Once the final route has been selected by the MN PUC, the Applicant will
execute the appropriate purchase agreements.”

2 2.11.7.6 37 “Equipment would not be refueled in wetlands. In addition, no petroleum products,
herbicides or pesticides or hazardous chemicals of any kind should be mixed or poured or
otherwise handled in wetland areas.” This should read, "Where practical, equipment
would not be refueled in wetlands. In addition, and where practical, no petroleum
products, herbicides or pesticides of any kind should be mixed or poured or otherwise
handled in wetland areas."

2 2.14 43 “…the Applicant currently estimates that the construction of the proposed Project on the
route alternatives or any combination of proposed segment options, including substation
facilities, would cost between $495.5 million and $647.7 million (2013 dollars).”
Minnesota Power has provided updated cost information. Should say "...would cost
between $558 million and $710 million (2013 dollars)."

2 2.15 43 2 14 This section should be amended to state that “…construction could begin as early as fall of
2016; however, the applicant currently anticipates a 2017 start.”

3 3rd “…pending 133 MW Renewable Optimization Agreement.” This ROA was approved in
MPUC written order dated January 30, 2015 (MPUC Docket No. E015/M 14 960).

3 last It should be noted here that MN PUC has now granted a CoN for the Project.
4 4.3.1.3 To be consistent with other parts of this chapter, the statement “a need to avoid USFWS

land" should say “a need to consider avoiding USFWS” land.
4 4.3.2.5 C2 was developed by Minnesota Power, not commenters.
4 4.3.2.6 C2 was developed by Minnesota Power, not commenters.
4 4.3.3.2 The East Bear Lake variation is supposed to mitigate Bear Wolf Peatland impacts, but

there are no boundaries of this peatland, so it’s impossible to know if the alternative
mitigates impacts. The EIS should acknowledge this fact.

5 5.2.1.1 78 “…adequate space is generally available to allow the alignment of the transmission line to
be adjusted so that no buildings would ultimately be located within the ROW of the
proposed Project.” This statement should be removed. This is not a true statement for a
500 kV line where the cost and space requirements of turning structures are significantly
greater than even a 230 kV line. This line will not weave its way around inside the route to
avoid things.

Great Northern Transmission Line 
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0190-44

0190-45

0190-46

0190-47

0190-48

0190-49

0190-50

0190-51

0190-52

0190-53
0190-54
0190-55
0190-56
0190-57

0190-58

0190
0190-44
The text is updated in Section 2.8.1 of the EIS to identify the
Applicant filed the required sensitivity studies and other
reliability-related reports to DOE on July 24, 2014.

0190-45
This comment is incorporated into Section 2.9.4 of the EIS.

0190-46
This comment is incorporated into Sections 2.1 and 2.9.4 of the
EIS. 

0190-47
This comment is incorporated into Section 2.9.4 of the EIS.

0190-48
This comment is incorporated into Section 2.9.5 of the EIS.

0190-49
Applicant's Route Permit Application states, "refueling will occur at
sites away from wetlands and waters" on pages ES-22, ES-23,
6.17-27, and 6.18-12 and that "refueling of equipment in wetlands
will not be permitted" on page 5-12.

Section 2.11.1.6 of the EIS now states, "As a BMP, equipment
would not be refueled in wetlands.  In addition, no petroleum
products, herbicides or pesticides or hazardous chemicals of any
kind should be mixed or poured or otherwise handled in wetland
areas."

0190-50
This comment is incorporated into Section 2.14 of the EIS.

0190-51
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This comment is incorporated into Section 2.15 and Table 2-4 of
the EIS.

0190-52
This comment is incorporated into Chapter 3 of the EIS.

0190-53
Section 1.3.2 states that the certificate of need was granted. The
text in Chapter 3 refers to Section 1.3.2.

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

 

0190-54
This comment is incorporated into Section 4.3.1.3 of the EIS.

0190-55
Chapter 4 does not mention who developed the C2 alternative.

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

0190-56
Chapter 4 does not mention who developed the J2 alternative.

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

0190-57
The Bear-Wolf Peatland does have a boundary defined per the
preliminary MBS SBS data received from the MnDNR on
12/10/2014. The SBS Site Name is "Bear - Wolf Peatland" and it
has a rating of "High." The Proposed East Bear Lake Variation
nearly entirely avoids this area. There is also adjacent, to the east,
the "Bear Lake Inclusion" site which has a "Below" rating. Both the
Proposed Orange Route and East Bear Lake Variation have new
impacts through this area.

0190-58

0190
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The 3,000 foot route width would allow flexibility to site the
transmission line.

0190
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5 5.2.1.2 105 Values in second row (“500 kV Transmission Line paralleling existing 500 kV Transmission
Line”) are incorrect. They appear to have been copied from the previous row
(“Standalone”). Correct values are as follows: Within ROW: 52 dBA \\\ At edge of ROW: 52
dBA \\\ At 300 feet from centerline: 51 dBA.

5 5.2.1.2 105 Values in fifth row (“500 kV paralleling two existing 115 kV Transmission Lines”) are
incorrect. They appear to be the missing values from the second row (see above
comment). Correct values are as follows: Within ROW: 51 dBA \\\ At edge of ROW: 48
dBA \\\ At 300 feet from centerline: 43 dBA.

5 5.2.1.2 105 Values in sixth row (“500 kV paralleling existing 115 kV and 230 kV Transmission Lines” )
are incorrect. Correct values are as follows: Within ROW: 51 dBA \\\ At edge of ROW: 49
dBA \\\ At 300 feet from centerline: 45 dBA.

5 5.2.1.2 105 Footnote (5) should say “Existing 115 kV 20L and 230 kV 83L transmission lines (H Frame
structures).”

5 5.2.1.2 106 “Major noise sources from a series compensation station include capacitor bank, damping
circuit, by pass switches, and protective devices.” It is misleading to say that these are
“major noise sources” – the only “major noise sources” in a substation are generally
transformers & reactors. Most of the time the operation of the listed equipment will be
relatively silent, and noise will be below background levels. See a handful of sentences
later, where the DEIS states “Most of the other electrical equipment at substations is
either silent or generates minimal noise in comparison to transformers.”

5 5.2 106 “Based on these assumptions, the predicted noise operational level perceived at 100 feet
from the proposed Blackberry 500 kV Substation would be 41 dBA (assuming the use of a
substation perimeter wall).” A perimeter wall is not currently planned for the site.
Substation security has not yet been addressed in engineering. Firewalls are likely
between transformers and possible between reactors. Typical substation construction
includes a perimeter fence – not a solid wall.

5 5.2.1.2 106 “The nearest residence is located approximately 560 feet northeast of the proposed
Blackberry 500 kV Substation.” This may or may not be true if you’re measuring from the
fence, but a more appropriate way to characterize the distance would be to provide
distance from the primary noise source (transformer) to the residence. See MP’s RFI
response dated April 6, 2015. Nearest residence is 1,120 feet from preliminary
transformer location. This also directly contradicts the statement from Appendix H: “No
residences have been identified in the vicinity of the substation site.” (Page H 5)

5 5.2.1.2 106 “At this location [the nearest residence], noise from the proposed substation would be 26
dBA (assuming the use of a substation perimeter wall).” See MP’s RFI response dated April
6, 2015. Expected noise from substation transformers and reactors at this residences is
between 44 46 dBA.

5 5.2.1.8 134 “…that there is currently a sufficient labor pool in the ROI to supply the number of
construction workers required for the proposed Project.” The Project will have significant
local economic benefit, but the assumption that labor will be largely supplied from the
ROI is likely not correct due to the specialty trades required.

5 5.2.1.9 141 "In addition, hunting activities in close proximity to a transmission line increases the risk
for shooting insulators or conductors which can break wires and cause an electrical
discharge arc.” This statement is not consistent with the stated reference (67) and is not
correct. Transmission lines appear to provide hunting opportunities based on the
prevalence of hunting blinds on existing rights of way. Responsible hunting will not result
in shot out insulators because no game species reside on the insulators. Insulators are
shot at on occasion, but this should be characterized as a crime and discussed in Section
5.2.2.6 Intentional Destructive Acts.

Great Northern Transmission Line 
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0190-59

0190-60

0190-61

0190-62

0190-63

0190-64

0190-65

0190-66

0190-67

0190-68
0190-69

0190
0190-59
This comment is incorporated into Table 5-4 in Section 5.2.1.2 of
the EIS.

0190-60
This comment is incorporated into Table 5-4 in Section 5.2.1.2 of
the EIS.

0190-61
This comment is incorporated into Table 5-4 in Section 5.2.1.2 of
the EIS.

0190-62
This comment is incorporated into Table 5-4 in Section 5.2.1.2 of
the EIS.

0190-63
This comment is incorporated into Section 5.2.1.2 of the EIS.

0190-64
This comment is incorporated into Section 5.2 of the EIS.

0190-65
This comment is incorporated into Section 5.2.1.2 of the EIS.

0190-66
This comment is incorporated into Section 5.2.1.2 of the EIS.

0190-67
This comment is incorporated into Section 5.2.1.8 of the EIS.

0190-68
Section 5.2.1.9 indicates an "increased risk" of potential damage to
insultators or conductors due to accidental shooting during hunting
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activities. As you indicate in your comment, insulators are shot at
on occasion, this risk of occasional shooting is acknowledged in the
literature cited in Section 5.2.1.9. 

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

0190-69
Thank you for your comment. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment.

0190
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5 5.2.2.1 142 “Based on epidemiological studies, there is an association between childhood leukemia
and EMF exposure.” This is taken out of context and it is misleading. The studies quoted in
Appendix K always say or imply that it is a weak association. At the very least, the same
language (weak association) should be used here. “…despite an association between
childhood leukemia and EMF exposure...” Suggest modifying: “…despite a weak
association between…”

5 5.2.2.1 144 5 21 “Maximum field within ROW” value is incorrect for “500 kV Guyed V and Self Supporting
towers” under “Proposed 500 kV paralleling existing 230 kV Line” section. Instead of 6.91
kV/m it should be 7.04 kV/m \\\ Instead of 7.02 kV/m it should be 7.04 kV/m \\\ Instead
of 6.41 kV/m it should be 6.43 kV/m.

5 5.2.2.1 144 5 21 Footnote (4) should say “Existing 230 kV 907L transmission line (H Frame structures).”

5 5.2.2.1 144 5 21 Footnote (7) should say “Existing 115 kV 20L and 230 kV 83L transmission lines (H Frame
structures)”

5 5.2.2.1 145 5 22 Title should be “Predicted Magnetic Field Strengths for the Proposed Project at Maximum
Continuous Rating.”

5 5.2.2.1 145 5 22 Multiple data errors are present in this table. MP will provide the correct data in a similar
tabular format so it may be updated. Notes on MP provided table below:
o All data based on “Maximum Continuous Rating” (2000 Amps)
o “Maximum within ROW” based on the raw data from the POWER Engineers analysis
o “paralleling existing 500 kV Transmission Line” data assumes existing D602F
transmission line self supporting structures
o Variations from the data in Table 5 21 of the DEIS are highlighted in a separate
document.

5 5.2.2.1 145 5 22 Footnote (1) should say “The Applicant has assumed magnetic fields from Self Supporting
lattice tower as equivalent to magnetic fields from guyed V structures.”

5 5.2.2.1 145 5 22 Footnote (3) should say “Existing 230 kV 907L transmission line (H Frame structures).”

5 5.2.2.1 145 5 22 Footnote (6) should say “Existing 115 kV 20L and 230 kV 83L transmission lines (H Frame
structures).”

5 5.2.2.1 146 "500 kV D602F transmission line (guyed Delta, guyed V, and self supporting structures)”
The existing 500 kV line was not modeled in a Guyed V configuration. Suggest modifying
as follows: “500 kV D602F transmission line (Guyed Delta and self supporting structures).”

5 5.2.2.1 146 “230 kV 83L transmission line…” should say “230 kV 907L transmission line…”
5 5.2.2.1 146 “115 kV 28L and 230 kV 83L transmission lines…” should say “115 kV 20L and 230 kV 83L

transmission lines…”
5 5.2.2.1 146 “The Applicant has modeled magnetic field levels for the two main operational scenarios

that considered the proposed types of structures, and whether the proposed 500 kV
transmission line would be installed stand alone or located in a shared corridor with an
existing transmission line. Predicted magnetic fields from a total of six cases were
calculated at average and peak current levels. The average levels for these scenarios are
the current levels experienced for most hours of the year; peak levels are current levels
for limited hours of the year when current levels are projected to be higher due to system
loading and electrical generation in the proposed Project area, among other factors.” This
entire paragraph is misleading. Suggest the following wording (refer to RPA text, Page
6.15 7): “The Applicant has modeled magnetic field levels for two conditions: the
maximum continuous rating of the Project, which represents the maximum allowable
power flow on the transmission line, and the projected peak loading when the Project is
in service, derived from power system modeling of the Project under peak loading
conditions. For both conditions, predicted magnetic fields from a total of six corridor
scenarios (stand alone or where the Project may parallel existing transmission lines) were
calculated for each of the proposed structure types for the Project.”

Great Northern Transmission Line 
Draft EIS Errata Table 
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0190-70

0190-71

0190-72

0190-73

0190-74

0190-75

0190-76

0190-77
0190-78

0190-79

0190-80
0190-81

0190-82

0190
0190-70
This comment is incorporated into Section 5.2.2.1 of the EIS.

0190-71
This comment is incorporated into Table 5-21 in Section 5.2.2.1 of
the EIS.

0190-72
This comment is incorporated into Table 5-21 in Section 5.2.2.1 of
the EIS.

0190-73
This comment is incorporated into Table 5-21 in Section 5.2.2.1 of
the EIS.

0190-74
This comment is incorporated into Table 5-22 in Section 5.2.2.1 of
the EIS.

0190-75
This comment is incorporated into Table 5-22 in Section 5.2.2.1 of
the EIS.

0190-76
This comment is incorporated into Table 5-22 in Section 5.2.2.1 of
the EIS.

0190-77
This comment is incorporated into Table 5-22 in Section 5.2.2.1 of
the EIS.

0190-78
This comment is incorporated into Table 5-22 in Section 5.2.2.1 of
the EIS.
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0190-79
This comment is incorporated into Section 5.2.2.1 of the EIS.

0190-80
This comment is incorporated into Section 5.2.2.1 of the EIS.

0190-81
This comment is incorporated into Section 5.2.2.1 of the EIS.

0190-82
This comment is incorporated into Section 5.2.2.1 of the EIS.

0190
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5 5.2.2.8 158 The last paragraph states “The Applicant would use protective devices to safeguard
workers and the public from transmission line operational hazards, including the use of
shield wires, circuit breakers, and relays.” These devices are for the protection of
equipment, not necessarily the public.

5 5.3.1.2 163 “This conversion from forest land in state fee areas where timber can no longer be
harvested would result in a reduction of revenues to the School Trust Land program.” The
property taxes paid by the Project would counter balance any lost timber revenue. In
addition, timber revenue from the ROW clearing go to the School Trust Land program as a
one time payment.

5 5.3.2.1 168 “For the transmission line itself, the footprint of the structure proposed for the project is
33 square feet.” This is not accurate. See Route Permit Application, Page 6 2: “Permanent
land cover impacts are assumed to 1,936 square feet per structure for self supporting
suspension towers, which includes the area covered by the base of each structure plus a 2
foot buffer…”

5 5.3.2.1 168 “In addition, stray voltage could affect livestock if facilities are not properly
wired/grounded” This is misleading since there are no stray voltage impacts directly from
the Project. See previously provided information on stray voltage: Page 149, Stray Voltage
– General Impacts: “Stray voltage impacts are not anticipated as a result of construction,
operation, maintenance, and emergency repair of the proposed Project…” \\\ Page 149,
Stray Voltage – General Impacts: “Potential impacts related to stray voltage are not
expected from construction, operation, maintenance, and emergency repair of the
proposed Project for any proposed route or variation considered…”

5 5.3.2.2 169 “In addition, increasing the time between line maintenance in forested areas could result
in harvestable products. Finally, elevated spanning, in areas with high elevations, could
reduce forest clearing.” This is not practical. Utilities must certify vegetative clearance
requirements are met annually to insure reliability. These statements are not accurate,
and should be deleted.

5 5.3.2.2 169 “As mentioned above, short term impacts are estimated as 0.92 acres per structure
location. Long term impacts to forestry resources would be caused by the clearing of
trees and physical presence of transmission line structures and associated facilities in
forest lands. As mentioned above, for the transmission line itself, the footprint of the
structure proposed for the project is 33 square feet.” The ROW would be cleared of
vegetation during construction, not just the structure staging area. The footprint of the
self supporting structure would be 1,936 square feet. The 33 square foot footprint of the
foundation system for the Guyed V structure is irrelevant here.

5 5.3.4.3 185 “Impacts are expected to be extensive in areas where new ROW would be created ..”
Chapter 6 consistently and accurately describes impacts as minimal in the context of the
entire area. This statement should be edited to make it consistent with those other
statements.

5 5.3.4.3 185 “Because the structures would be larger and the phase spacing for the proposed project’s
conductors greater compared to distribution lines, avian electrocutions are unlikely.” In
light of this statement, electrocutions should not be included in Chapter 6.

5 5.3.7 195 “The existing 500 kV transmission line already has experienced an unexpected outage
causing it to be the second largest contingency in the MISO footprint.” This is not stated
correctly. It would be more accurate to say: “An unexpected outage of the existing 500 kV
transmission line is currently the second largest contingency in the MISO footprint.”

5 5.3.7 195 “The applicable Category D contingencies are loss of all transmission lines along a
common ROW and loss of an entire voltage level at a substation” It would help to add the
following clarifying information: “The applicable Category D contingencies from NERC
standard TPL 004 are…”

5 5.3.7 195 “(see Section 2.8.5)” This is not a helpful reference as the information in Section 2.8.5
doesn’t help understand the NERC standard being discussed.

Great Northern Transmission Line 
Draft EIS Errata Table 
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0190-83

0190-84

0190-85

0190-86

0190-87

0190-88

0190-89

0190-90

0190-91

0190-92

0190-93

0190
0190-83
This comment refers to text on page 6.5-5 of the Applicant's Route
Permit Application.

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

0190-84
The property taxes and timber revenue from ROW clearing would
offset some of the revenue lost from the School Trust Land
program. However, currently there is not enough information to
determine the revenue offset.

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

0190-85
This comment is incorporated into Chapters 5 and 6 of the EIS.

0190-86
Section 5.3.2.1 provides a general overview of typical stray voltage
effects in livestock facilities based on publicly available information
and then discusses project-specific information to conclude that
there would not be stray voltage effects associated with the project
at those facilities identified in the ROI.

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

0190-87
This comment is incorporated into Section 5.3.2.2 of the EIS.

0190-88
This comment is incorporated into Section 5.3.2.2 of the EIS.

0190-89
Text in Chapter 5 is generally comparing the potential impacts to
wildlife from the creation of a new corridor in an unfragmented
forest. Impacts are expected to be greater (extensive, i.e. cover a
larger area) in an unfragmented forest. Chapter 6 is comparing the
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impacts across routes, while incorporating proximity to wildlife
resources (i.e. WMAs). In comparing routes, while fragmenting a
forest would have extensive (greater area) impacts, those impacts
are minimal because there is a significant amount of habitat
available.

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

0190-90
As indicated in this sentence, it is unlikely, not impossible. Text is
present in Chapter 6 because it is a "potential" impact.

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

0190-91
This comment is incorporated into Section 5.3.7 of the EIS.

0190-92
This comment is incorporated into Section 5.3.7 of the EIS.

0190-93
This comment is incorporated into Section 5.3.7 of the EIS.

0190
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5 5.3.7 195 “…so the analysis for the proposed Project would be on a case by case basis by the
Applicant based on NERC standards.” This analysis is not based solely on NERC standards.
The following qualifying information would be helpful: “…so the analysis for the proposed
Project would be on a case by case basis by the Applicant based on the applicable NERC
standards as well as the purpose and expected performance of the Project and the
adjacent transmission line.”

5 5.3.7 195 “When the proposed Project parallels an existing transmission line, the Applicant is
proposing to offset the proposed transmission line by 50 feet from the ROW of the
existing transmission line.” This is poorly worded. Suggest the following correction:
“When the proposed Project parallels an existing transmission line, the Applicant is
proposing to offset the alignment of the proposed transmission line by 250 feet from the
alignment of the existing transmission line.”

5 5.3.7 195 “…can be reduced by maintaining the proposed 50 foot offset between ROWs…” See
above comment. Suggest the following correction: “…can be reduced by maintaining an
appropriate offset between the two transmission lines…”

5 5.3.7.2 197 “Therefore, the reliability impacts in the U.S. of an unexpected simultaneous outage of
both the proposed and existing 500 kV tie transmission lines…would largely be addressed
by these measures in conjunction with the proposed special protections system and
corresponding power transfer reductions.” MP suggests adding the following qualifying
statement to the end of the paragraph: “Even so, the fact that all of these considerations
must be discussed as a result of corridor sharing with the existing 500 kV transmission line
illustrates that fact that corridor sharing causes real electrical reliability concerns.
Therefore, routes and variations that increase the parallel distance or number of crossings
with the Project and the existing 500 kV line should be considered to have a negative
impact on electrical system reliability.

6 6.4.1.1 534 "Not including residences, the proposed routes and variation would affect similar
numbers of aesthetic resources, with the Proposed Blue Route affecting 11, the Proposed
Orange Route affecting 12, and the Effie Variation affecting 11.” This is inconsistent with a
statement elsewhere in the DEIS:
“In total, the proposed routes and variation would affect similar numbers of aesthetic
resources, with the Proposed Blue Route affecting nine, the Proposed Orange Route
affecting 10, and the Effie Variation affecting 11.”

6 6.4.3.7 584 ESR “The configuration may decrease the reliability of the proposed Project…Adverse impacts
are possible as a result of the construction and operation of three high voltage
transmission lines under one variation in the East Section.” Reliability effects depend on
the function and purpose of the lines. In this case, co locating the Project with the two
existing 115 kV lines would pose little to no reliability concern because the Project and the
115 kV lines serve vastly different purposes. See MP's general comments on electrical
reliability.

6 6.7.1.2 651 Says could contrast strongly w its surroundings. Has potential to result in significant
aesthetic impacts. Could argue that residence is 0.4 miles north – and is already looking at
T line. If substation is on south side of existing and propose route would not “contrast
strongly” with surroundings. (another reason to use MP route)

6 6.7.1.2 651 FYI Says Hwy 71 sites (orange and blue route) are in MBS Bio Sig sites (unknown rank)
Blue Hwy 71 alt site isn’t in wetland or MBS site..

App H Please work with MP to update the audible noise information presented in this appendix.
Much of it is inaccurate.

App I All audible noise tables & plots are missing. MP will provide.
App I All magnetic field tables & plots are missing. MP will provide
App I Please do not include the memos from POWER in this appendix. The memos included

have extra information that is irrelevant to the DEIS and potentially misleading, and not all
relevant memos are included. Please remove all memos from POWER to Minnesota
Power.

Great Northern Transmission Line 
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0190-94

0190-95

0190-96

0190-97

0190-98

0190-99

0190-100

0190-101
0190-102

0190-103
0190-104
0190-105

0190
0190-94
Thank you for your comment.

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

0190-95
The Applicant provided the shapefiles used in the EIS analysis for
their Proposed Blue Route, Proposed Orange Route, C2 Segment
Option Variation, and J2 Segment Option Variation. In addition, the
Applicant provided a memo with design changes (Decmember 1,
2014) which assumed a 250 foot separation between the
anticipated alignments when paralleling existing 500 kV
transmission line.

The shapefiles provided by the Applicant show that where their
proposed alternatives parallel the existing 500 kV transmission line,
there is a separation of 250 feet between the anticipated
alignments. However, in the shapefile, where the proposed
alternatives parallel the existing 230 kV transmission lines, the
distance between the anticipated alignments is 150 feet. And where
the proposed alternatives parallel an existing 115 kV transmission
line, there is a separation of 150-300 feet between the anticipated
alignments.

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

 

0190-96
This comment is incorporated into Section 5.3.7 of the EIS.

0190-97
Thank you for your comment, these concerns will be reduced by
maintaining appropriate offsets.

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

0190-98
This comment is incorporated into Section 6.4.1.1 of the EIS.

0190-99
The following text is added to Section 2.8.3 of the EIS: According to
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the Applicant, the electrical reliability impacts of establishing
a parallel transmission line corridor depend primarily on the
purpose and expected performance of the transmission lines. None
of the alternatives that parallel existing corridors with 69 kV, 115
kV, or 230 kV transmission lines that do not connect Manitoba and
the United States would impact electrical system reliability.

If the proposed Project parallels the existing 230 kV tie line corridor
the impact of a simultaneous, unexpected outage of the two
facilities on electrical reliability would be minimal, but still notable
because the lines would share a common purpose of transferring
power from Manitoba to the United States. If the Proposed
Project parallels the existing 500 kV tie line corridor, a simultaneous
unexpected outage would have a greater impact on electrical
system reliability because the transmission lines not only share a
common load, but would also carry similar (and greater) amounts of
power.

If three transmission lines (i.e., the Proposed Project, 500 kV tie
line, and 230 kV tie line) are located in parallel  corridors, a
simultaneous unexpected outage of the Proposed Project and
two tie lines could have the greatest impact to electrical reliability.

0190-100
The aesthetic impact of the 500 kV series compensation station is
not solely determined based on the nearest residence and the EIS
acknowledges that the impact is dependent on the actual location,
and therefore the compensation station could contrast strongly with
its surroundings.

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

0190-101
The EIS text is correct - Section 6.7.2.1 states that the Hwy 71
regeneration station (option 1) is located in a wetland (per
the NWI shapefile) and within an MBS SBS site (per the preliminary
MBS SBS data we received from the MnDNR on 12/10/2014). The
Hwy 71 regeneration station (option 2) is not located in a wetland
(per the NWI shapefile) and is not located within an MBS SBS site
(per the preliminary MBS SBS data we received from the MnDNR
on 12/10/2014).

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

0190-102

0190
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Appendix H of the EIS is updated with information provided by the
Applicant.

0190-103
Appendix I and Section 5.2.1.2 of the EIS is updated based on the
information provided by the Applicant.

0190-104
Appendix I and Section 5.2.1.2 of the EIS is updated based on the
information provided by the Applicant.

0190-105
Appendix I and Section 5.2.1.2 of the EIS is updated based on the
information provided by the Applicant.

0190
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App N Some of the photo sims (most obviously the Highway 11 crossings) show incorrect
structure heights & conductor to ground clearances. These simulations give a highly
inaccurate picture of what the Project may look like once it's built. Please work with MP to
update these photo sims so they present a fair and accurate depiction of the Project

Great Northern Transmission Line 
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0190-106

0190
0190-106
This structure heights and conductor to ground clearances used in
the photosimulations were provided by the Applicant. Information
was reviewed and provided to the Applicant for their consideration.
Upon review of the information by the Applicant, they decided that
no additional photosimulations or viewshed analysis would be
required for the Final EIS. No changes are made to the EIS in
response to this comment from the Applicant.
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STATE OF MINNESOTA )    AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE VIA 
 ) ss    ELECTRONIC FILING AND 
COUNTY OF ST. LOUIS  )   U.S. MAIL 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

 Susan Romans of the City of Duluth, County of St. Louis, State of Minnesota, 

says that on the 10th day of August, 2015, she served Minnesota Power's Response to the 

Great Northern Transmission Line Draft Environmental Impact Statement released on 

June 19, 2015 in Docket No. E015/TL-14-21 to William Storm of the Department of 

Commerce and Julie Smith of the Department of Energy, DoE No. EIS-0499, via email 

and electronic filing.  The remaining parties on the attached service list were served as 

indicated.

       __________________________ 
       Susan Romans 

0190
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First Name Last Name Email Company Name Address Delivery Method View Trade Secret Service List Name

Burl W. Haar burl.haar@state.mn.us Public Utilities Commission Suite 350
          121 7th Place East
          St. Paul,
          MN
          551012147

Electronic Service Yes OFF_SL_14-21_Official CC
Service List

Linda Jensen linda.s.jensen@ag.state.m
n.us

Office of the Attorney
General-DOC

1800 BRM Tower 445
Minnesota Street

          St. Paul,
          MN
          551012134

Electronic Service Yes OFF_SL_14-21_Official CC
Service List

Michael Kaluzniak mike.kaluzniak@state.mn.u
s

Public Utilities Commission Suite 350
          121 Seventh Place East
          St. Paul,
          MN
          55101

Electronic Service Yes OFF_SL_14-21_Official CC
Service List

David Moeller dmoeller@allete.com Minnesota Power 30 W Superior St

          Duluth,
          MN
          558022093

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_14-21_Official CC
Service List

Ann O'Reilly ann.oreilly@state.mn.us Office of Administrative
Hearings

PO Box 64620

          St. Paul,
          MN
          55101

Electronic Service Yes OFF_SL_14-21_Official CC
Service List

Janet Shaddix Elling jshaddix@janetshaddix.co
m

Shaddix And Associates Ste 122
          9100 W Bloomington Frwy
          Bloomington,
          MN
          55431

Electronic Service Yes OFF_SL_14-21_Official CC
Service List

Tracy Smetana tracy.smetana@state.mn.u
s

Public Utilities Commission 121 7th Place East
          Suite 350
          St. Paul,
          MN
          55101

Electronic Service Yes OFF_SL_14-21_Official CC
Service List

William Storm bill.storm@state.mn.us Department of Commerce Room 500
          85 7th Place East
          St. Paul,
          MN
          551012198

Electronic Service Yes OFF_SL_14-21_Official CC
Service List

Eric Swanson eswanson@winthrop.com Winthrop Weinstine 225 S 6th St Ste 3500
          Capella Tower
          Minneapolis,
          MN
          554024629

Electronic Service No OFF_SL_14-21_Official CC
Service List
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Sarah Beimers sarah.beimers@mnhs.org Minnesota Historical
Society

345 Kellogg Boulevard
West

          St. Paul,
          MN
          55102

Electronic Service No SPL_SL_14-21_Agency
Reps 14-21

Tamara Cameron tamara.e.cameron@usace.
army.mil

U.S.Army Corps of
Engineers

180 5th St  # 700

          Saint Paul,
          MN
          55101

Electronic Service No SPL_SL_14-21_Agency
Reps 14-21

Travis Germundson travis.germundson@state.
mn.us

Board of Water & Soil
Resources
          520 Lafayette Rd
          Saint Paul,
          MN
          55155

Electronic Service No SPL_SL_14-21_Agency
Reps 14-21

Brooke Haworth Brooke.Haworth@state.mn.
us

Department of Natural
Resources

500 Lafayette Road

          Saint Paul,
          MN
          55155

Electronic Service No SPL_SL_14-21_Agency
Reps 14-21

Susan Heffron susan.heffron@state.mn.us MN Pollution Control
Agency

520 Lafayette Rd

          Saint Paul,
          MN
          55155

Electronic Service No SPL_SL_14-21_Agency
Reps 14-21

Kari Howe kari.howe@state.mn.us DEED 332 Minnesota St, #E200
          1ST National Bank Bldg
          St. Paul,
          MN
          55101

Electronic Service No SPL_SL_14-21_Agency
Reps 14-21

Ray Kirsch Raymond.Kirsch@state.mn
.us

Department of Commerce 85 7th Place E Ste 500

          St. Paul,
          MN
          55101

Electronic Service No SPL_SL_14-21_Agency
Reps 14-21

Stacy Kotch Stacy.Kotch@state.mn.us MINNESOTA
DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION

395 John Ireland Blvd.

          St. Paul,
          MN
          55155

Electronic Service No SPL_SL_14-21_Agency
Reps 14-21

Debra Moynihan debra.moynihan@state.mn.
us

MN Department of
Transportation

395 John Ireland Blvd MS
620

          St. Paul,
          MN
          55155-1899

Electronic Service No SPL_SL_14-21_Agency
Reps 14-21

Bob Patton bob.patton@state.mn.us MN Department of
Agriculture

625 Robert St N

          Saint Paul,
          MN
          55155-2538

Electronic Service No SPL_SL_14-21_Agency
Reps 14-21
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Margaret Rheude Margaret_Rheude@fws.go
v

U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service

Twin Cities Ecological
Services Field Office
          4101 American Blvd. E.
          Bloomington,
          MN
          55425

Electronic Service No SPL_SL_14-21_Agency
Reps 14-21

Michele Ross michele.ross@state.mn.us Department of Health 625 N Robert St

          Saint Paul,
          MN
          55101

Electronic Service No SPL_SL_14-21_Agency
Reps 14-21

Jamie Schrenzel jamie.schrenzel@state.mn.
us

Minnesota Department of
Natural Resources

500 Lafayette Road

          Saint Paul,
          MN
          55155

Electronic Service No SPL_SL_14-21_Agency
Reps 14-21

David Seykora dave.seykora@state.mn.us MN Department of
Transportation

395 John Ireland Boulevard

          Mail Stop 130
          St. Paul,
          MN
          55155-1899

Electronic Service No SPL_SL_14-21_Agency
Reps 14-21

Bruce West Bruce.West@state.mn.us Department of Public
Safety

Box 145
          444 Cedar Street
          St. Paul,
          MN
          55151

Electronic Service No SPL_SL_14-21_Agency
Reps 14-21

Jonathan Wolfgram Jonathan.Wolfgram@state.
mn.us

Department of Public
Safety

445 Minnesota Street Suite
147

          St. Paul,
          MN
          55101-1547

Electronic Service No SPL_SL_14-21_Agency
Reps 14-21
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0191-1

0191
0191-1
The relative merits table provided by the Applicant used different
methodology than the relative merit tables in the EIS and is
included in the comment appendix of the EIS. However, additional
information is included in the Final EIS to introduce the relative
merit tables and the relative merits tables are updated throughout
the Final EIS. Appendix X includes detailed spreadsheets with the
data used to compile the summary relative merits tables for the
Final EIS.
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The relative merits table provided by the Applicant used different
methodology and is included in the comment appendix of the EIS.

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