Appendix A
EQB Staff Summary of Selected Scoping Comments

Thefollowing list isan EQB staff summary of major public comments on the scope of the
environmental impact statement for the Xcel Energy 345/115-kV high-voltage transmission line
in Southwest Minnesota:

Landowner Compensation

1.

Utilities should not be allowed to use eminent domain for transmission projects that are
primarily needed for economic or environmental reasons, such as for wind-energy
development. Eminent domain should be reserved only for transmission projects that are
truly needed for alegitimate public purpose; that is, that are required to meet minimum
reliability and local needs.

If allowed to use eminent domain, current utility compensation to landownersis unfair,
given the and the amount of disruption to farming operations,

Instead, compensation to landowners for wind-energy related transmission lines should
be tied to wind-energy production, not market-value of the land.

Wind-Energy Potential

4.

The EIS should assess which transmission routes and substation sites maximize future
wind development opportunities, primarily by minimizing the distance and costs required
to interconnect likely wind-projects into the new transmission;

Substation sitesin particular should be evaluated based on how close they are to areas of
high wind-development potential, with priority given to locally-owned wind project
areas;

Human Health and Environment

6.

10.

11.

The EIS should consider the potential health effects of magnetic fields and problems with
stray voltage;

The EQB should not allow any new high-voltage transmission line to come within 300
feet of any occupied residence;

The EI'S should provide more detailed information on minimum electric codes and
required distances from homes and buildings

Routes should be evaluated based on whether they can avoid tree groves,

Impacts on wetland and wildlife management areas should not be weighted more than
impacts on people. Other comments, however, focused on minimizing impacts on
waterfowl and other wildlife, particularly near South Heron Lake in Jackson County;

The EIS should recognize that big transmission lines are ugly; and evaluate routes based
on how well they minimize visual impacts.



Long-Term Transmission Plans

12.

13.

14.

The EI'S should recognize that more high-voltage transmission and substations will be
needed in the near future because of expected increases in wind-energy development in
Southwest Minnesota. Therefore:

(a) the EQB should seriously evaluate whether the proposed transmission lines
should be built to be capable of expansion to a higher voltage in the future; and

(b) routes and substation locations should be evaluated based on future transmission
requirements for the area as awhole, not just for this project;

The EIS should evaluate and the EQB should consider the project-specific and
cumulative impacts—Dboth positive and negative—of wind-energy development on
Buffalo Ridge as aplaceto live (local landowners) and on Buffalo Ridge as a historical
and tribal resource (State Historical Preservation Office). More specificaly, the EIS
should evaluate how best to minimize negative impacts of continued wind-energy
development in general on views, noise, and traffic so the Buffalo Ridge area can retain
its value as a historical resource and as arural farming community.

Substation site comparisons should include an analysis of the likely negative impacts on
nearby areas due to future feeder and high-voltage transmission lines crossing through
the area to connect into the substation;

Impacts on Agriculture

15.

16.

The EIS should evaluate routes based on whether they stay out of farm fields and avoid
splitting farms and otherwise disrupting operations;

The EIS should evaluate whether on routes along roadways (including 1-90 and township
and county roads) the poles can be put within the existing road right-of-way instead of in
fieldsin order to minimize impact on prime farmland and farm operations,

Local Government

17.

Local government believes that the EI'S should assess, and the EQB should consider, the
considerable indirect economic impact on local government of allowing the utility to
place new power poles just outside existing road right-of-way. According to comments,
under current law if aroadway must be widened, the utility must pay the high cost of
relocating the poles when they are within existing road right-of-way. However, if the
poles are just outside the existing right-of-way, the local unit of government must pay to
relocate them. Specifically, Nobles County requests that the EQB require any new
transmission line poles along roadways to be installed either within the existing right-of-
way whereit is safe to do so, or require that the poles be placed at least 100 feet from the
edge of the existing right-of-way.



Appendix B

High-Voltage Transmission Line and Substation Site
Screening Criteria

The Minnesota Power Plant Siting Act and associated rules list the minimum legal
considerations and criteria the EQB isto use when selecting routes for new high-voltage
transmission lines. See Minn. Stat. 116C.57, Subd.4 and Minn. R. 4400.3150. In addition, the
primary purpose of the proposed Xcel Energy transmission linesisto increase the outlet capacity
of the wind energy off Buffalo Ridge. See PUC Order Granting Certificates of Need, DOCKET
NO. E-002/CN-01-1958 (March 11, 2003).

Transmission Line Criteria

After reviewing the minimum legal criteriaand the issues specific to this project, the EQB staff,
the Citizen Advisory Task Force, Xcel Energy and members of the public developed the
following fifteen criteriato help evaluate and screen potential transmission line routes.

1. Maximize wind development opportunities by minimizing interconnect costs for future
wind projects, with priority to community-owned projects; (See Figure 7 for map of
elevation in the project area; elevation was used as a rough surrogate for wind-resource
for screening purposes.)

2. Share right-of-way with existing transmission lines by double circuiting or paralleling if
necessary;

3. Avoid impactsto reliability when existing lines are taken out of service;

4. Use parald roads where possible, decreasing the amount of right-of-way and clearing
required;

5. Paralld field lines, property lines, or railroad right-of-way; where access is adequate and
the transmission line will cause minimal conflicts;

6. Minimize conflicts with farming operations;

7. Minimize length to minimize impact area and cost;
8. Avoid residences;

9. Avoid wetlands and wildlife management areas,

10. Avoid archeological or historically significant sites;

11. Avoid airport conflicts.



12. Avoid having to remove or damage tree groves;

13. Evaluation of “future needs for additional high-voltage linesin the same general area as
any proposed route, and the advisability of ordering the construction of structures capable
of expansion in transmission capacity”; Minn. Stat. 116C.57, Subd. 4 (10).

14. Minimize aesthetic impact to views and scenery;

15. Consider vulnerability to terrorist threat.

Substation Site Criteria

The proposed high-voltage transmission line project consists of two interconnected lines at
different voltages. Therefore, the two proposed lines must interconnect at a new substation to be
located in Nobles County (Nobles County Substation). Xcel Energy provided and the Task
Force reviewed guidance to help assess potential sites for the new Nobles County Substation.
These substation criteria are provided in Appendix C.

Thefollowing list of criteriawere used to evaluate and screen potential routes and substation
sitesto evaluate in the EIS for the route-permit.

1. Proximity to 345 kV transmission line route and 115 kV transmission line route.
This can be a*“chicken and egg” situation since neither of the routes has been finalized
yet. Thelocation of the lines and substation site needs to be coordinated to balance the
line and substation siting issues.

Siting the substation closer to the 345 kV transmission line will avoid greater cost and
siting impacts. The 115 kV transmission line route and substation site location have
more flexibility. The 115 kV line interconnect should be next to alogical 345 route.

It should also be near the existing Heron Lake to Split Rock 161 kV line since the new
line would likely use that route around Worthington even if 1-90 were used for the rest
of the corridor.

2. Minimize impacts to residences.
The site selection should try to maximize distance from homes. Thiswill help to
reduce noise and aesthetics impacts on residences. The substation sites presented in
our application were between approximately 330 feet and 1,330 feet from residences.
Thereisno set distance, but Xcel Energy would prefer alonger distance (such as 200
feet) away from the nearest home rather than a short distance such as 50 feet. We will
also work to design the substation to locate the major facilities away from residences if
possible.




3. Avoid wetlands and wildlife areas.
In addition to avoiding the wetlands to minimize impacts, it would also reduce costs
since it would be more expensive to fill in the low wetland area and go through the
additional permitting that may be required.

4. Site Near Wind Farm Projects to Maximize Wind I nterconnection Opportunities and
Minimize Interconnection Costs:
The Nobles county substation has always been planned to have a section for 34.5 kV
feeders to accommodate interconnections with wind energy turbines. The primary
siting criteriafor the substation was to locate it near the Reading/Wilmont area, just
north of Worthington, and to keep the substation close to Buffalo Ridge to be able to
useit as a collector station.

The Nobles to Chanarambie 115 kV line needs to stay relatively near to the Buffalo

Ridge to accommodate additional substation interconnects that will be required. The
Fenton substation siting will move forward later this summer once contracts are signed.
A genera areafor the site has been identified along segments W5 and E4, in the
vicinity where the existing 69 kV line heads west along 31% street. No discussions with
landowners or major siting efforts have occurred yet.

The Community Wind South Project has decided to tie into the Nobles County sub and
Is basing their plans on the proposed sites we have provided. They picked their site
partly based on the proposed substation sites. Moving the substation site will increase
the cost and length of 34.5 kV feedersto tie their project into the system.

5. Terrain. To reduce the need for grading the site, relatively flat sites are preferred.
6. Larger parcel (greater than 40 acres)

Xcel Energy would prefer asite that provides adequate space to site the substation
away from nearby residences.

A larger site would also allow Xcel Energy to develop a vegetative screen from
residences

A larger site would help accommodate additional transmission and wind feeder lines
that will be entering substation.

A larger site will buffer the property from wind development. Some of our existing
substations (such as Chanarambie and Buffalo Ridge) have had considerable wind
turbine development around them, which can limit the ability to route transmission
lines into the substation.

A minimum of 15 acresisrequired for the substation to accommodate the size of the

substation and to provide a small buffer area. We would prefer to have at least 20 acres

for the substation. A sitethat is at least 40 acres would be better and we would be
willing to purchase alarger site to provide a buffer.



7. Availability of nearby corridors or routes for potential future high-voltage transmission
line interconnections: Since thiswill be a major substation, it should be expected that
additional transmission lines would be tied into the substation. The layout of the
substation already has locations for the Heron Lake to Split Rock 161 kV line to
connect in the future. We would also like ample space surrounding the substation for
34.5 kV wind feeder linesto enter the substation. It is uncertain what will be proposed,
but it is reasonable to assume that additional 345 kV lineswill be considered. We
would expect that they would go north towards the Twin Cities or south towards lowa.
The main issue that would help address thisissue is to purchase adequate land for the
substation and a buffer and to site the lines so there is minimal conflict with future
lines.

8. Proximity to primary roads. Xcel Energy will need large and heavy equipment to build
the substation and place in the substation. Smaller roads are often not adequately rated
for heavy equipment. Such roads would need to be upgraded prior to construction, or
maintained during and after construction to repair damage to the road caused by heavy
equipment. Access after construction will aso be important for maintenance and
operation since thiswill be amajor facility on the transmission grid. Xcel Energy
would prefer asite on aprimary road or within a1 mile of one.

9. Wewould prefer to have awilling seller and already have been approached by several
landowners for the substation site. At thistime, Xcel Energy would prefer to have a
general areaidentified for the substation and work through the specific site location
with the landowner. We may get more specific in the areas as the project moves
forward.

10. Proximity to other transmission lines that may interconnect to substation.
The substation is planned to include atie (in/out connection) with the existing Heron
Lake to Split Rock 161 kV line. There are no specific plans at this time for this
interconnection, but the planners see it as a project that would serve to further increase
the reliability of the transmission system in the region. Locating the substation near
that line will reduce the amount of additional transmission lines that would need to be
built into the substation.




Appendix C
Detailed Descriptions of Routes Selected for Analysis in the EIS

In addition to the route segments proposed by Xcel Energy, the EQB will study the following
route segments for the Split Rock Substation to Lakefield Junction Substation 345-kilovolt line.
(SeeFigure 1.)

A. Rock County

R1. Thisroute-segment isan alternative to Xcel’s Segment T5 on the “ Alliant Route.” Xcel
Energy’ s proposed route in this area diverts from the existing 161-kv line in order to avoid the
Little Beaver Creek and nearby farmlands and residences. Instead, Xcel’s proposed Segment T5
follows CSAH 6 and 131% Street, which passes less than 500 feet from several residences on
131% Street. The new route-segment R-1, which follows the existing Alliant route, is added to
allow additional analyses of the benefits and drawbacks of diverting from the existing Alliant
161 linein thisarea. In either case, the route segments will be evaluated assuming the existing
161-kV line (actually owned by Xcel Energy in this area) would be removed and both the new
345-kV line and the 161-kV line would be rebuilt as a*“ double-circuit” line constructed on one
set of single-pole structures.

B. Jackson County

J1. Thisroute segment deviates from Xcel’s “Interstate Route” along [-90 by turning north
along the half-section linein sections 12 and 13 in Ewington Township. Segment J1 then turns
east-west along the half-section line for two miles through section 12 of Ewington Township and
sections 7 and 8 in Rost Township, where it connects with Xcel Segments T12 and C6. This
new segment avoids several residences along I nterstate I-90.

J2. Thisroute segment provides an alternative pathway between the Alliant 161-kV line and the
Lakefield Junction Substation. Xcel’s route segmentsin this area, T12 and T13, pass near
several residences. This new segment takes several ninety degree turns and follows half-section
linesin some areas in order to maximize distances to nearby residences. Segment J2 first
extends east-west for one mile from the point where the existing 161-kV Alliant line turns north,
crossing along the half-section line of sections 20 and 21 of West Heron Lake Township. It then
turns north-south and follows the half-section line of 21 and 28 of the same township for one and
one-half miles. At that point it turns east-west for two miles along 130" Street, crossing then
along the section line cross country for one-mile to the half-section line of section 36. The route-
segment then turns north-south again for one and one-half miles along the half-section line of
section of Rost Township, ending in the center of section 1 of Rost Township, where it
intersects route segments J3, J5 and J6.

J3. Thisroute-segment provides another aternative path between the Alliant 161-kV lineto the
north and the Lakefield Junction Substation. It crosses east-west from Xcel’s Segment T12 in



the center of section 5 of Rost Township crossing along the half-section line east for four miles
to the center of section 1 of Rost Township , where it intersects with Segment J5 or J6. This
route-segment also intersects with new Segment J4. So this segment could use Segment M4, J5 or
J6 to connect to the existing 161-kV line one mile to the south.

J4. This segment provides a one-mile north-south connection on the ¥4 -section line between
east-west segment J3 and the 161-kV line to the south (Xcel Segment T14). Thissegment is
along the ¥ section line of sections 2 and 11 of Rost Township to avoid aresidence on the %2
section line to the east, with a 1000 foot wide corridor to be evaluated to allow Xcel Energy to
accommodate input from local land owners.

J5. Thisroute segment provides an alternative north-south between Segment J2 or J3 to the
existing 161-kV line one mile to the south, crossing through on the one-half section line of the
south half of section 1 and the north half of section 12 of Rost Township.

J6. Thisroute segment provides athird, easternmost alternative pathway between routes J2 or J3
and the existing 161-kV route one mile to the south, after which the new line would be double-
circuited with the existing line on Xcel’s Segment T14. Thisroute segment J6 is, in effect, an
extension of new Segment J3, but instead of turning south along J5 (which connects to the 161-
kV line near one residence), it continues east-west for an additional one and one-half to two
miles along the half-section line to approximately the section line between sections5 and 6 in
Heron Lake Township. At that point, it turns north-south for one mile to intersect with the
existing 161-kV route. However, on the north-south crossing the EIS will evaluate a one-half
mile wide corridor—from the section line between sections 5 and 6 to the half-section line of
section 5 to the east that crosses wetland areas—to allow maximum flexibility to avoid any
nearby buildings or otherwise accommodate input from local land owners and local land use
plans.

115-Kilovolt Line.

In addition to the route segments proposed by Xcel Energy, the EQB will study the following
route segments for the Nobles County Substation to Chanarambie Substation 115-kilovolt line.
(See Figure 2).

C. Nobles County

N1. Thissegment follows County 18 for one-half mile, connecting Xcel Energy’s East and West
Routes. It provides a short alternative to part of Xcel’s Segment W4, which crosses along the
half-section of some crop land.

N2. This segment provides an aternative to Xcel’s Segment W4 in the area, which passes near
several residences and crosses crop land in sections 8 and 17. This new segment N-2 instead
enters Wilmont Township on the north side, between sections 5 and 4 on the west side of Durfee
Avenue and proceeds south for two miles. It then turns east on the south side of 120 Street for
one and one-half miles, where it turns again to cross north-south through section 15 to connect
with Xcel’s Segment WA4.



N3. A one-half mile long segment that provides an optional connection between Segment N2
and Xcel Route W4. It follows 120" Street along an areawith no residences.

N4. A one-half mile long segment that follows 120" Street and then north-south along Dillman
Avenue where there are no adjacent homes, instead of crossing fields in section 8 as proposed by
Xcel’s Segment W4.

Nb5. Thisisan approximately one and one-half mile segment (See Figure 5) that is included for
study in the EIS as a potential connecting route for the 115-kV line between a Nobles County
Substation in Study Area B and the 115-kV routes.

Substation Sites. Although alternative substations sites were considered in Nobles County (see
Section 3, below), no substation sites in addition to those proposed by Xcel Energy were selected
for further study in the EIS.

D. Murray County

M1. Thisisaone-mile long north-south segment through section 32 of Fenton Township as an
alternative to X cel’ s Segment W5 along 70™ avenue, which has two adjacent residences and
associated tree groves.

M2. A one-milelong east-west segment that crosses between Xcel’s East and West Routes
along atownship road, also intended to provide an alternative to Xcel Segment W5 that avoids
the homes and tree groves along 70" Avenue to the south.

M3. Segments M3, M4 and M5 largely follow Murray County 29, and are intended to provide
aternative routes to study in the EIS that may pass near fewer homes than Xcel’ s proposed
routesin thisarea. M3 isafive-milelong north-south segment along County 29 that runs from
the Murray County lineto 51% Street, where it intersects with either new Segment M4 or M5.

M4. Thisisatwo-mile long segment that provides an alternative cross-over from Segment M3
on County 29 to the Xcel Segment E4.

M5. This segment intersects with Segments M4 and M 3 and extends east along County 29 for
one-half mile and then turns north to follow County 29 for four miles, where it then intersects
91st at an existing 69-kV transmission line. The new 115-kV line would then be double-
circuited on one set of poles with the existing 69-kV line along 91st for two miles, where it
would then intersect with Xcel’s East Route at Segment E5 or continue further west and connect
into Xcel’s West Route at Segment W6.






Appendix D
Rejected Route Segments

The following route segments were reviewed but not selected for further study or consideration,
for the reasons provided.

345 k-V Transmission Line

A. Rock County

The only alternative route in Rock County to be reviewed as a potential alternative was Segment
R1, which will be evaluated in the EIS (See Figure 1). No other feasible route segments besides
the applicant’ s were identified in this area.

B. Jackson County.
The following potential routes for the 345-kilovolt line were rejected (Figure 3):

X1. Thisrouteis rejected because it is too close to the South Heron Lake Wildlife Management
Area, which is an important waterfowl flyway and landing area, according to local citizens and
the Department of Natural Resources. High-voltage transmission lines have been shown to
cause injury and fatalities to waterfowl and migratory birds due to collisions. Although
mitigation is possible, other route segments in the area are further from residences and further
from South Heron Lake.

X2 through X7. These routes are rejected because there were other route segments available that
avoided more residences, required fewer turns, are shorter. Segment X4 was also rejected
becauseit is close to the South Heron Lake Wildlife Management Area (See X1).

X8. Thisfive-mile long segment, which would connect routes to the east to the existing 161-kV
right-of-way, is rejected because the northern section is close to South Heron Lake, and because
it would come within 100-feet of two residences on the half-section line and close to severa
others. The additional route-segment in the area that will be studied in the EIS, Segment J2,
does not come as close to any existing residence.

X9. Thisshort crossing-segment is rejected because it would require the line to be built across
the roadway from aresidence, and other alternatives in the area avoided coming that close to a
residence.

C. Nobles County

The following potential routes for the 345-kilovolt line were reviewed but rejected for the
reasons provided:



X10. (Figure4) This suggested route-segment follows arailroad right-of-way just west of the
City of Adrian, instead of 1-90. It wasrejected for several reasons. First, there are wetlands and
fens along the railroad tracks. Second, it requires crossing the Kanaranzi River. Third, thereisa
cluster of nearby homes, low ground generally, and athereis afiber optic linein the area. The
ElS, however, will evaluate whether the existing 69-kV linein this area can be consolidated onto
the same poles as the new 345-kV line, should the 1-90 route be selected in this area.

X-11. (Figure5) Thissegment, which uses County 9 as a north-south segment of the 1-90 route
instead of the half-section line, was rejected because it would come close to more adjacent
homes than Xcel Segment 1-6. However, the EIS will evaluate using the northern part of this
route-segment (Segment N-5) for the 115-kV line because it may be required to connect into a
substation located in Substation Area B in the Xcel Energy application.

I7. (Figure5) Most of Xcel’sroute 17 with not be further considered as a potential route for the
proposed transmission line because it would require new right-of-way and the other route option
in the areadoes not. (The other option is Xcel Segment T10, which would be a double-circuit
with the existing 161-line just to the north.) The westernmost part of Segment 17, however, is
located within Substation Area B and will be evaluated in the EIS as a potential alternative route
for the 115 kV line to connect from a substation to the potential 115-kV routes in the area.

115 k-V Transmission Line

The following potentia routes (Figure 6) for the 115-kilovolt line were reviewed but rejected for
the reasons provided below:

D. Nobles County

X-12. Thissuggested route would interconnect into the 345-kV line on the “Alliant” route at a
proposed Nobles County substation site (Site E) at the intersection of the existing 161-kV line
and the Rock/Nobles County line. The 115-kV transmission line would then go north-south
along the county line directly to the Chanarambie Substation. This route was rejected because
the Nobles County substation and the proposed route (and related additional substations) would
be too far to the west of prime wind-devel opment areas and would therefore require numerous
long and expensive feeder lines to interconnect wind turbines into the transmission system. (See
Figure7.) Thiswould run counter to the underlying purpose of new lines, which in part isto
accommodate wind-energy development in the area.

X-13 and X-14. These potential routes and the related substation location would have the
transmission line following County Highway 91 (X-13), or parallel it along the half-section line,
to three miles south of the Murray County line (X-14). Either route-segment would provide a
more direct, shorter route to the Chanarambie Substation than the routes proposed by Xcel
Energy. Aswith Segment X-12, these routes and substation location were rejected because they
are west of the areas with highest wind potential. (In this case, the substation would be about 12-
miles west of high wind area). In addition, either of these routes would regquire numerous stream
crossings and be near to homes along Highway 91 or cross adjacent fields.




X-15. Thisroute would detour off Xcel’s“West Route” and run east-west for one mile, then
turn north-south and parallel County 91 for three miles along the half-section line, asan
alternative to using other routes to reach the Murray County line. However, this route was
rejected because it crossed near to one residence, crossed farm fields, and presented no
advantage over the Xcel “West” route and other route segments added in this area.

X-16. Thisroute-segment, which follows County 15 in this area, was rejected because it
requires passing close to more homes than other possible route segmentsin this area.

S1. Thissubstation siteis rejected because associated transmission lines required for this
project and likely future projects would cross near more homes than other substation sites
proposed by Xcel Energy in their application.

E. Murray County

X-17. Thisroute segment, which follows Highway 91 for one mile and then cuts back to the
Xcel’s“West” route, was considered to avoid homes and tree groves along the Xcel route. This
option was rejected, however, because it required a two-mile detour and there are other route
optionsin the area that will be included in the EIS that also avoid the nearby homes and tree
groves.

X-18. Following Highway 91 all the way north through the City of Chandler up to the existing
69-kV transmission line on the Xcel “West” route was considered but rejected because it would
require crossing through the City of Chandler itself and require crossing adjacent to large DNR
protected wildlife management areas.
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APPENDIX E

Time Line for Permitting Process

June 2004 Open House Mesetingsin: June 1, Lakefield American Legion; June 2,
Wilmont Community Center; June 9, Chandler City Hall; June 10,
Luverne Public Library.

July 2004 7/01/04 First Task Force Meeting, Reading MN

7/08/04 Second Task Force Meeting, Reading MN
Route Criteria Listed

7/22/04 Third Task Force Meeting, Reading MN
Draft Scoping Document Reviewed

August 15, 2004 Public Scoping Comment Period Deadline

September 2004 Final Scoping Document Approved by EQB Chair

Anticipated Time Line

Nov. 2004 “Check-in Meeting” — one night to check in with interested local citizens.

Dec. 2004 Draft EIS Released
Draft EIS Public Information Meeting
Draft EIS Submitted to Administrative Law Judge

Jan. 2005 Formal Hearing and Final Public Comment Period on EIS
EQB Response to Comments on EIS

Feb. 2005 Administrative Law Judge Makes Recommendation
To Environmental Quality Board

March 2005 Environmental Quality Board Reviews Comments on ALJ
Report, Meets, and 1ssues Permit





