
Commenter 75 – Bois Forte THPO 

 

Responses 
 

Comment 75-1 
Text in Section 3.9.4.2 regarding the Hudson Bay has been removed 
from the EIS.  
 
Comment 75-2 
Text in Section 3.9.4.2 has been edited to correct the noted error. 
 
Comment 75-3 
Text in Section 3.9.4.2 has been modified to refer to Anishinabe rather 
than Ojibwe. 
 
Comment 75-4 
Text in Section 3.9.4.2 has been modified to note that Anishinabe also 
lived along rivers and streams. 
 
Comment 75-5 
Text in Section 3.9.4.2 has been modified to note the use of sage. 
 
Comment 75-6 
Text in Section 2.9.4.2 has been edited to replace the word “religious” 
with “spiritual.” 

 
 

 
75-5 

75-3
75-4 

75-2 

75-1 

75-6

 



Commenter 76 – Chippewa National Forest Responses 
 
 
 

Comment 76-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 
Comment 76-2 
A discussion of the relationship between the Chippewa National Forest 
and Leech Lake Band of Ojibwe is noted in Section 1.3.3 of the EIS. 
 
 

76-1

76-2 



Commenter 76 – Chippewa National Forest Responses 
 

Comment 76-3 
A discussion of the Pike Bay Experimental Forest appears in Section 
3.15.2.6 of the EIS. 
Comment 76-4 
Text in Section 3.8.1.5 has been modified to note the proximity of 
Route Alternative 1 to the Goblin Fern study site. Text in Section 
3.8.1.1 has been modified to note the presence of Northern Goshawk 
territory within 1,000 feet of Route Alternative 1.  
Comment 76-5 
A discussion of new corridor required for each Route Alternative 
appears in Tables ES-1 and 2-1 of the EIS. 
Comment 76-6 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. A discussion of the Ten Section and Cuba Hill 
areas appear throughout the EIS. A discussion of cultural resources 
and values appears in Section 3.9 of the EIS. 
Comment 76-7 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
Comment 76-8 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
Comment 76-9 
A discussion of Forest Service SIOs within the Study Area appears in 
Section 3.1 of the EIS. 
Comment 76-10 
Text in Sections 3.13.1.3, 3.13.2.2, and 3.13.2.3 has been 
supplemented to include a discussion on the visual intrusion at 
recreational and tribal access points. 
Comment 76-11 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
Comment 76-12 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

76-3

 76-4

76-5 

76-7
76-6 

76-10
76-9 
76-8

76-12
76-11



Commenter 76 – Chippewa National Forest Responses 

 



Commenter 77 – City of Cohasset 

 

Responses 
 
 
 

Comment 77-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

77-1

 



Commenter 78 – Greater Bemidji Area Joint Planning Board 

 

Responses 
 
 
 

Comment 78-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 
Comment 78-2 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 
Comment 78-3 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 
 

78-1 

78-2

78-3 

 



Commenter 79 – Leech Lake Division of Resource Management Responses 
 
 
 
 

 



Commenter 79 – Leech Lake Division of Resource Management Responses 
 
Comment 79-1 
The Ten Section and Cuba Hill areas are discussed throughout the EIS. 
 
Comment 79-2 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the record for 
this EIS. 
 
Comment 79-3 
A discussion of the potential effects on the Pike Bay Experimental Forest 
appears in Section 3.15.2.6 of the EIS.  
 
Comment 79-4 
Text in Section 3.8.1.5 has been modified to note the proximity of Route 
Alternative 1 to the Goblin Fern study site. 
 
Comment 79-5 
Text in Section 3.8.1.1 has been modified to note the presence of Northern 
goshawk territory within 1,000 feet of Route Alternative 1. 
 
Comment 79-6 
A discussion of new corridor required for each Route Alternative appears in 
Tables ES-1 and 2-1 of the EIS. 
 
Comment 79-7 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the record for 
this EIS. 
 
Comment 79-8 
Text in Section 3.4.2.1 has been supplemented with information on water 
bodies considered to be high value. 
 
Comment 79-9 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the record for 
this EIS. 
 
(cont. on next page) 

79-1

79-4, 79-5
79-3
79-2

79-6

79-9, 79-10
79-8
79-7

79-11

79-12

79-13

79-15

79-14



Commenter 79 – Leech Lake Division of Resource Management 
 

Responses 
Comment 79-10 
A discussion of cumulative impacts appears in Section 4 of the EIS. 
 
Comment 79-11 
Text in Sections 3.13.1.3, 3.13.2.2, and 3.13.2.3 has been supplemented to 
include a discussion on the visual intrusion at recreational and tribal access 
points. The Forest Service has committed through its Forest Plan to facilitate 
the overall ability of the Ojibwe to exercise treaty rights in a sustainable fashion 
on NFS lands.  
 
Comment 79-12 
A discussion of environmental justice impacts and the population of the LLR 
appear in Section 3.12 of the EIS. Text throughout the section has been 
modified to note the locations of LLBO populations throughout the Study Area. 
 
Comment 79-13 through 79-15 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the record for 
this EIS. 

 



Commenter 80 – Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 

 

Responses 
 
 

Comment 80-1 
Text in Section 3.6.2 has been supplemented to note that the amount 
and area of fill required for structure installation and access roads 
would depend on the Route Alternative selected and final structure 
placement. A discussion of mitigation measures agreed to by the 
Applicants to minimize the creation and use of access roads through 
wetlands appears in Section 3.6.3 of the EIS. This section has been 
modified to note that wetland delineations would be conducted when a 
Route Alternative is selected.   
 
Comment 80-2 
Text in Table 6-1 has been supplemented to include a discussion of 
the Wetland Conservation Act and note that the Act is administered by 
the DNR on state lands. 
 

80-1, 80-2



Commenter 80 – Minnesota DNR Responses 
 
 
 
Comment 80-3 
A discussion of potential impacts to the Bemidji Slough WMA appears 
in Sections 3.7.1.3 and 3.13.2.2 and Table 3.13-3 of the EIS. A 
discussion of the potential for Segment Alternatives to avoid the WMA 
appears in Section 2.2.2.1 and Table 2-2 of the EIS. Text in Sections 
2.2.2.1 has been modified to indicate the presence of a wetland 
complex within Segment Alternative J.  
 
Comment 80-4 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 
Comment 80-5 
Avian collisions are identified as a potential impact of the Project in 
Section 3.7.2.3.  Text in Section 3.7.2.3 has been supplemented with 
additional information on annual avian mortality resulting from 
collisions. The Section has also been modified to note that monitoring 
and identification of specific avian corridors is ongoing. Specific 
mitigation measures proposed by the Applicants are presented in an 
Avian Mitigation Plan (AMP), which is included as Appendix I.  80-5

80-4

80-3



Commenter 80 – Minnesota DNR Responses 
 
 
Comment 80-6 
A discussion of fragmentation and associated impacts on fauna 
appears in Section 3.7.2.3 of the EIS. 
 
Comment 80-7 
A detailed plan to address avian risk is included in the draft Avian 
Mitigation Plan (AMP) developed by the Applicants, which is included 
as Appendix I. A discussion of the AMP appears in Section 3.7.2.3 and 
3.7.3.3 of the EIS.   
 
Comment 80-8 
Text in Section 3.7.2.1 regarding the lack of impacts to any rare or 
sensitive vegetation communities has been removed. Text in Section 
3.7.2.1 has been modified to include a description of the limits of NHIS 
and MCBS information, and to note that a Biological Assessment and 
Evaluation for the Study Area has been conducted to supplement 
information. Once the Route Alternative and transmission line 
alignment are selected, suitable habitat for sensitive communities will 
be evaluated in advance of construction activities and suitable habitat 
will be surveyed for sensitive species. Information from the Biological 
Assessment and Evaluation is included in Sections 3.7 and 3.8 of the 
EIS. 
 
Comment 80-9 
Text in Section 3.7.2.3 has been modified to indicate that the Project 
would be designed to comply with the National Electric Safety Code 
requirements and Avian Power Line Interaction Committee 
Construction Design Standards. Text in Section 3.7.2.3 has been 
supplemented with additional information on avian mortality related to 
transmission lines and the use of design measures to reduce the risk 
of bird electrocution. A draft AMP is included in Appendix I.   

80-6

80-7

80-8

80-9



Commenter 80 – Minnesota DNR Responses 
 
 
Comment 80-10 
Text in Section 3.7.2.3 has been modified to note that specific procedures for 
monitoring and reporting avian mortality related to the Project would be 
included in the AMP. The draft AMP is included as Appendix I. 
Comment 80-11 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the record for 
this EIS. 
Comment 80-12 
Text in Section 3.7.2.3 has been supplemented with an estimate of annual 
avian mortality and significance of impacts relative to the population. Mitigation 
to reduce avian mortality is presented in the draft AMP, which is included as 
Appendix I. 
Comment 80-13 
Text in Sections 3.7.2.1 and 3.8 has been supplemented with information on 
the limitations on NHIS and MCBS data. 
Comment 80-14 
Please see response to Comment 80-12, which addresses a similar concern. 
Comment 80-15 
Text in Section 3.8 has been supplemented to indicate that the NHIS search 
identifies species documented within a 1 mile buffer zone surrounding the 
Route Alternatives.  
Comment 80-16 
Text in Section 3.8.1.4 has been supplemented to note the presence of 
mussels. Text in Section 3.8 has been supplemented to indicate that the NHIS 
search identifies species documented within a 1 mile buffer zone surrounding 
the Route Alternatives. The peregrine falcon was not identified within the 
buffer evaluated or documented during the Biological Assessment and 
Evaluation. 
Comment 80-17 
Tables 3.8-5 and 3.8-6 have been edited to correct the noted errors. 
Comment 80-18 
Text in Section 3.13.2.2 has been supplemented to included information on 
the presence of and potential impacts to water trails. 

80-11
80-10

80-12

80-13

80-14

80-15

80-16

80-17

80-18



Commenter 80 – Minnesota DNR Responses 
 
 
 
Comment 80-19 
Text in Appendix G, Section 3.3.4, has been modified to include 
information on old growth stands.  
 
Comment 80-20 
Text in Appendix G, Section 3.3.4, has been modified to include 
information on Cass County sites.  
 
Comment 80-21 
Text in Section 3.8.3 of the EIS has been modified to include DNR 
recommended mitigation for Goshawk nests. Text in Section 3.8.1.1 of 
the EIS has been modified to note the reported presence of the 
Goshawk territory within 1,000 feet of Route Alternative 1, and to 
explain how the number of occurrences were calculated. 
 
Comment 80-22 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS.  
 
Comment 80-23 
Text in Appendix G, Section 5.2.1.14 has been modified to include a 
discussion of the new federal guidelines. 
 
Comment 80-24 
Text in Sections 3.8.1.2 and 3.8.1.3 and Tables 3.8-3 and 3.8-4 have 
been modified to include information on the Blanding’s Turtle. 

80-19

80-20

80-21

80-22

80-23

80-24



Commenter 80 – Minnesota DNR Responses 
 
 
 
 
Comment 80-25 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS.  
 
Comment 80-26 
A draft Avian Mitigation Plan (AMP) is included as Appendix I. The 
AMP was prepared in accordance with APLIC guidelines. The final 
AMP will be submitted by the Applicant to the PUC and the DNR with 
applicable permit applications.    
 
Comment 80-27 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS.  
 
Comment 80-28 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS.  
 
Comment 80-29 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. A discussion of spanning water bodies as a 
potential mitigation measure appears in Sections 3.4.3, 3.5.3, and 
3.6.3 of the EIS. 
 
Comment 80-30 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS.  
 

80-25 

80-26

80-27

80-28

80-29

80-30



Commenter 80 – Minnesota DNR Responses 
 
 
 
Comment 80-31 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS.  
 
Comment 80-32 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. The use of barriers to limit OHV access is 
discussed as a potential mitigation measure in Section 3.13.3 of the 
EIS. 
 
Comment 80-33 
Text in Section 3.4.1.1 has been supplemented to include a 
description of the information that would be required for a license to 
cross state lands and public waters. Information included in the license 
application would be specific to the Route Alternative selected. Text in 
Section 3.4.3 has been supplemented to include license conditions 
that may be imposed by the DNR for licenses to cross state lands and 
public waters.    

80-31

80-32

80-33 



Commenter 80 – Minnesota DNR Responses 
 
 
 
Comment 80-34 
Thank you for your comment. Text in Section 3.7.2.3 has been 
supplemented with additional information on annual avian mortality. 
The Section has also been modified to note that monitoring and 
identification of specific avian corridors is ongoing. Specific mitigation 
measures proposed by the Applicants are presented in a draft Avian 
Mitigation Plan (AMP), which is included as Appendix I. 

80-34



Commenter 80 – Minnesota DNR Responses 



Commenter 80 – Minnesota DNR Responses 



Commenter 80 – Minnesota DNR 

 

Responses 



Commenter 80 – Minnesota DNR 

 

Responses 



Commenter 80 – Minnesota DNR Responses 
 
 
 
Comment 80-36 
The title of Section 3.8 has been changed to “Species of Concern,” as 
requested. 

80-36

 



Commenter 81 – Minnesota Department of Transportation 

 

Responses 
 
 
 
 

 



Commenter 81 – Minnesota Department of Transportation 

 

Responses 



Commenter 81 – Minnesota Department of Transportation 

 

Responses 



Commenter 81 – Minnesota Department of Transportation 

 

Responses 



Commenter 81 – Minnesota Department of Transportation 

 

Responses 



Commenter 81 – Minnesota Department of Transportation 

 

Responses 



Commenter 81 – Minnesota Department of Transportation 

 

Responses 



Commenter 81 – Minnesota Department of Transportation 

 

Responses 



Commenter 81 – Minnesota Department of Transportation 

 

Responses 



Commenter 81 – Minnesota Department of Transportation 

 

Responses 
 
 
Comment 81-1 
Although the routes under consideration do contain MnDOT ROW, the 
Applicants have stated that they do not intend to be within MnDOT 
ROW. Known MnDOT improvement projects in the Study Area are 
identified in Section 3.19.1.1. If the Project is outside of MnDOT ROW, 
there will be no impact to the trunk highway fund. As the MnDOT 
comments clarified on Page 5, if a utility is placed within a trunk 
highway ROW and needs to move due to construction on that trunk 
highway, the relocation costs are borne by the utility. If a utility is 
located within the Interstate system, relocation costs are born by the 
Trunk Highway Fund; the only interstate portion in the Study Area is 
the U.S. Highway 2 – U.S. Highway 71 interchange.   
 
Comment 81-2 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

81-1 

81-2



Commenter 81 – Minnesota Department of Transportation 

 

Responses 
 
 
Comment 81-3 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 
Comment 81-4 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 
Comment 81-5 
Text in Sections 2.4.5 and 3.19.2 has been supplemented with a 
discussion of the potential impact to highway ROW drainage. 
 
Comment 81-6 
A discussion of the requirement to obtain a permit to access highway 
ROWs in accordance with the Utility Accommodation Policy appears in 
Section 3.19.3.1 of the EIS.   

81-3 

81-4 

81-5 

81-6 



Commenter 81 – Minnesota Department of Transportation 

 

Responses 
 
Comment 81-7 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the record 
for this EIS. 
 
Comment 81-8 
Table 3.19-1 has been modified to include information on the two 
crossings of U.S. 2 east of Zemple by Route Alternative 2 and the parallel 
segment of Route Alternative 3 with MN Highway 6. Text in Section 
3.9.1.1 has been modified to note that the actual number and locations of 
highway crossings would vary depending on the final alignment of the 
transmission line ROW within the route selected. 
 
Comment 81-9 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the record 
for this EIS. 
 
Comment 81-10 
Text in Section 3.19.2 has been supplemented with a discussion on the 
potential impacts of the Project to affect the grade and surface water 
drainage on highway ROWs and importance of maintaining clear zone. 
Please refer to specific comment responses above that indicate how each 
comment was addressed in the EIS.  
 
Comment 81-11 
Text in Section 3.19.2 has been edited to correct the noted error. 
 
Comment 81-12 
Text in Sections 3.19.1.1 and 3.19.2.3 has been supplemented to include 
information on the future construction plans for the U.S. 2 bridge west of 
Ball Club and potential impacts from the Project. Text in Section 3.19.2 
has been supplemented with information on the clearance required for 
bridge inspections. The most recent refurbishment, in 1988, used an area 
between U.S. Highway 2 and the railroad for a staging area. It is the 
understanding of OES EFP staff that the land used for the staging area is 
owned by the U.S. Forest Service as part of the Chippewa National 
Forest.   

81-6
(cont.)

81-7

81-8

81-9 

81-10

81-12

81-11



Commenter 81 – Minnesota Department of Transportation 

 

Responses 
 
Comment 81-13 
Text in Section 3.19.2 has been modified to note that placement of 
structures in clear zones may present a safety hazard to motorists. 
 
Comment 81-14 
A definition of the 125-foot-wide feasible ROW appears in the 
introduction to Section 3. Text in Section 3.19.2 has been modified to 
note that the distance of transmission line structures and the Project 
ROW to U.S. 2 would vary depending on the final alignment of the 
transmission line. The transmission line alignment and exact location 
of Project structures would be determined after a Route Alternative is 
selected. There is no established average or minimum distance that a 
transmission line would be located to the edge of a highway ROW.     

81-13

81-14



Commenter 81 – Minnesota Department of Transportation 

 

Responses 
 
Comment 81-15 
A discussion of the restrictions regarding location of utilities within 
scenic easements appears in Section 3.19.2.3 of the EIS. Text in this 
section was modified to note that placement of the Project structures 
within the scenic easement would be prohibited unless an exception is 
granted. 
 
Comment 81-16 
Text in Section 3.19.3.1 has been modified to indicate that a permit 
would be required if the Project were located within highway ROWs. 
 
Comment 81-17 
Text in Section 3.20.1.1 has been supplemented to include a 
discussion of those persons who could potentially work beneath or in 
proximity to the transmission line.  
 
Comment 81-18 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

81-18

81-17

81-16

81-15



Commenter 81 – Minnesota Department of Transportation 

 

Responses 



Commenter 81 – Minnesota Department of Transportation Responses 



Commenter 81 – Minnesota Department of Transportation Responses 



Commenter 81 – Minnesota Department of Transportation 

 

Responses 



Commenter 81 – Minnesota Department of Transportation 

 

Responses 



Commenter 81 – Minnesota Department of Transportation 

 

Responses 



Commenter 81 – Minnesota Department of Transportation 

 

Responses 



Commenter 81 – Minnesota Department of Transportation 

 

Responses 



Commenter 81 – Minnesota Department of Transportation 

 

Responses 



Commenter 81 – Minnesota Department of Transportation 

 

Responses 



Commenter 81 – Minnesota Department of Transportation 

 

Responses 



Commenter 81 – Minnesota Department of Transportation Responses 



Commenter 81 – Minnesota Department of Transportation 

 

Responses 

 



Commenter 82 – Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 

  

Responses 
 
 
Comment 82-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS.  
 
Comment 82-2 
Text in Section 6 has been supplemented with a discussion of the 
requirements under the Clean Water Act Section 401. 
 
Comment 82-3 
Text in Section 3.4.3 has been modified with a description of which 
permits would be required for the Project. Text in the section has been 
supplemented to note that additional permits or approvals may be 
required from local governmental units. 
 

82-1

82-2

82-3



Commenter 82 – Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 

 

Responses 
Comment 82-4 
Text in Section 3.4.3 has been modified to remove the discussion of 
pre-construction erosion controls and supplemented with additional 
detail on potential sediment control measures. 
 
Comment 82-5 
Text in Section 3.4.3 has been modified to note that wastewater and 
storm water control measures would be used to meet the effluent limits 
in permits prior to discharging from construction sites to surface water. 
Revised language proposed by the USEPA was used for the 
description of the Best Management Practice. 
 
Comment 82-6 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. Mitigation measures that would be required by 
federal agencies as permitting conditions would be included in the 
Record of Decision (ROD) issued by each federal permitting agency. 
 
Comment 82-7 
Text in Section 3.4.3 notes that use of appropriate spill prevention and 
containment procedures, which would include secondary containment, 
is a potential Best Management Practice that could be required as a 
permitting condition. 
 
Comment 82-8 
A description of transmission line construction procedures appears in 
Section 2.4.5 of the EIS. It is unknown if HDD would be required 
during construction of the Project. 
 
Comment 82-9 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. It is unknown if HDD would be required during 
construction of the Project. The Route Alternatives have been 
developed to span all water bodies.  

82-3
(cont.)

82-4

82-5

82-6

82-7

82-8

82-9



Commenter 82 – Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 
 

Responses 
 

 
 

 



Commenter 83 – Mississippi River Parkway Commission of 
Minnesota 

Responses 
 
 

Comment 83-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 
Comment 83-2 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. A discussion of cumulative effects appears in 
Section 4 of the EIS. CapX2020 projects were determined to be 
outside the resource-specific geographic boundaries defined for the 
cumulative effects analysis. 
 
Comment 83-3 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. Although portions of the Great River Road are 
within the 1,000-foot-wide route alternatives under consideration, the 
actual cleared ROW would be outside the highway ROW. A visual 
assessment of the Study Area and visual simulations of the Project are 
included in Appendix E of the EIS. Additional visual assessments will 
not be prepared for the EIS. 
 

83-3

83-2

83-1



Commenter 83 – Mississippi River Parkway Commission of 
Minnesota 

Responses 
 
 
 
 

 

 



Commenter 84 – Santee Sioux Nation Responses 
 



Commenter 84 – Santee Sioux Nation Responses 
 



Commenter 84 – Santee Sioux Nation Responses 
 

 
 
Comment 84-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 
Comment 84-2 
Thank you for your comment. The comment letter was provided to the 
Rural Utilities Service, the federal lead agency responsible for Section 
106 consultation. RUS will include the Santee Sioux Nation in the 
Unanticipated Discovery stipulation of the PA. 

84-1

84-2 



Commenter 84 – Santee Sioux Nation Responses 
 



Commenter 84 – Santee Sioux Nation Responses 
 

 



Commenter 85 – United States Army Corps of Engineers 
 

Responses 
 
 
Comment 85-1 
A discussion of soils information available for the Study Area appears 
in Section 3.3 of the EIS. The Section includes a discussion of 
potential impacts to saturated soils. Wetland delineation will be 
conducted by the Applicants and their consultants on the route 
selected prior to construction of the Project. 

85-1 



Commenter 85 – United States Army Corps of Engineers 
 

 

Responses 
 

Comment 85-2 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the record for 
this EIS. 
Comment 85-3 
Vegetative cover was analyzed in the EIS using vegetation cover types 
defined by Minnesota Geographic Analysis Program (GAP) Land 4 level cover 
data, which was obtained from the Minnesota Department of Natural 
Resources (DNR). Detailed information on the type of wetlands, which would 
allow for classification using the Eggers and Reed Community Classification 
System, was not available for the Study Area. Broadleaf Sedge/Cattail is 
defined by DNR as wetlands with less than a 10 percent crown cover, 
dominated by emergent herbaceous vegetation such as broadleaf sedges 
and/or cattails. Additional description of cover types appears in Appendix F of 
the EIS. 
Comment 85-4 
Text in Section 1.3.4 and the Executive Summary has been edited with the 
suggested text. 
Comment 85-5 
Table ES-3 and 5-2 have been modified to note that BMPs would be required 
under a Section 404 permit. 
Comment 85-6 
Text in Section 1.2.5 has been edited to correct the noted error. 
Comment 85-7 
Text in Section 1.2.5 has been modified as requested. 
Comment 85-8 
Text in Section 3.4.2.1 has been edited to correct the noted error. 
Comment 85-9 
Text in Section 3.5.2.2 of the EIS has been corrected to reference Table 3.4-6. 
Comment 85-10 
Text in Section 3.5.2.3 of the EIS has been corrected to reference Table 3.4-6. 
Comment 85-11 
Text in Section 3.6.3 has been supplement with the recommended language 
regarding the replacement of wetlands functions and services. 
Comment 85-12 
Text in Section 3.6.3 has been modified to note that mitigation would be 
compensatory mitigation. 
Comment 85-13 
A definition of wetland type conversion and a discussion of the potential 
impacts of wetland type conversion appear in Section 3.6.2 of the EIS.  
 

85-2 

85-3 

85-4 

85-5 

85-6 

85-7 

85-8 

85-9 

85-10 

85-11 

85-12 

85-13 



Commenter 85 – United States Army Corps of Engineers 
 

Responses 
 

 
Comment 85-14 
Table 3.11-5 has been edited to correct the noted error. 
 
Comment 85-15 
Please see response to Comment 85-5, which addresses the same 
concern. 

85-14 

85-15 

 



Commenter 86 – United States Department of the Interior 
 

Responses 
 



Commenter 86 – United States Department of the Interior 
 

Responses 
 

 
Comment 86-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 
Comment 86-2 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 
Comment 86-3 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. The Department of Interior recommends siting high 
voltage transmission lines at least two miles away from nests, foraging 
areas, and communal roosts of bald eagles. The recommendation may 
not be feasible to follow given the high density of bald eagles in the 
Study Area. Text in Section 3.8.1.1 has been supplemented with 
information on the number of bald eagle nesting sites within one mile 
of the Route Alternatives. Text in Section 3.8.3 has been 
supplemented with mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts on 
nesting sites, including implementing construction restrictions during 
the breeding season if activities are proposed within 660 feet of an 
active nest. Additional information is included in the Biological 
Assessment and Evaluation, included in Appendix G of the EIS.  
 

86-1

86-2

86-3



Commenter 86 – United States Department of the Interior 
 

 

Responses 
 

 
 

86-3 
(cont.)



Commenter 86 – United States Department of the Interior 
 

 

Responses 
 86-3

(cont.)

 



Commenter 87 – United States Environmental Protection Agency 

  

Responses 
 

 
Comment 87-1 
Text in Section 5 has been supplemented to include a discussion of 
the federal agency Preferred Alternative.  
 
Comment 87-2 
Text in Section 5 has been supplemented to include a rationale for the 
selection of the federal agency Preferred Alternative. 

87-1

87-2



Commenter 87 – United States Environmental Protection Agency 
 

 

Responses 
Comment 87-3 
Text in Section 5 has been supplemented to include a discussion of the 
federal agency Preferred Alternative and the LEDPA identified by the 
USACE.    
 
Comment 87-4 
A description of the treatment of mitigation measures in the EIS appears in 
the introduction to Section 3. For mitigation measures that have been 
proposed or agreed to by the Applicants, the text specifies that these 
mitigation measures “would” occur.  For all other mitigation measures, 
including those that may be required by the HVTL permit or imposed by 
regulating agencies, the text specifies that these mitigation measures 
“could” occur. Under the State of Minnesota route permitting process, 
mitigation measures that will be undertaken by the Applicants are 
determined and presented in the final route permit issued by the PUC, not 
the EIS. Mitigation measures that would be required by federal agencies 
as permitting conditions will be included in the ROD issued by each 
federal permitting agency.     
 
Comment 87-5 
Mitigation measures that would be required by federal agencies as 
permitting conditions will be included in the ROD issued by each federal 
permitting agency. Text in Section 3.9.7 has been supplemented with a 
discussion of mitigation measures that would be required by the CNF on 
CNF lands to mitigate potential impacts to the LLBO.     
 
Comment 87-6 
Wetland delineations will be completed by the Applicants and their 
consultants once a Route Alternative is selected. Specific measures to 
avoid, minimize, and replace wetlands will be developed based on the 
Route Alternative selected and results of surveys. As such, final impacts 
to wetlands are unknown and a wetland mitigation plan has not been 
developed for inclusion in the EIS.  

87-3

87-4

87-5 

87-6



Commenter 87 – United States Environmental Protection Agency 
 

 

Responses 
 



Commenter 87 – United States Environmental Protection Agency 
 

 

Responses 
 

 
Comment 87-7 
Text in Section 3.6.3 has been supplemented with a discussion of the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 permitting mechanism and 
whether the USACE would require compensatory mitigation for the 
Project. 
 
Comment 87-8 
See response to Comment 87-2, which addresses the same concern. 
 
Comment 87-9 
See response to Comment 87-3, which addresses the same concern. 
 

87-9 

87-7 

87-8 



Commenter 87 – United States Environmental Protection Agency 
 

 

Responses 
 

 
Comment 87-10 
Wetland delineations will be completed by the Applicants and their 
consultants once a Route Alternative is selected. Specific measures to 
avoid, minimize, and replace wetlands will be developed based on the 
Route Alternative selected and results of surveys. As such, final 
impacts to wetlands are unknown and a wetland mitigation plan has 
not been developed for inclusion in the EIS. 
 
Comment 87-11 
Text in Section 3.4.3 has been revised with the proposed text 
changes. 

87-10 

87-11



Commenter 87 – United States Environmental Protection Agency 
 

 

Responses 
 

 
Comment 87-12 
Text in Section 3.4.3 has been revised with the proposed text 
changes. 
 
Comment 87-13 
Text in Table 6-1 has been revised with the proposed text changes. 
 
Comment 87-14 
Text in Table 6-1 has been revised with the proposed text changes. 
 
Comment 87-15 
Text in Table 6-1 has been modified to include a description of 
applicable CERCLA regulations. 
 

87-12

87-13

87-14 

87-15



Commenter 87 – United States Environmental Protection Agency 
 

 

Responses 
 

 
Comment 87-16 
Text in Table 6-1 has been modified to include a description of 
applicable CERCLA regulations. 
 
Comment 87-17 
Text in Sections 2.2.3.1 and 2.2.5.1 has been modified to note that 
Segment Alternative F is partially located within the St. Regis 
Superfund Site. 
 
Comment 87-18 
Text in Section 4 has been modified to include dioxin as a current 
contaminant of concern at the St. Regis Superfund Site. 
 
Comment 87-19 
Text in Section 4 has been modified to note that Segment Alternative 
F is partially located within the St. Regis Superfund Site. 
 
Comment 87-20 
Text in Section 4 has been modified to note that Segment Alternative 
F is partially located within the area of the St. Regis Superfund Site 
contaminated ground water plume. 
 
Comment 87-21 
Text in Section 4 referencing no planned expansion of the St. Regis 
Superfund Site has been removed. 

87-16

87-17 

87-18 

87-19 

87-20

87-21



Commenter 87 – United States Environmental Protection Agency 
 

 

Responses 
 

 
Comment 87-22 
The United States made treaties with the Ojibwe that created the 
reservation and ceded areas of land in northern Minnesota to the 
federal government. The treaties also reserved the right of the Ojibwe 
bands to hunt, fish, and gather within the treaty area.  The Forest 
Service has committed through its Forest Plan to facilitate the overall 
ability of the Ojibwe to exercise these rights in a sustainable fashion 
on NFS lands. Text in Section 3.9.7 has been supplemented with a 
discussion of mitigation measures that would be required by the CNF 
on CNF lands to mitigate potential impacts to the LLBO.     
 
Comment 87-23 
Text in Section 5 has been supplemented to include a discussion of 
the federal agency Preferred Alternative. Potential impacts unique to 
the Leech Lake Reservation are discussed throughout the EIS.  
 
Comment 87-24 
Text in Section 3.9.7 has been supplemented with a discussion of 
mitigation measures that would be required by the CNF on CNF lands 
to mitigate potential impacts to the LLBO.     

87-24 
87-23 

87-22 



Commenter 87 – United States Environmental Protection Agency 
 

 

Responses 
 

 
 
Comment 87-25 
The EIS has been supplemented with a draft Programmatic 
Agreement, which is included as Appendix K. 

87-25 



Commenter 87 – United States Environmental Protection Agency 
 

Responses 
 

 



Commenter 88 – Alisha 

 

Responses 
 

 
 
Comment 88-1 
A discussion of potential health effects appears in Section 3.20 of the 
EIS. A discussion of potential effects to biological resources appears 
in Section 3.7.2 of the EIS. 

88-1 

 



Commenter 89 – Ashley Anderson Responses 
 

 
 
Comment 89-1 
A discussion of potential health and safety effects appears in Section 
3.20 of the EIS. 

89-1 

 



Commenter 90 – Jeff Asfoor Responses 
 

 
 
Comment 90-1 
A discussion of vegetation cover appears in Section 3.7.2.1 of the EIS. 
The affected acreage of each type of vegetation appears in Table 3.7-
10 of the EIS. 
 
Comment 90-2 
A discussion of the potential to overlap the Project ROW with existing 
road ROW appears in Section 3.19 of the EIS. For purposes of 
analysis, it is assumed that the Project ROW would be located parallel 
to and close-by, but not overlapping with existing ROW. The distance 
between the Project ROW and any existing ROWs would be 
determined during structure siting and final placement of the 
transmission line alignment, after a Route Alternative is selected.  
 
Comment 90-3 
Text in Sections 3.11.2, Impacts to Homes and Structure, and 3.11.3.6 
has been supplemented with a discussion on the potential to avoid 
impacts to homes through route flexibility. The number of homes listed 
in Table 3.11-10 are those within a certain distance to a feasible 
transmission line alignment. The actual alignment and associated 
ROW would be adjusted to avoid impacts to homes and other 
structures as practicable.  

90-2

90-1 

90-3

 



Commenter 91 – Phillip Avery Responses 
 

 
 
Comment 91-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 91-1 

 



Commenter 92 – Linda Bathen Responses 
 

 
Comment 92-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

92-1 

 



Commenter 93 – Becca 

 

Responses 
 

 
 
Comment 93-1 
Text in Section 3.18.2.2 has been supplemented to include a 
discussion of the potential for the Project to interfere with natural gas 
and crude oil pipelines and result in ignition of released natural gas or 
crude oil. Text in Section 3.18.3.3 has been supplemented to included 
mitigation measures to address potential interference.   

93-1 

 



Commenter 94 – Mary Bedeau Responses 
 

 
 
Comment 94-1 
A discussion of impacts to forested areas appears in Section 3.15.2 of 
the EIS. A discussion of impacts to land cover and land use appears in 
Section 3.10.2 of the EIS. The potential to co-locate the Project with 
existing pipeline corridor and resulting potential effects are discussed 
in Section 3.18 of the EIS. 

94-1 

 



Commenter 95 – Vernon Beighley 

 

Responses 
 

 
 
Comment 95-1 
A discussion of the potential effect of the Project on property values 
appears in Section 3.11.2 of the EIS. A discussion of the property 
acquisition process appears in Section 2.4.3 of the EIS.  

95-1



Commenter 95 – Vernon Beighley 

 

Responses 
 

 
Comment 95-2 
A discussion of potential health effects appears in Section 3.20 of the 
EIS. A discussion of the potential impact on property values appears in 
Section 3.11.2 of the EIS.  
 
Comment 95-3 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. A description of the process used in developing the 
scope for the EIS is included in Section 1.4. Section 2.1.2 identifies the 
areas considered for development of route alternatives. Section 2.2 
identifies the alternatives evaluated in the EIS, while Section 2.3.3 
discusses why some route alternatives considered during scoping 
were not carried further in the evaluation. More detail on the scoping 
decision is included in Appendix A. All route alternatives under 
consideration contain forested areas, and all cross portions of the 
Chippewa National Forest.  
 
Comment 95-4 
A discussion of easement compensation and mitigation measures 
applicable to private land owners appears in Sections 3.11.3.5 and 
3.11.3.6, respectively.  

95-2

95-3

95-4

 



Commenter 96 – George Berbee 

 

Responses 
 

 
 
Comment 96-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

96-1 

 



Commenter 97 – Don Berg Responses 
 

 
 
Comment 97-1 
The Applicants have requested to construct a line using a permanently 
cleared ROW of approximately 125 feet. The Applicants have 
requested a 1,000-foot route to allow some flexibility to work with 
landowners and avoid homes and other sensitive areas before 
determining a final alignment of their 125-foot wide ROW. Although the 
specified property (Jefferson Avenue and 15th Street SW) is included 
within the 1,000-foot width of Route Alternative 2, the most likely 
alignment and feasible ROW evaluated in the EIS would be closer to 
U.S. Highway 2 in this area, north and east of the described property. 
 
Comment 97-2 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

97-1

97-2 

 



Commenter 98 – Lisa Burlage 

 

Responses 
 

 
 
Comment 98-1 
Thank you for your comment. OES Staff provided the requested map 
on March 10, 2010.  

98-1



Commenter 98 – Lisa Burlage 

 

Responses 
 

 



Commenter 99 – Dale Burnette 

 

Responses 
 

 
 
 
Comment 99-1 
A discussion of potential health effects appears in Section 3.20 of the 
EIS. 

99-1 

 



Commenter 100 – Denny and Jane Carlson 

 

Responses 
 

 
 
Comment 100-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

100-1 

 



Commenter 101 – Dawn Cloud 

 

Responses 
 

 
 
Comment 101-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

101-1 

 



Commenter 102 – Paul Comstock 

 

Responses 
 

 
 
 
 
Comment 102-1 
A discussion of cumulative effects with the Enbridge Energy pipeline 
expansions appears in Section 4 of the EIS. Minimum lot sizes in 
Bemidji Township, and other areas where zoning is administered by 
the Greater Bemidji Area Joint Planning Board, vary from 6,000 
square feet to five acres, depending on the zoning classification. 
Minimum lot sizes are exclusive of easements for roadways and major 
utilities. Text in Section 3.10.2.2 has been supplemented to include 
information on minimum lot sizes and the potential impact of the 
Project on residential development. 
 
Comment 102-2 
Maps included in Appendix D of the EIS have been updated with 
recent aerial photographs to display homes located in proximity to the 
Study Area. 
 
Comment 102-3 
A discussion of health effects appears in Section 3.20 of the EIS. 

102-1

102-3

102-2

 



Commenter 103 – Scott and Benita Dingman 

 

Responses 
 

 
 
 
Comment 103-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

103-1 

 



Commenter 104 – Harriet Evans 

 

Responses 
 

 
 
 
Comment 104-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

104-1 

 



Commenter 105 – Mark Frederick 

 

Responses 
 

 
 
Comment 105-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. A discussion of the presence of and potential 
impacts to biological resources and species of concern appears in 
Sections 3.7 and 3.8 of the EIS, respectively. 
 

105-1 

 



Commenter 106 – James Gladen 

 

Responses 
 

 
 
 
Comment 106-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and will be included in 
the record for this EIS. 

106-1 



Commenter 106 – Gladen Responses 
 

 



Commenter 107 – David Gooch 

 

Responses 
 

 
 
Comment 107-1 
The Applicants evaluated alternative locations for Route Alternative 3 
prior to developing the route described in the EIS. During the 
evaluation it was determined that extending Route Alternative 3 east 
from the Wilton Substation to Highway 71 would require siting the 
Project through a high density residential development. Extending 
Route Alternative 3 north of Bemidji along Highway 71 would require 
siting the Project through additional residential and commercial 
developments, which are located north of Bemidji and near Turtle 
River, Ten Strike, and Blackduck. In addition, the Bemidji Airport is 
located in proximity to Highway 71 and may have been affected by a 
potential Route Alternative along the highway. 
 

 

107-1 

 



Commenter 108 – Jim Gorhan Responses 
 

 
 
Comment 108-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. A discussion of potential health effects appears in 
Section 3.20 of the EIS. A discussion of the potential impact of the 
Project on property values appears in Section 3.11.2 of the EIS. A 
discussion of the aesthetic impact from tree clearing appears in 
Section 3.1.2 of the EIS.  
 

108-1 



Commenter 109 – Jane and Dale Grasdalen Responses 
 

 
 
Comment 109-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. A discussion of the potential for home 
displacement is addressed in Section 3.11.2, Impacts to Homes and 
Structures. Home displacement is rare in the routing of transmission 
lines in Minnesota. 

109-1 

 



Commenter 110 – Dean Greenside 

 

Responses 
 

 
Comment 110-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 

110-1 



Commenter 110 – Greenside Responses 
 

 



Commenter 111 – Peter Guggenheimer 

 

Responses 
 

 
Comment 111-1 
A hard copy of DEIS was provided to the commenter. 

111-1 

 



Commenter 112 – Norley Hansen Responses 
 

 
 
 
Comment 112-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 
Comment 112-2 
A discussion of the loss of land use to private land owners appears in 
Section 3.10.2.2 of the EIS. A discussion of the potential effect on 
property values appears in Section 3.11.2 of the EIS. 112-1 

112-2

 



Commenter 113 – Richard Herfindahl Responses 
 

 
 
 
Comment 113-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 
Comment 113-2 
A discussion of the potential loss of land use to private land owners 
appears in Section 3.10.2.2 of the EIS.   
 
Comment 113-3 
A discussion of the potential impacts of the Project on noise levels 
appears in Section 3.21 of the EIS.  
 
Comment 113-4 
A discussion of potential health effects appears in Section 3.20 of the 
EIS.  
 
Comment 113-5 
A discussion of the potential impacts on property values appears in 
Section 3.11.2 of the EIS. A discussion of the easement acquisition 
and compensation process appears in Section 2.4.3 of the EIS.  

113-1

113-2

113-5

113-3, 113-4

 



Commenter 114 – Lester Hiltz 

 

Responses 
 

 
 
 
Comment 114-1 
A discussion of potential impacts to property values appears in Section 
3.11.2 of the EIS. A discussion of the easement acquisition and 
compensation process appears in Section 2.4.3 of the EIS. 
 
Comment 114-2 
A discussion of EMF appears in Sections 3.20.1.1 and 3.20.2.2 of the 
EIS.  
 
Comment 114-3 
A discussion of the loss of land use to private land owners appears in 
Section 3.10.2.2 of the EIS. 
 
Comment 114-4 
A discussion of the easement acquisition and compensation process 
appears in Section 2.4.3 of the EIS. 
 
Comment 114-5 
A discussion of cumulative effects from co-location of the Project with 
the Enbridge Energy pipeline expansion appears in Section 4 of the 
EIS.  
 
Comment 114-6 
Thank you for you comment regarding the request for property owners 
to receive annual compensation. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 

114-1

114-2

114-5
114-4
114-3

114-6

 



Commenter 115 – Vern Howard 

 

Responses 
 

 
 
Comment 115-1 
A discussion of potential health and safety effects appears in Section 
3.20.2 of the EIS.  

115-1 

 



Commenter 116 –  Roger Jarv 

 

Responses 
 

 
 
Comment 116-1 
A discussion of the loss of property use within an easement appears in 
Section 3.10.2.2, Loss of Use, of the EIS. Text in Section 3.10.2.2 has 
been supplemented to note that the Project could limit the ability to 
locate sewer and utility lines in addition to the impact on the ability to 
construct building structures. 

116-1 

 



Commenter 117 – Noel Lafermiere 

 

Responses 
 

 
 
 
Comment 117-1 
A discussion of potential health effects appears in Section 3.20 of the 
EIS.  
 

117-1 

 



Commenter 118 – Dylan Lightfeather 

 

Responses 
 

 
 
Comment 118-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 

118-1 

 



Commenter 119 – Sonia Lightfeather 

 

Responses 
 

 
 
 
Comment 119-1 
A discussion of potential health and safety effects appears in Section 
3.20 of the EIS. 
 

119-1 

 



Commenter 120 – Steven Lindahl Responses 
 

 
Comment 120-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

120-1 



Commenter 120 - Lindahl Responses 

 



Commenter 121 – LLBO Member Petition Responses 
 

 
 
Comment 121-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 121-1 



Commenter 121 – LLBO Member Petition Responses 
 

 



Commenter 122 – Darrell Magoon 

 

Responses 
 

 
Comment 122-1 
Thank you for your comment. In September 2009, the MnPUC 
approved Enbridge Energy’s request for a deviation from the permitted 
route in this area to address environmental and cultural resource 
concerns associated with crossing the Necktie River. Revised maps 
with the new pipeline alignment have been requested from Enbridge 
Energy.  

122-1 

 



Commenter 123 – Carol McLaughlin Responses 
 

 
 
 
Comment 123-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

123-1 

 



Commenter 124 – Mark Michalek Responses 
 

 
 
 
Comment 124-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

124-1 

 



Commenter 125 – Judy Nelson 

 

Responses 
 

 
 
Comment 125-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

125-1 

 



Commenter 126 – Gregg Pike 

 

Responses 
 

 
 
Comment 126-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

126-1 

 



Commenter 127 – Diane and Ernest Plath 
  

 

Responses 
 



Commenter 127 – Diane and Ernest Plath 

  

Responses 
 

 
 



Commenter 127 – Diane and Ernest Plath 
 

 

Responses 
 

 
 



Commenter 127 – Diane and Ernest Plath 
 

 

Responses 
 

Comment 127-1 
The USDA considers all species in the Orobanche genus to be 
noxious weeds. However, the Minnesota Department of Natural 
Resources Exotic Species Program Report specifically excludes 
thirteen Orobanche species, including Orobanche uniflora, from the 
Minnesota and Federal Prohibited and Noxious Weed List. The 
species is not listed on the Minnesota Department of Agriculture 
prohibited, restricted, and secondary noxious weed lists. With only 
fourteen documented populations in Minnesota, the species is 
considered very rare and there is consideration for updating its 
Minnesota status to threatened.  
 

 

127-1 



Commenter 128 – Winona Richardson Responses 
 

 
 
 
Comment 128-1 
A discussion of potential health effects appears in Section 3.20 of the 
EIS. A discussion on potential effects to biological resources appears 
in Section 3.7.2 of the EIS. 
 
Comment 128-2 
A discussion of cumulative effects from the Project and others located 
in the Study Area appears in Section 4 of the EIS.   128-1

128-2

128-1
(cont.)

 



Commenter 129 – Nathan Richter 

 

Responses 
 

 
Comment 129-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

129-1 

 



Commenter 130 – Schedin Responses 
 

 
Comment 130 
Thank you for your comment. The requested information was provided 
to the commenter. 130-1 

 



Commenter 131 – Mike Schmid Responses 
 

 
 
Comment 131-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 
Comment 131-2 
A discussion of the loss of land use to private land owners appears in 
Section 3.10.2.2 of the EIS. The cumulative impacts of the Project with 
respect to pipelines are discussed in Section 4.  
 
Comment 131-3 
Text in Section 3.18.2.2 has been supplemented to include a 
discussion of the potential for the Project to interfere with natural gas 
and crude oil pipelines and result in ignition of released natural gas or 
crude oil. Text in Section 3.18.3.3 has been supplemented to included 
mitigation measures to address potential interference.   
 
Comment 131-4 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

131-1

131-2

131-4

131-3

 



Commenter 132 – Samantha Siegel 

 

Responses 
 

 
Comment 132-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 

132-1 

 



Commenter 133 – Turtle River Watershed Association 

 

Responses 
 

 
Comment 133-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

133-1 



Commenter 133 – Turtle River Watershed Association Responses 
 

133-1 
(cont.) 

 



Commenter 134 – Wagner and Enblom 

 

Responses 
 
 
Comment 134-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 

134-1 

 



Commenter 135 – Ken Wahnschaffe Responses 
 

 
Comment 135-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

135-1 

 



Commenter 136 – Joyce Way  

 

Responses 
 

 
Comment 136-1 
Maps contained in Appendix D of the EIS have been updated with 
recent aerial photographs to display homes located in proximity to the 
Study Area. 

136-1 



Commenter 136 – Joyce Way Responses 
 

 
Comment 136-2 
A discussion of the easement acquisition and compensation process 
appears in Section 2.4.3 of the EIS. 

136-2 

 



Commenter 137 – Dallas and Joyce Way 

 

Responses 
 

 
 
Comment 137-1 
A discussion of the potential loss of land use for private land owners 
appears in Section 3.10.2.2 of the EIS. A discussion of the potential 
impacts to homes appears in Section 3.11.2, Impacts to Homes and 
Structures, of the EIS. The cumulative impacts of the Project with 
respect to pipelines are discussed in Section 4. 
 
Comment 137-2 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 
Comment 137-3 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

137-1

137-2

137-3

 



Commenter 138 – Russell Wernberg 

 

Responses 
 

 
 
Comment 138-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

138-1 

 



Commenter 139 – Dave West  

 

Responses 
 

 
 
 
Comment 139-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the 
record for this EIS. 
 

139-1



Commenter 139 – Dave West Responses 
 
 

Comment 139-2 
Thank you for your comment. A response to the information request 
was provided to the commenter. 139-2 

 



Commenter 140 – David West 

 

Responses 
 

 
Comment 140-1 
Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and included in the record for 
this EIS. 
 
Comment 140-2 
As discussed in Section 2.1.2, the Applicants originally proposed two routes 
for consideration. Since the release of the DEIS, the Applicants have identified 
a preferred route that combines certain aspects of Route Alternatives 1 and 2, 
as well as some Segment Alternatives evaluated in the DEIS; this route is 
described in Section 2.2.5 and is evaluated alongside the other three Route 
Alternatives throughout this document. The Minnesota Public Utilities 
Commission, not the Applicants, will select the final route, as required by 
Minnesota Statute 216E. Likewise, other federal and state agencies have 
decisions that will influence the final selection of the route. The routing process 
for HVTLs in Minnesota tries to balance landowners’ desire for certainty with 
the need for the alternative routes and alignments to minimize impacts. The 
area between the Wilton and Boswell substations presents many constraints 
(homes, water bodies, biologically sensitive areas, roads, and existing utilities) 
that limit where a transmission line can be placed. The environmental review 
process looks at larger areas to identify both avoidance areas and areas which 
may be better suited to placing transmission lines. 
 
Comment 140-3 
Detailed maps of the Route and Segment Alternatives are displayed in 
Appendix D of the EIS. The Applicants have developed a feasible 125-foot 
wide alignment for each of the Route Alternatives, which is displayed in 
Appendix D. The final location of the transmission line alignment and 
placement of structures has not been determined. Please see response to 
Comment 140-2, which addresses a similar concern. 
 
Comment 140-4 
Route Alternative 1 has been extended beyond the standard 1,000-foot width 
in the area of the Bemidji Slough WMA to allow for flexibility so that impacts to 
the WMA can be minimized or avoided. The areas north and west of the 
Bemidji Slough WMA are zoned for low-density commercial development. 
Placement of the transmission line within a commercially-zoned area would 
not preclude commercial development. 
 
(cont. on next page) 
 
 

140-2

140-1 

140-3 

140-4 

140-5



Commenter 140 – David West Responses 
 

Comment 140-5 (from previous page) 
A discussion of the number and acreage of wetlands crossed by the Route 
Alternatives appears in Section 3.6.1.1. A discussion of the number and 
acreage of wetlands potentially affected by the feasible 125-foot ROW 
developed for each Route Alternative appears in Section 3.6.2.  

 
 

 



Commenter 141 – Adam White 

 

Responses 
 

 
Comment 141-1 
A discussion of EMF appears in Sections 3.20.1.1 and 3.20.2.2 of the 
EIS. 

141-1 

 



Commenter 142 – Coody White 

 

Responses 
 

 
 
 
Comment 142-1 
A discussion of purpose and need appears in Section 1.1 of the EIS.  
 
Comment 142-2 
A discussion of the potential effects on human health and safety 
appears in Section 3.20.2 of the EIS. A discussion of the effects on 
biological resources appears in Section 3.7.2 of the EIS. 

142-1

142-2

 



Commenter 143 – Zachary White 

 

Responses 
 

 
 
 
Comment 143-1 
A discussion on the effects on biological resources appears in Section 
3.7.2 of the EIS.  

143-1 

 



Commenter 144 – Charles and Mary Worms Responses 
 

 
 
Comment 144-1 
A discussion of potential impacts to property values and homes 
appears in Section 3.11.2 of the EIS. A discussion of the easement 
acquisition and compensation process appears in Section 2.4.3 of the 
EIS.  
 
 

144-1

 



Commenter 145 – Brett Wyman 

 

Responses 
 

Comment 145-1 
Maps in Appendix D of the EIS have been updated with recent aerial 
photographs to display homes located in proximity to the Study Area. 

145-1 
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