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Environmental Impact Statement Scoping Decision
Big Stone South to Alexandria 345 kV Transmission Line Project
Docket No. E017, ET10/TL-23-160

The Big Stone South to Alexandria Project (Project) is the western segment of the larger Big Stone South
— Alexandria — Big Oaks 345 kV Transmission Project. A certificate of need for the Big Stone South —
Alexandria — Big Oaks Project was issued by the Commission on October 30, 2024.%4

Project Purpose

The Big Stone South — Alexandria — Big Oaks 345 kV Transmission Project is needed to provide reliable,
resilient, and cost-effective delivery of energy as the generation resource mix continues to evolve over
the coming years.® Specifically, the Project is needed to address reliability issues on the existing 230 kV
system in eastern North Dakota and South Dakota and in western and central Minnesota. This existing
230 kV system is at its capacity leading to thermal and voltage issues. The Project would resolve these

issues by adding a 345 kV circuit to the system in this area.

Regulatory Process and Procedures

The Big Stone South to Alexandria 345 kV Transmission Project requires a route permit from the
Commission. Route permit applications are subject to environmental review conducted by Department
Energy Environmental Review and Analysis (EERA) staff on behalf of the Commission. EERA will prepare
an EIS that will inform the Commission’s decision on the applicants’ route permit application. The EIS
preparation process includes scoping for the EIS, preparation of a draft EIS, public comment on the draft
EIS, preparation of a final EIS, and a determination of EIS adequacy.

Scoping Process

The first step in preparing the EIS is scoping. The scoping process has two primary purposes: (1) to
gather public input on the impacts, mitigation measures, and alternatives to study in the EIS, and (2) to
focus the EIS on those impacts, mitigation measures, and alternatives that will aid in the Commission’s
decision on the route permit application.

Staff uses the information gathered during scoping to inform the content of the EIS. EERA staff gathered
input on the scope of the EIS through public meetings and an associated comment period. This scoping
decision identifies the impacts and mitigation measures as well as routing alternatives that will be
analyzed in the EIS.

Public Information and Scoping Meetings
Commission and EERA staff gathered input on the scope of the EIS through six public scoping meetings
and an associated comment period as summarized below:

3 Northern States Power Company, Great River Energy, Minnesota Power, Otter Tail Power Company, and Western Minnesota
Municipal Power Agency. Big Stone South — Alexandria — Big Oaks Transmission Line Project, Application to the Minnesota
Public Utilities Commission for a Certificate of Need for a High Voltage Transmission Line, September 29, 2023, eDockets
Numbers 20239-199284-01 (through -05), hereinafter the Certificate of Need Application.

4 public Utilities Commission, Notice of Certificate of Need for the Big Stone South — Alexandria — Big Oaks Transmission Line
Project. October 30, 2024, 202410-211465-01.

5 Certificate of Need Application, Section 1.3
































































Appendix B

Draft EIS Comments and Responses



This appendix contains the written and verbal comments received on the draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the Big Stone South to Alexandria 345 kV Transmission Line Project (project), and
responses to these comments by Minnesota Public Utilities Commission Energy Infrastructure
Permitting (EIP) staff. The draft EIS was issued September 4, 2025. Comments on the draft were solicited
through public hearings and a public comment period that ended on October 20, 2025.

A total of 68 written comments were received during the comment period from individuals, agencies,
and organizations. Comments on the draft EIS were also received verbally during the public hearings.

Weritten Comments

Written public comments and EIP’s responses to those comments are compiled and presented in the
attached comment-response table. Some of the responses include modifications to the EIS, as indicated
in the responses. Modifications to the text of the EIS are denoted by a vertical line in the margin next to
the text that has been modified.

The comment-response table is arranged by comment ID, which corresponds to the name of the agency,
organization, company, or individual commenting. Table A-1 is a comment index, it is alphabetized by
the name of each agency, organization, and company first, and then by each individual’s last name. The
corresponding comment ID that is associated with each name can be used to identify particular
comments and responses in Table A-2, the comment-response table.

Verbal Comments

During the draft EIS comment period, the public was invited to provide verbal comments at in-person
and virtual public hearings. These hearings occurred in Alexandria (September 30th), Glenwood
(September 30th), Benson (October 1st), Hancock (October 1st), Ortonville (October 1st), and virtually
on October 2nd.

Comments made on the draft EIS during the public hearings, but not answered during the hearings, are
answered in this appendix. These public hearing comments (comment IDs 62-73) and responses are
included in this appendix.



Table B-1 Draft EIS Comment Index

Last Name First Name Additional names Organization Name Comment ID

Minnerath Grant Central Specialties, Inc. 11

_ Minnesota Department of Natural Resources

Bump 47

Christina Bridget Duffus Ottertail Power Company
Western Minnesota Municipal Power Agency

Brusven

Charles Carter and Roberta Ann Laura J. Busian 35
Schmidt

Olson John 67




Last Name First Name Additional names Organization Name Comment ID

Linda Schmidt Family
Trust

oy

Schmidtke

Thaya Swenson



Table B-2

Comments and Responses

Comment
ID

Comment

Response

In reference to the proposed routes for the BSSA transmission line project, | would prefer the route along County Road 18, instead of the route running north-south along 390th
Avenue. | have a center-pivot irrigator on my property and am concerned about it possibly coming into contact with the poles. Also, my cousins, the Mickelsons, own property to the
south and they have a dairy barn right near the road, so | think it would be better to keep the line away from that property too. The CR 18 route would likely be far enough away from
both my property and their barn.

Thank you for your comment and for participating in the
permitting process.

Your route preference has been noted for consideration in the
route permit decision.

2 Please let this serve as formal opposition to the proposed transmission line route which would negatively affect the following parcels near Alexandria, MN: 630001105, 630004050. Thank you for your comment and for participating in the
Both of the properties are owned by Royzzz Real, LLC and were purchased with the intent to build commercial property upon. A geotechnical exploration was completed in preparation | permitting process.
for the proposed building site and is attached for documentation purposes. Please submit this for consideration while routes for the proposed transmission lines are being finalized. The building site shown in the comment is located within the
1,000-foot route width, not within the 150-foot ROW (where
the anticipated alignment is located). The anticipated
alignment may move during the route permit determination or
within the route width after a route permit has been issued.
3 The DEIS provides a comprehensive evaluation of potential human and environmental impacts associated with construction and operation of the Minnesota portion of the Big Stone Thank you for your comment and for participating in the
South to Alexandria 345 kilovolt (kV) Transmission Project (Project) and a thorough analysis of all the routing alternatives identified in the Scoping Decision for the Project issued on permitting process.
May 6, 2025 (Scoping Decision).
The DEIS confirms the extensive analysis and engagement efforts undertaken by the Applicants in developing the routes presented in the Application and in selecting the Applicants’
Preferred Route, as discussed in my Direct Testimony. For example, the DEIS found that impacts are anticipated to be minimal and do not vary significantly based on subregion for
impacts on: (1) human settlements (cultural values, human health and safety, environmental justice, land use and zoning, noise, property values, socioeconomics, transportation, and
public services); (2) land-based economies (mining, forestry, and tourism); and (3) impacts on the natural environment (air quality, climate, greenhouse gases, geology and topography,
floodplains, and groundwater). For other potential impacts identified in the DEIS, a number of proposed mitigation measures are discussed to avoid or minimize impacts, many that are
part of standard route permit conditions issued by the Commission and/or commitments the Applicants have already made.
The DEIS also reflects that the Applicants’ Preferred Route best balances the routing factors that are considered by the Commission and minimizes overall impacts of construction and
operation of the Project. Below | discuss a few clarifications to information contained in the DEIS related to relative impacts among the proposed routing alternatives.
3 Question: The DEIS discussion of aesthetic impacts focuses on areas where the Project would be near residences or result in significant tree clearing. Do you have any observations Comment noted.
regarding the DEIS analysis of aesthetic impacts?
Answer: Yes. Overall, Section 4.3.1 of the DEIS appropriately notes that because aesthetic impacts are subjective, potential impacts can vary widely and are unique to each person. |
agree with this characterization and observe that this often means that, when making routing decisions, efforts to minimize potential aesthetic impacts related to transmission projects
most often result in shifting these potential impacts from one area to another, rather than minimizing them.
The DEIS evaluates three tangible aspects of potential aesthetic impacts: (1) proximity of the proposed alignment to residences; (2) areas where the proposed alignment would add a
transmission line to one or more sides of a residential property boundary that already has an existing transmission line parallel to, or crossing it; and (3) areas where tree clearing would
be required to construct the line. Several clarifications should be considered when evaluating potential aesthetic impacts.
3 Question: How have the Applicants worked to minimize aesthetic impacts to residences? Comment noted.

Answer: The DEIS identifies that the greatest potential aesthetic impacts may occur where residences are surrounded by transmission lines as well as one residence within 75 feet of
the anticipated alignment. The one residence that is within 75 feet of a proposed alignment is along routing alternative SSR03 in Swift County, which was not proposed by the
Applicants but was added as a result of the Scoping Decision. On routes that were proposed in the Application, the Applicants worked to increase the distance of the proposed
alignment from residents, in some cases by moving the proposed alignment to the other side of the road or behind a grove of trees rather than along a road where practicable.

With regard to areas where it is possible that the proposed alignment would add a transmission line to one or more sides of a residential property boundary that already has an existing
transmission line parallel to, or crossing it, the Applicants have attempted to minimize this situation. Along the Applicants’ Preferred Route, there are only three such areas where this
would occur (two along HSRO1 in the Central Region and one along a common segment of SSRO1 in the Southern Region). Regardless of the route selected by the Commission, the
Applicants would work with landowners in an attempt to further minimize these potential aesthetic impacts where practicable.




Comment
ID

Comment

Response

Question: How have the Applicants worked to minimize aesthetic impacts related to tree clearing?

Answer: With respect to tree clearing, there are several sections in the DEIS that appear to attribute greater potential aesthetic and/or surface water impacts at waterbody crossings
where there are no existing transmission lines because more tree clearing will be required than at crossings where there are existing transmission lines present. However, this would
not necessarily be true in all cases. Where the Project would cross a waterbody along an existing transmission line, the Project’s Right-Of-Way (ROW) is not anticipated to overlap with
the existing transmission line ROW, but would rather be immediately adjacent to the existing transmission line’s ROW. Accordingly, the necessary tree clearing of the Project ROW
would be in addition to the already-cleared ROW of the existing line, resulting in a wider cleared area and the creation of more open space for two adjacent transmission lines.
Furthermore, all waterbody crossings may not require tree clearing depending on the location. As a result, site specific details should be considered when evaluating waterbody
crossings because there are some instances when tree clearing may not be necessary, or there could be smaller impacts where there are no existing transmission lines due to less open
space.

Sections 4.2,5.2.2.1,5.2.8,5.3.8, 6.3.2.1, 6.3.8, 7.2.2.1, and
7.2.8 of the EIS have been updated to reflect site-specific
details at waterbody crossings. Where applicable, these EIS
Sections were also updated to clarify that routes that parallel
an existing transmission line over a waterbody crossing would
not share ROW. These updates have changed the degree of
impact assigned to routes in the relative merits analyses in
some cases.

Moreover, there are inconsistencies in the DEIS regarding whether the various routing alternatives parallel existing transmission lines at the Minnesota River crossings. There are no
existing transmission lines crossing the Minnesota River along the proposed alignment for BSSR02, BSSR04, BSSR06, BSSR08, BSSR10, BSSR11, and BSSR12. However, the DEIS contains
at least one instance where it states that these routing alternatives cross the Minnesota River at a location where existing transmission lines are present, and several instances where it
states that these routing alternatives cross the Minnesota River at a location where there is no existing transmission line crossing. The Applicants recommend that the Final EIS correct
these inconsistencies.

Section 5.2.8 of the EIS was updated to reflect that the
proposed alignments for BSSR02, BSSR04, BSSR06, BSSR0S,
BSSR10, BSSR11, and BSSR12 do not cross the Minnesota River
in a location where existing transmission lines are present.

Question: Do you have any comments on the mitigation measures discussed in the DEIS?

Answer: Yes. The DEIS identifies a number of mitigation measures that are standard route permit conditions contained within previous route permits issued by the Commission.
Additionally, the DEIS discusses a number of mitigation measures that the Applicants have already committed to perform for the Project. For example:

As discussed in the Direct Testimony of Kevin Scheidecker, the Applicants have committed to design and conduct environmental surveys, including surveys for threatened and
endangered species habitat, in coordination with the applicable resource agencies. For example, as discussed in Mr. Scheidecker’s testimony, upon the Commission’s selection of a final
route, the Applicants anticipate expanding the survey area for the threatened and endangered species habitat surveys conducted on U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
managed/owned lands and Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) owned lands. The Applicants also plan on conducting migratory bird nesting surveys and eagle/raptor
stick nest surveys prior to the start of construction.

As discussed in Mr. Scheidecker’s Direct Testimony, once a final route is selected by the Commission, the Applicants have committed to conducting cultural resource surveys in
accordance with the Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office’s (SHPO) recommendations. Additionally, the Applicants have committed to continuing coordination with Tribes on
any cultural resources surveys.

The Applicants have prepared a draft Vegetation Management Plan (VMP) which describes proposed measures the Applicants will implement to minimize potential impacts to
vegetation during and after construction of the Project. The VMP also includes best management practices the Applicants have committed to implementing to minimize the potential
for the introduction or spread of noxious weeds and invasive species.

The Applicants have also committed to obtaining a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)/State Disposal System (SDS) Construction Stormwater Permit from the
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, which includes preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP will include measures the Applicants will employ to
minimize and/or mitigate the potential environmental impacts of construction.

The Applicants have prepared a draft Agricultural Impact Mitigation Plan (AIMP), which describes proposed measures the Applicants will implement to minimize potential impacts to
agricultural lands during and after construction of the Project. The Applicants revised the draft AIMP and submitted the updated AIMP as Schedule C to the Direct Testimony of Mr.
Scheidecker.

As discussed in the Direct Testimony of Joshua Humburg, the Applicants have committed to coordinate with county and township road departments to minimize impacts on local roads
and highways. We believe that the mitigation measures contained in the standard route permit conditions, together with the proposed mitigation measures the Applicants have already
agreed to, will be effective measures to avoid and/or minimize potential impacts to resources and address concerns identified in the DEIS.

Comment noted.

Question: The DEIS contains several statements that certain sensitive resources (e.g., MBS sites, waterbodies and wetlands) could have higher impacts because they are too large to
span (>1000 feet). Are there additional considerations related to spanning these resources you would like to discuss?

Answer: Yes. The DEIS assumes that impacts to certain sensitive resources cannot be avoided because the Project has a “1000 foot span length”. Consistent with information provided
in the Application and later confirmed by the Applicants through a data request, the DEIS says, “[t]he typical spans between structures would be about 1,000 feet but can range from
200 to 1,400 feet.” When discussing potential impacts within the DEIS, the average 1,000-foot spans are assumed when 1,400-foot spans could be possible. While each location will
require site-specific engineering analysis, adding up to another 400 feet of span length could offer the Applicants a lot of flexibility in structure placement to help avoid impacts by
spanning sensitive environmental resources. Once a route is selected by the Commission, the final design of the Project will reflect the Applicants’ efforts to avoid and minimize impacts
to sensitive environmental resources by utilizing these full span lengths where practicable.

The EIS has been updated throughout to reflect a maximum
span distance of 1,400 feet.




Comment Comment Response
ID
3 Question: Do you have any comments on any of the route segment alternatives? Section 5.3.9 of the EIS has been updated to reflect S205 as a
Answer: Yes. The DEIS describes route segment S205 as an alternative to a part of routing alternatives SSR03 and SSR04, but the Applicants have incorporated S205 into SSRO1 as part route segment that can be used to modify SSR01, SSR03, or
of the Applicants’ Preferred Route. As discussed in Schedule B of my Direct Testimony, incorporating route segment S205 into SSRO1 would reduce the total length of the route SSRO4 as suggested by the commenter. Figure 5-22 in the EIS
resulting in the Project costs being reduced by approximately $7.35 million. In addition, S205 aligns with USFWS comments, as the Project’s ROW avoids USFWS managed/owned lands | has been updated to show how S205 could be used to modify
while the equivalent portion of SSR01 ROW would cross them. SSRO1, SSRO3 or SSR04.
3 Question: Will the Applicants be providing additional comments on the DEIS? Comment noted.
Answer: Yes. The Applicants plan to provide additional comments on the DEIS prior to the public hearings that will include suggested clarifications and minor corrections.
4 Regarding matters for which the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) has regulatory responsibility and other interests, the MPCA staff has the following comments for your Thank you for your comment and for participating in the
consideration. permitting process.
401 Certification
The Big Stone Project DEIS includes (possible) wetland impacts and required mitigation. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 and the State of Minnesota Section 401 Clean
Water Act — Water Quality Certification are also included. Currently, there are no additional comments from the MPCA 401 program.
We appreciate the opportunity to review this Project. Please be aware that this letter does not constitute approval by the MPCA of any or all elements of the Project for the purpose of
pending or future permit actions by the MPCA. Ultimately, it is the responsibility of the Project Proposer to secure any required permits and to comply with any requisite permit
conditions.
5 Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed BSSA Project, which includes a proposed alternate transmission line route that would cross our property. Thank you for your comment and for participating in the
We are writing to express our strong opposition to the proposed BSSA Project alternate transmission line route, which is currently planned to pass almost directly over our home. permitting process.
As a homeowner and resident of this property, we have the following concerns with having a highvoltage transmission line constructed very near our residence. Your route opposition has been noted for consideration in the
route permit decision.
The address provided in the comment (63611 440th St.
Odessa, MN) is located 2,600 feet from the anticipated
alignment of South 1 (BSSR01).
5 Key Concerns: Potential impacts and mitigation measures concerning human
1. Safety and Health Risks health and safety are discussed in Section 4.4 of the EIS.
The proximity of the line to our home raises concerns about potential fire hazards and possible long-term health effects. These risks are magnified by the fact that the line would be
almost directly overhead.
5 2. Property Devaluation and Livability Potential impacts and mitigation measures concerning

A transmission line over our house would significantly reduce the value of our property and make it difficult to sell or insure. It would also create a constant visual and psychological
burden for our family.

property values are discussed in Section 4.3.8. A Property
Value Supplement is provided in Appendix H.

Potential impacts and mitigation measures concerning
aesthetics are discussed in Sections 4.3.1, 5.2.2.1, 5.3.2.1,
6.2.2.1,6.3.2.1,6.4.2.1, and 7.2.2.1 of the EIS.




2023 and July 2024. In addition, the applicants met with the Sisseton Wahpeton Oyate THPO in February 2024 to discuss updates to the project. The applicants will continue to engage
with the Sisseton Wahpeton Oyate THPO and other interested tribes as the project progresses.” DEIS at 126. As described in Mr. Scheidecker’s Direct Testimony, the Applicants have
continued to coordinate with Tribes since filing the Application. See Scheidecker Direct at 6. EIP staff could consider mentioning the additional coordination with Tribes described in Mr.
Scheidecker’s testimony.

Comment Comment Response
ID
5 3. Unequal Treatment of Public vs. Private Land While many routing alternatives exist that avoid public lands,
We are also deeply troubled by the fact that government-owned land — including wildlife management areas and other public holdings — appears to be excluded from the proposed there are multiple routes that may be permitted that do cross
alternate route, while private homes like ours would being directly impacted. public lands (Appendix G). For example, most of the routing
This raises a serious question: Why is the protection of wildlife or public land being prioritized over the safety and well-being of human residents? While we understand the importance | alternatives in the Big Stone Subregion cross USFWS Waterfow!
of environmental stewardship, it is unacceptable to shift the burden of this project onto families and homeowners simply because it is more politically or logistically convenient. It Production Areas. While routing through public lands is
makes sense to put in possible, it takes more coordination and time with potential
on already publicly owned land that was already funded by the taxpayers. permitting through State and Federal agencies that may
We respectfully request that the Commission reject any route that places transmission infrastructure near existing homes, ensure that public and private lands are evaluated equitably impose additional conditions to mitigate impacts. Thus, the
in the routing process and require the utility to revise its plans accordingly. applicants tended to propose routing alternatives that avoid
public lands where feasible.
The Commission is charged with selecting transmission line
routes that minimize adverse human and environmental
impacts while ensuring electric power system reliability and
integrity. Minnesota Statute 216E.03, identifies multiple
factors that the Commission must consider when designating
transmission line routes, including minimizing environmental
impacts and minimizing human settlement and other land use
conflicts. The Commission must weigh and consider all of these
factors when deciding on whether to issue a route permit and
where the route should go, rather than a singular factor, which
is informed by all impact types that are assessed in the EIS.
6 In regards to the Big Stone South to Alexandria 345 kV Transmission line project, | would like to make a comment. The proposed route will be near my home and | am completely Thank you for your comment and for participating in the
against it. If approved, the negative impact this will have on our quality of life will remain for the rest of our lives. Please do not approve this project. It will have a negative impact on permitting process.
the residents and wildlife in our area. Your route opposition has been noted for consideration in the
route permit decision.
7 The Applicants appreciate EIP staff’s thoughtful and comprehensive evaluation and discussion of the potential benefits, impacts, and mitigation measures related to the routing Thank you for your comment and for participating in the
alternatives being considered by the Commission for the Minnesota portion of the Big Stone South to Alexandria 345 kilovolt (kV) Transmission Project (Project). The Applicants permitting process.
completed a detailed review of the DEIS and believe it addresses each of the issues and alternatives identified in the Scoping Decision issued on May 6, 2025. The Applicants offer these
written comments identifying items that could be updated, corrected, or clarified in the final EIS (FEIS).
Additionally, the Applicants provide additional discussion and context on a few items that may be helpful to clarify in the FEIS, as well as to inform stakeholders in advance of the public
hearings.
7 UPDATES, CLARIFICATIONS, AND CORRECTIONS The summary, Section 1.1, and Section 3.6 of the EIS were
The Applicants identified several updates to the content in the DEIS, including: updated to reflect the project schedule.
When discussing the Project’s anticipated schedule, the DEIS states that the Applicants anticipate that construction will begin in the second quarter of 2028 and that the Project will be
completed between the fourth quarter of 2030 and the fourth quarter of 2031. See DEIS at 2, 16, 55. As noted in the Direct Testimony of Joshua Humburg, the schedule has been
updated since the Application was filed, as follows: construction is anticipated to commence in Q2 2028 and be completed by the end of 2030, and in-service operations are anticipated
to commence in Q4 2030. Humburg Direct at 10. EIP staff could consider including the updated Project schedule in the FEIS.
7 The Draft Agricultural Impact Mitigation Plan (AIMP) that was submitted with the Application is included as Appendix K to the DEIS. As discussed in the Direct Testimony of Kevin Appendix L of the EIS has been replaced with the updated draft
Scheidecker, the Applicants have revised the Draft AIMP since the Application was filed and the updated Draft AIMP is included as Schedule C to Mr. Scheidecker’s Direct Testimony. EIP | AIMP from Mr. Scheidecker's Direct Testimony.
staff could consider replacing the Appendix K with the updated Draft AIMP provided with Mr. Scheidecker’s testimony.
7 In Section 4.6.1, the DEIS states that “[a]s noted in the route permit application, the applicants notified and engaged with the MIAC and multiple tribes, including THPOs, between April Section 4.6.1 of the EIS was updated to include additional

information as described in Mr. Scheidecker’s Direct
Testimony.
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ID

Comment

Response

The Applicants also identified several clarifications and/or minor corrections to the content in the DEIS. These items are listed in the order they first appear in the DEIS.

Summary

PART 1: The DEIS states that there is only one private airport/airstrip in the Central Region. See DEIS at 9 (“The anticipated alignments of HSRO1, HSR02, HSR03, CSR01, and CSRO2 are
within one mile of a private airstrip...”); DEIS at 99 (“There is one identified private use airport within the ROI, Brown’s Private Airport”); DEIS at 116 (“There is one private airstrip in the
project area; it is within one mile of HSR01, HSR02, HSR03, CSR01, and CSR02...”); DEIS at 328 (“One private airstrip, Brown’s Private Airstrip, is present within one mile of all routes in
the Hancock Subregion (Map 7-6)”); DEIS at 362 (“One private airstrip, Brown’s Private Airstrip, is present within one mile of both CSR01 and CSR02 (Map 7-6)”); see also DEIS at Map 7-
6. However, as described in the Application and Mr. Humburg’s Direct Testimony, during outreach with landowners, the Applicants identified two private airstrips in the Central Region.
See Application at 110; Humburg Direct at 20-21. Specifically, there are two airstrips within one mile of routes in the Cyrus Subregion (CSRO1 and CSR02): Brown'’s Private Airport (or
Airstrip) and Charles’ Private Airstrip. Charles’ Private Airstrip is situated in an east-west direction located immediately north of 230th Street (CSAH 10 in Stevens County) and across the
road from the Applicants’ proposed alignment of CSRO1 and CSRO2. EIP staff could consider including the second private airstrip in the FEIS.

PART 2: The DEIS states that “[t]he anticipated alignments of HSR01, HSR02, HSR03, CSR01, and CSR02 are within one mile of a private airstrip, which could impede or eliminate aerial
spraying operations.” DEIS at 9. While proximity to an airstrip out of which an aerial spraying operation operates is relevant, the proximity to applicable crops is more relevant to
potential impacts on aerial spraying operations, as acknowledged elsewhere in the DEIS. See, e.g., DEIS at 117, 328. Accordingly, the Applicants recommend incorporating this
clarification into the FEIS.

Part 1: The EIS has been updated in all sections noted by the
commenter to add reference to Charles' Airstrip.

Part 2: The summary of the EIS (under land-based Economies)
has been updated to clarify that proximity to crops is a
relevant component of the project's potential impact on aerial

spraying.

On page 15, the DEIS states that “[c]rossings of wetlands greater than 1,000 feet are limited to the South Region, and occur most frequently for BSSR11 and BSSR12 with three each.
BSSR02, BSSR04, BSSR06, BSSR08, BSSR10, and SSRO1/SSR02 all have two crossings greater than 1,000 feet in length.” DEIS at 15. The Applicants note that there are also two wetland
crossings slightly greater than 1,000 feet in the North Region — there is a 1,084-foot crossing on N207, and a 1,036-foot crossing on N10. The Applicants recommend correcting this in
the FEIS.

The EIS has been updated to discuss wetland impacts by using
1,400 feet maximum crossing spans.

The DEIS appears to use a maximum span length of 1,000 feet throughout its analyses. See, e.g., DEIS at 15 (“Wetland crossings longer than 1,000 feet might require one or more
structures to be placed in the wetland, ...”); DEIS at 15 (“Crossings of wetlands greater than 1,000 feet are limited to the South Region, and occur most frequently for BSSR11 and
BSSR12 with three each. BSSR02, BSSR04, BSSR06, BSSR08, BSSR10, and SSR01/SSR02 all have two crossings greater than 1,000 feet in length.”); DEIS at 225 (“Transmission line
structures may be necessary in WPAs for individual crossings greater than 1,000 feet;...”); DEIS at 232 (“The anticipated alignments of all routes would cross sensitive ecological
resources that may be too large to span (>1,000 feet),...”); see also DEIS at 116, 232, 238, 240, 241, 245, 286, 290, 291, 297, 308, 339, 341, 342, 375, 376, 398, 404, 407, 408, 438, 442,
445, 449. As noted in the Application, acknowledged elsewhere in the DEIS, and discussed in Mr. Weiers’ Rebuttal Testimony, the maximum design span for the Project’s structures is
up to 1,400 feet. See, e.g., Application at 20; DEIS at 42, 182; Weiers Rebuttal at 7-8. The maximum actual span distances will be determined on a case-by-case basis depending on a
number of site-specific considerations such as terrain and structure location. Accordingly, the Applicants recommend that the FEIS use a maximum span length of 1,400 feet in its
analyses rather than 1,000 feet.

The EIS has been updated to discuss wetland impacts by using
1,400 feet maximum crossing spans.

Chapter 3: Project and Routing Alternatives Overview

In Section 3.1.1.4 of the DEIS, Table 3-5 (Routes, Route Segments, and Alignment Alternatives in the Swift Subregion) states that SAA03 is 1.8 miles long. DEIS at 34. However, in Section
5.3.9.9, it states that SAAO3 is 0.5 miles long. DEIS at 314. The Applicants have confirmed that SAA03 is 0.5 miles long. The Applicants recommend that this correction be made in the
FEIS.

Section 3.1.1.4 of the EIS has been updated with the correct
length for SAA03.

The DEIS contains different and outdated structure height ranges. See DEIS at 42 (“The proposed structures would typically range in height from approximately 100 to 160 feet tall;
however, where existing transmission lines are crossed, structure heights could be up to 180 feet tall”); DEIS at 63 (“The proposed structures would typically range in height from
approximately 120 to 180 feet tall; where existing transmission lines are crossed, structure heights could be up to 180 feet tall”); DEIS at 123 (“The typical height of transmission line
structures for the project is 100 to 160 feet”). In the Application, the Applicants indicated structure heights would range from approximately 120 to 180 feet. See Application at 81.
However, in a July 2025 response to an information request from EIP staff,2 the Applicants provided an update regarding structure types and dimensions which is reflected in Table 3-
15 of the DEIS (DEIS at 43). In the update, the Applicants added a monopole structure for the substation terminations that may be 90 feet tall. The Applicants recommend that the text
regarding structure heights be updated in the FEIS to specify that structures will generally range from approximately 90 to 180 feet in height.

Sections 3.2.2, 4.3.1.2, and 4.5.3.3.2 of the EIS have been
updated to reflect a structure height range of 90-180 feet.

In Section 3.4.6, the DEIS states that the Applicants “would inspect the transmission lines from the ground approximately every four years. ... The applicants would also perform
necessary vegetation management for the line either through mechanical clearing or herbicide use, in accordance with the VMP as provided in the applicants’ route permit application.
Vegetation maintenance generally occurs every four years.” DEIS at 54. However, the Applicants have not committed to such four-year ground inspections and vegetation maintenance
intervals. As stated in the Application, the Applicants will inspect the transmission line at least once per year via ground or aerial means (Application at 50), and vegetation management
will be performed as set forth in the Vegetation Management Plan. Accordingly, the Applicants request that any references to four-year ground inspections and vegetation
maintenance intervals be removed from the FEIS.

Section 3.4.6 of the EIS has been updated to omit reference to
the Applicants performing four-year ground inspections and
vegetation maintenance intervals and instead reference
inspection intervals stated in the route permit application.
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7 Chapter 4: Affected Environment, Potential Impacts, and Mitigation Overview Section 4.3.1.3.2 of the EIS was updated to add the information
In Section 4.3.1.3.2, the DEIS states that the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MNDOT) “recommended site-specific assessments be conducted during project design depicting | suggested by the commenter.
photo and visual simulations for users of scenic byways to minimize impacts.” DEIS at 64. The Applicants would like to clarify that if site-specific assessments are required by MNDOT in
connection with the designated route, the Applicants will work with MNDOT to complete the required analysis.

7 In Section 4.3.7.2.1, the DEIS states that “[t[he most time-consuming portion of stringing a line is clipping the new circuit to the structure, which would require the helicopter to hover Section 4.3.7.2.1 of the EIS was updated as suggested by the
for approximately 15 minutes.” DEIS at 86. If a helicopter is used for clipping the new circuit to the structure, the length of time it may need to hover would depend upon the particular | commenter.
location and methods used by the contractor. To more accurately reflect what could occur during construction of the Project, the Applicants recommend that the sentence be revised in
the FEIS as follows: “The most time-consuming portion of stringing a line is clipping the new circuit to the structure, which would may require the helicopter to hover for approximately
15 minutes at each structure location.”

7 In Section 4.3.7.3.2, the DEIS states that “[t]he best option for helicopter noise mitigation would be for the applicants to work directly with homeowners, especially those nearest to the | Section 4.3.7.3.2 of the EIS was updated as suggested by the
anticipated alignment, and schedule work for when they would be away from their homes.” DEIS at 88. Given the significant resources and coordination involved in construction commenter.
activities, it has not been the Applicants’ past practice to perform helicopter activities around a homeowner’s schedule. Rather, the Applicants have typically provided notifications to
homeowners in advance of helicopter activities so homeowners are aware of when these activities are likely to occur. EIP staff could consider including this additional context in the
FEIS.

7 In Section 4.5.1.1, the DEIS states that “Identified center pivot irrigation systems are shown on Map 12-1 through Map 12-9.” DEIS at 116. However, center pivot irrigators are shown on | Section 4.5.1.1 of the EIS was updated as suggested by the
Maps 13-1 through 13-9. The Applicants recommend correcting this reference in the FEIS. commenter.

7 In Section 4.7.8.3.2, the DEIS states that the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) “recommended committing to winter tree clearing as a best management practice. The | Section 4.7.8.3.2 of the EIS was updated as suggested by the
applicants stated that to the extent practicable, they will plan the construction timeline for winter.” DEIS at 165. To better reflect the Applicants’ commitment to comply with this commenter.
recommendation, the Applicants believe the following clarification is important: “The applicants stated that to the extent practicable, they will plan tree clearing activities the
construction timeline for during the winter.”

7 Chapter 5: South Region — Potential Impacts and Mitigation Section 5.2.6.8 of the EIS was updated to clarify the source of
In Section 5.2.6.8, the DEIS states that the right-of-way (ROW) “of BSSR02, BSSR04, BSSR06, BSSR08, and BSSR10 would intersect 0.01 acres of the [Big Stone National Wildlife Refuge], the data used and to state that this overlap with the refuge
and the ROW of BSSR11 and BSSR12 would intersect 0.13 acres of the refuge.” DEIS at 225. The Applicants note a small difference in the acreage calculations depending on the data appears unintentional on behalf of the applicants. Language
source. Using the parcel data, the ROW of BSSR02, BSSR04, BSSR06, BSSR08, and BSSR10 would intersect 0.018945 acres of the Big Stone National Wildlife Refuge but using the U.S. also discusses how these impacts would be addressed during
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Realty data, there is no intersection of these routing alternatives’ ROW with the refuge. Using the parcel data, BSSR11 and BSSR12 would the route permit decision if the applicable routes were to be
intersect 0.17744 acres of the Big Stone National Wildlife Refuge, and 0.059195 acres of the refuge using the USFWS National Realty data. permitted, as well as the Commission's authority to review any

changes in the alignment after route permit issuance.

7 In Section 5.3.2.8, Table 5-26 (Swift Subregion, Recreational Resources within Route Width) states that SSRO1 crosses 4,144 feet of the Pomme de Terre River State Water Trail. DEIS at A footnote was added to Table 5-26 (now Table 5-25) of the EIS
268. The Applicants note that this table presents the linear feet of a resource crossed by the entire route width, not the ROW. Therefore, the Applicants believe it would be informative | to indicate the linear feet of the Pomme de Terre River State
if the FEIS also presented this information for the ROW rather than the route width. For example, the ROW of SSRO1 crosses up to 797 feet of the Pomme de Terre River State Water Water Trail crossed by the ROW. Table 5-26 (now Table 5-25)
Trail. will continue to represent the route width as the ROI for

recreational resources.

7 In Section 5.3.5.3, the DEIS discusses the historic cemeteries mapped within the Swift Subregion route widths. DEIS at 277. The Applicants identified one additional historic cemetery Section 5.3.5.3, Table 5-26, and Table 5-27 of the EIS were
not mentioned in the DEIS. Specifically, SSRO3 and SSR04 may contain one historic cemetery within their route widths (24346/Unknown Cemetery). This cemetery has an unknown updated to include discussion of this cemetery as suggested by
number of graves. The cemetery is mapped at the PLS Forty level, and its exact location is not known. EIP staff could consider including this additional historic cemetery in the FEIS. the commenter.

7 In Section 5.3.6.11, the DEIS indicates that placement of a transmission structure in a floodplain “would have higher potential to impact the floodplain’s function and management Section 5.3.6.11 of the EIS was updated to indicate that if a
capabilities.” DEIS at 290. However, as discussed in the Application, the potential placement of transmission structures in a floodplain is not anticipated to alter the flood storage transmission line structure were to be placed in a floodplain, it
capacity of the floodplain due to the small footprint of the individual transmission structure. See Application at 129. Accordingly, placement of a transmission structure in a floodplain is | is not anticipated to alter the flood storage capacity due to
not anticipated to impact its function and management capabilities. EIP staff could consider including this additional context in the FEIS. their minimal footprint in comparison to the floodplain.

7 In the “Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat” row of Table 5-37 (Swift Subregion, Relative Merits of Subregion Routes), the DEIS identifies SSRO1 and SSR02 with the red circle symbol (indicating | The sentence in the EIS quoted by the commenter in Section

potential for greater impacts or the potential for special conditions to be required). See DEIS at 298. However, the discussion in this row on habitat fragmentation appears inconsistent
with the earlier analysis on this topic, where the DEIS stated that “[a]ll routes in the Swift Subregion would minimize potential wildlife and habitat impacts associated with habitat
fragmentation and/or edge effects by paralleling existing infrastructure rights-of-way, because habitat fragmentation has already occurred in these areas.” DEIS at 284. EIP staff could
consider addressing this inconsistency in the FEIS.

5.3.6.8 was intended to be hypothetical, thus the language has
been updated for clarity. The same revision was made for the
same sentence where it appears in Section 5.2.6.8 and Section
7.2.6.8 of the EIS.
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7 Chapter 6: Central Region — Potential Impacts and Mitigation Section 6.3.4.1 of the EIS was updated to reference CSR02
In Section 6.3.4.1, the DEIS states that “[w]hile not crossed by its anticipated alighment, there are also seven pivot irrigation systems within the route width of SSR02. The anticipated rather than SSRO2.
alignment avoids impacts to all of the center pivot irrigation systems because it parallels 230th Street and County Road 18 and does not cross the center pivot irrigation system portion
of the agricultural field (Map 13-6-Map 13-7).” DEIS at 362. SSR02 is not in the Cyrus Subregion. The Applicants recommend correcting this reference to SSR02 in the FEIS.

7 In Section 6.3.6.9.2, the DEIS states that “[t]he ROW and route width of CSRO1 would intersect a Prairie Conservation Plan prairie core area, while the ROW and route width of CSR02 Section 6.3.6.9.2 and Table 6-31 of the EIS were updated for
would intersect a Prairie Conservation Plan prairie core area, a native plant community, and Sites of Biodiversity Significance ranked moderate and below. Given the extensive mapping | consistency and to state the applicants expect these resources
of Prairie Conservation Plan prairie core areas in the Cyrus Subregion, both routes would require the placement of multiple structures within these areas. All other sensitive ecological to be spannable.
resources should be spannable by the anticipated alignments for both routes in the Cyrus Subregion.” DEIS at 372. This appears inconsistent with the characterization of impacts on
Factor F (Rare and Unique Natural Resources) in Table 6-31 (Cyrus Subregion, Relative Merits of Subregion Routes), where the DEIS states that “[t]he ROW of CSRO1 would intersect less
than an acre of a Prairie Conservation Plan prairie core area, while the ROW of CSR02 would intersect less than an acre of a Prairie Conservation Plan prairie core area, less than an acre
of a native plant community, and approximately two acres of Sites of Biodiversity Significance ranked moderate and below.” DEIS at 381. EIP staff could consider addressing this
inconsistency in the FEIS. Additionally, the Applicants have reviewed these areas and anticipate that the Project would be able to span these resources.

7 In Section 6.4.2.1, the following sentence is missing a complete figure reference: “WBLSR03 has the fewest residences (12) in the ROI, however, a comparable number of residences are | The reference in Section 6.4.2.1 of the EIS was updated to
present in many routes as shown in Figure 6-.” DEIS at 387. The Applicants recommend correcting this reference in the FEIS. identify Figure 6-22.

7 In Table 6-46 (White Bear Lake Subregion, Relative Merits of Subregion Routes) in Section 6.4.8, the summary of Agriculture under Factor C (Land-Based Economies) references impacts | Factor Cin Table 6-46 of the EIS was updated to reference
to recreation instead of agriculture. See DEIS at 411. The Applicants recommend correcting this in the FEIS. agriculture rather than recreation.

7 Chapter 7: North Region — Potential Impacts and Mitigation Section 7.2.4.1 of the EIS was updated to reference the
In Section 7.2.4.1, which pertains to the Alexandria Subregion of the North Region, the DEIS states that “Figure 7-4 summarizes the total acres within the route widths of the Cyrus Alexandria Subregion rather than the Cyrus Subregion.
Subregion routes that have designated soil classifications for prime farmland and farmland of statewide importance. Figure 6-16 summarizes the total acres within the route widths of
the Cyrus Subregion routes that are designated agricultural land use.” DEIS at 428. The quoted text is relevant to the Cyrus Subregion of the Central Region. The Applicants recommend
revising this text in the FEIS to address the Alexandria Subregion.

7 In Section 7.2.6.11, which pertains to the North Region, the DEIS states that “[t]he routes have a total of between five and 10 watercourse crossings (Figure 7-8). WBLSR04 crosses the Section 7.2.6.11 of the EIS was updated to reference
fewest watercourses while WBLSR02 crosses the most watercourses. All of the routes in the Hancock Subregion cross one watercourse classified as impaired. PWI watercourses crossed | Alexandria Subregion routes rather than White Bear Lake
in the White Bear Lake Subregion include the Little Chippewa River.” DEIS at 448. The quoted text is relevant to the Central Region. The Applicants recommend revising this text in the Subregion routes.

FEIS to address the North Region.

7 Chapter 9: Unavoidable Impacts and Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources Section 9.1 of the EIS was updated for clarification.
The DEIS includes a number of “potential” impacts in the lists of unavoidable adverse impacts associated with construction or operation of the Project. See DEIS at 472-473. It is unclear
how potential impacts can be classified as unavoidable if there is only the potential of having an impact. EIP staff could consider clarifying or revising as needed in the FEIS.

7 Maps Maps 7-1 through 7-9 of the EIS were updated to clarify the
Additional clarification is needed for Maps 7-1 through 7-9 of the DEIS. The legends of Maps 7-1 through 7-9 of the DEIS indicate that pink lines show where a route is “following legend. The words "sharing" and "following" were removed
railroad or road.” It is unclear if this means a route is parallelling a railroad or road, as the legend also indicates parallelling existing transmission lines (blue line). It is also unclear and replaced with "paralleling" for consistency. Locations of
whether parallelling for purposes of this map series means ROW sharing (or outside of the railroad or road ROW). Additionally, note (1) of these maps states that “[n]ot all ROW sharing | ROW sharing are not known as that would be finalized after a
and parallelling combinations are shown.” It is unclear what ROW sharing and parallelling is not shown, and why not. EIP staff could consider clarifying or revising as needed in the FEIS. | route is selected and would be determined through further

coordination efforts by the applicants with applicable road
authorities or other utility owners. Maps 7-1 through 7-9 show
where routing alternatives parallel existing infrastructure
(transmission lines, railroads, roads) as well as where routing
alternatives parallel division lines (property boundary, field, or
section lines).

7 Potential for Displacement The EIS summary and Section 4.3.3 have been updated as

The DEIS notes the following with respect to displacement: “Throughout the project there are non-residential structures present within the ROW that could potentially remain if the
activities taking place in these buildings are compatible with the safe operation of the line. There are 11 non-residential structures (for example, agricultural outbuildings or animal
production structures) within the ROW of the various routing alternatives.” DEIS at 7. The Applicants note that due to the route widths requested, the ROW would likely be able to be
adjusted within the route width to avoid displacement. See, e.g., DEIS at 267-268. Additionally, if a route impacting these non-residential structures were to be selected by the
Commission, the Applicants would work with the landowners on a case-by-case basis to address if a potential displacement is necessary. Accordingly, these non-residential structures
could remain if their use and proximity to the line are compliant with the National Electric Safety Code (NESC) and safe operation of the line. EIP staff could consider incorporating this
additional explanation into the FEIS.

suggested by the commenter.
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Potential Impacts to Irrigators

In Section 4.5.1.2, the DEIS discusses potential impacts on irrigators, including a statement that the transmission “structures could also potentially impede or eliminate the use of
irrigation systems such as center pivot irrigation systems, either by necessitating reconfiguration of an irrigation system to accommodate structures or by reducing crop revenue
because all or a portion of a field could not be irrigated using the same practice.” DEIS at 117. The DEIS also references a public comment that “a transmission line may limit future
irrigation options if a farmer wants to upgrade their current center pivot irrigation systems to newer methods, such linear irrigation and corner system irrigation.” DEIS at 117. As
discussed in the Application and in Mr. Humburg’s Direct Testimony, the Applicants have and are continuing to coordinate with irrigator-owners to avoid and/or minimize potential
impacts to irrigators. Potential impacts to irrigators may be avoided and/or minimized by a number of measures, including selecting route segments that avoid areas with irrigators,
incorporating into the design pole placement to minimize impacts to irrigator operations, working with landowners to modify systems, and providing educational materials related to
safe operations near transmission lines. See Humburg Direct at 17. The Applicants have proposed routes, including the Applicants’ Preferred Route, that minimize impacts to center
pivot irrigators currently in use. It is unlikely that the Project would ever completely “eliminate the use of irrigation systems,” as the irrigator would still be able to cover at least some of
the area even with the transmission line present. Additionally, the routing alternatives are primarily sited along the edges of agricultural fields and property lines to limit potential
impacts to the operation of current and future center pivot irrigators. If the Project is routed through areas with irrigators, the Applicants have committed to placing structures in
locations that would minimize impacts to the irrigators in coordination with landowners. See Humburg Direct at 18. EIP staff could consider incorporating this additional explanation
into the FEIS.

Sections 4.5.1.2, 5.3.4.1, and 6.2.4.1 of the EIS have been
updated to clarify that the applicants have stated complete
elimination of irrigation systems is unlikely.

7 Potential Impacts to Drinking Water The EIS included all of the BMPs listed by the commenter in
The DEIS references concerns raised in public comments regarding drinking water contamination in areas with sandy soil, and states that “[i]f contaminant from the project were to Section 4.7.5.3.2 except for MDH coordination. Section
reach the Odessa [Wellhead Protection Area (WHPA)/Drinking Water Supply Management Area (DWSMA)], which has a vulnerability ranking of Moderate-High, it is likely that 4.7.5.3.2 of the EIS has been updated to reference the missing
contamination would reach the public water supply intake” and “[ilmpacts could be significant.” DEIS at 148. As discussed in the Application and in the DEIS, the Applicants will use best | BMP.
management practices to avoid and/or minimize the risk of contamination during construction and maintenance of the Project. For example, the Applicants will conduct soil borings as
part of geotechnical analyses and evaluate water levels at structure locations within the identified Odessa WHPA prior to construction. See DEIS at 150 and Application at 143. The
Applicants will coordinate with the Minnesota Department of Health and other relevant agencies to identify potential impacts, avoidance strategies, and/or specific mitigation
measures (e.g., spanning/structure placement, foundation installation options) as applicable. See Application at 143. Additionally, during construction, the Applicants would store
materials including fuel and gasoline in sealed containers to prevent spills, leaks, or other discharges to soil and groundwater in accordance with a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) that the Applicants will prepare for the Project. See DEIS at 150 and Application at 141.
8 I am submitting this letter as a supplement to my prior public comment (Docket # 20251-214451-01) on the Application for a Route Permit for the Big Stone South to Alexandria 345-kV | Thank you for your comment and for participating in the
Transmission Project. | am a property owner in White Bear Lake Township in Pope County, and my property will be affected by the choice of route for the Central Segment of the permitting process.
project. Your route preference has been noted for consideration in the
I have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), as well as the filed comments and other input on route selection. | am writing in support of selection of a route permit | route permit decision.
generally following what the Applicant proposed as Route Central 1 (as laid out in Appendix D-2 to PUC Application). More specifically, | support a route permit following either White
Bear Lake Subregion Route 01 (WBLSRO01) or White Bear Lake Subregion Route 04 (WBLSR04).
My support for this route option is based upon the reasons presented by the Applicant and considered in the EIS (including, inter alia, shortest route length, lowest cost, greatest co-
location, minimization of impact to natural resources including both wildlife and areas of environmental concern, etc.). These route options (WBLSRO1 and WBLSR04) are clearly to be
preferred under the totality of the criteria for route selection, and I strongly urge the PUC to adopt either of these options in the final approved transmission line route.
9 We recently reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement that was released by the Minnesota Public Utilies Commission. We would again like to express our opposition to this Thank you for your comment and for participating in the
project. Our property is located at 22501 150th St Glenwood MN in Section 36 of Reno Township, Pope County MN which is located on Route 2 of the Northern Segment of the permitting process.
proposed transmission line project. Your route opposition has been noted for consideration in the
In 2021, we purchased our home and eleven acres surrounding it. We completely remodeled the home and have made many improvements to the property. We have put our entire life | route permit decision.
savings in to this property to make it our own with the intentions to raise our two children ages seven and nine. We spent over five years searching for a place that would enable us to
raise our family in a location where we can explore wildlife, produce our food, enjoy recreational activities, and appreciate the solitude of the countryside.
Our property is located within approximately 1300 feet of the proposed Route 2 of the Northern Segment of the Big Stone South to Alexandria proposed transmission line. As a result,
the Big Stone South to Alexandria transmission line project has the potential to negatively affect our family's health, our family's financial well-being, as well as negatively affect the
many unique attributes of our property.
9 In reviewing, the handout that was distributed at the meeting and drafted by the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission it indicates that researchers continue to investigate possible Potential impacts and mitigation measures concerning human
mechanisms for how low frequency Electric and Magnetic Felds (EMF) may cause indirect biological effects. It is my educated interpretation that because there is only just over a health and safety, including EMF, are discussed in Section 4.4
century of the use of transmission lines the implications of EMF on human health may not be evident as of yet. of the EIS. An EMF Supplement is provided in Appendix J.
9 Next, as mentioned above we have invested a significant amount of time, money and energy in to our property. With the proposed Route 2 of Northern Segment being in such, close Potential impacts and mitigation measures concerning

proximity to property, our property values will decrease and thus decreasing our financial wellbeing.

property values are discussed in Section 4.3.8. A Property
Value Supplement is provided in Appendix H.
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9 Lastly, our home faces south and currently has an unobstructed view of the gently rolling hills on Reno Township. Large double circuit steel transmission poles with a height between Potential impacts and mitigation measures concerning
120-180 feet and spaced every 400-1400 feet would most definitely undesirably affect our view. Not only would our view be negatively affected, but also more our goal of raising our aesthetics are discussed in Sections 4.3.1, 5.2.2.1, 5.3.2.1,
young family and enjoying the solitude of the countryside would be greatly diminished because of the undesirable noise pollution that high voltage transmission lines emit. 6.2.2.1,6.3.2.1,6.4.2.1,and 7.2.2.1 of the EIS.

For your reference, | have attached a map and two photographs of our property in relation to the proposed Route 2 of the Northern Segment of the Big Stone South to Alexandria
transmission line project. The map was utilized to estimate the distance from our property line on the South side of our property to the proposed location of Route 2 of the Northern
Segment. The first photograph is taken from the approximate location of proposed Route 2 of the Norther Segment would be and looking to the North at our property to the North. The
second photograph exhibits the view from our property facing South to where the structures of the proposed Route 2 of the Northern Segment would be. As you can see because of
the unique configuration of our property, our main view from our home would be greatly diminished with the placement of Route 2 of the Northern Segment.

9 Our young family's health, our property values, as well as our view and the many unique characteristics of our property would be negatively impacted by the proposed Route 2 of the Your route opposition has been noted for consideration in the
Northern Segment of the Big Stone South to Alexandria transmission line. In addition, considering cost as a factor it is evident that Route 2 of the Northern Segment would require route permit decision.
more distance and related costs than Route 1 of the Northern Segment. In conclusion, | strongly urge you to consider Route 1 of the Northern Segment, rather than Route 2 of the
Northern Segment of the Big Stone South to Alexandria transmission line project.

10 My husband and | are reaching out to ask that you please consider putting the 345-kV Transmission line down along Highway 12 in western Swift County. Thank you for your comment and for participating in the
We are located along County Road 22, which is the other option for that transmission line. There are already 2 transmission lines along that stretch of road as well as the Fairfield permitting process.
substation which is across the road from our property. Your route preference has been noted for consideration in the

route permit decision.

10 There is so much wildlife not to mention all the streams, sloughs and rivers along County Road 22. Why would you upset their natural habitat just to put up power lines? We have been | The EIS discusses potential impacts and mitigation measures
fortunate enough to watch bald eagles sitting in trees by our home. What a wonderful sight to behold! associated with the natural environment, including wildlife and

water resources. Chapter 4 discusses potential impacts and
mitigation generally, while Chapters 5 through 7 discuss
potential impacts based on geographic region.

10 We know that we are told all of the time that this is progress. Along with progress comes change, but sometimes it isn't the best for the greater good. The Public Utilities Commission determined on October 30,
We know that you are counting on energy from wind and solar to power your line. We believe that you are making a huge mistake by not putting more of an effort into clean coal and 2024, that the project is needed to avoid adverse effect upon
nuclear energy. That we feel is the future for our energy needs. the future adequacy, reliability, or efficiency of energy supply

to the people of Minnesota (reference (1)). The Commission
also determined the project will provide benefits to society in a
manner compatible with protecting the natural and
socioeconomic environments, including human health. Thus, it
is not within the scope of this EIS to examine whether the
project is needed or whether other system alternatives such as
clean coal or nuclear energy would be more prudent. In
addition, Minnesota Statute § 216B.1691, which became
effective in 2023, requires all electric utilities to generate or
procure 100 percent of electricity sold to Minnesota customers
from carbon-free sources by 2040.

10 It has also been rumored that regardless of how any of us in Swift County feel the MN PUC will do exactly as it pleases and no amount of input will matter. We sure hope that isn't true The Commission's permitting process is intended to develop a
otherwise we have wasted a lot of time and energy to let you know how we feel. Once again we just ask that you PLEASE give it a lot of thought before you decide where that power robust record to inform decision-making on the route permit
line will go. and the route. This process includes public involvement and

commenting that is incorporated into the record, which is
reviewed by Commission staff and Commissioners before
making regulatory decisions. Thus, the route permitting
process and public participation informs the Commission's
decision-making.

11 I had submitted this letter to you in January of this year. | was reviewing the public comments on the eDocket and didn’t find it there. Our stance has not changed since | sent this last Thank you for your comment and for participating in the
but I thought I should resubmit to make sure | am covered. permitting process.

11 The route that impacts us as a company the most as route ASR02. If this ASR02 route is chosen, we would prefer route option N11. But both of these routes go through properties that Your route preference has been noted for consideration in the

we use for equipment staging and aggregate production as stated in my initial letter and we believe route ASRO1 would be better suited for the project which you have indicated as the
preferred route through your presentation.

route permit decision.
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11

This letter constitutes a formal comment on the proposed Big Stone South to Alexandria 345 kV Transmission Line Project. Minnerath Investments LLC owns three properties that will
be directly affected by the proposed North 2 route. One of these properties serves as our main corporate office, pit, and equipment staging area. Furthermore, we operate out of the
Maas gravel pit in Big Stone County, where our operations will also be impacted. We work closely with Central Specialties Inc., one of the larger road construction companies in the
Midwest, and these properties are critical to our operations as gravel pits for public road construction projects.

Comment noted.

11

The proposed transmission line will significantly impede our ability to conduct business on these properties. Specifically:

- Reduced Aggregate Volume (Maas Pit):** The placement of the transmission lines will restrict access to significant portions of our gravel deposits at the Maas pit, directly reducing the
volume of aggregates available for extraction. This reduction in available materials will negatively impact our ability to compete for bids on public road construction projects, as our
pricing will be less competitive due to higher material costs or the need to transport materials from more distant locations.

- Increased Costs (Aggregate Relocation):** Central Specialties, Inc. currently has a large volume of aggregate stockpiled within the proposed transmission line’s right-of-way on our
corporate office property. Relocating this substantial stockpile will incur significant costs for our company, including handling, transportation, and potential storage fees.

- Increased Costs (Staging Area Mitigation):** Our corporate office property’s staging area represents a significant investment due to substantial grading and development costs. The
proposed transmission line’s route directly impacts this staging area, requiring us to acquire additional land, perform further grading, and reconfigure the layout to accommodate the
transmission lines and maintain operational efficiency. These mitigation efforts will result in considerable unplanned expenses.

Increased Costs:** The loss of access to raw materials within these pits will force us to purchase aggregates from other sources, increasing our raw material costs. This increased cost
will make our bids less competitive and potentially preclude us from securing contracts. Furthermore, the presence of the transmission lines may necessitate additional safety measures
and operational

adjustments, further adding to our expenses.

- Impact on Corporate Operations:** The transmission line’s proximity to our main corporate office and staging area poses potential safety concerns and may disrupt daily operations.
The presence of large transmission towers and lines could also limit the maneuverability of heavy equipment, impacting efficiency and potentially creating safety hazards.

- Diminished Property Value:** The presence of the transmission line will negatively impact the market value of our properties. This devaluation will affect our company's assets and
could limit future development or sale opportunities. We anticipate a significant reduction in the value of these properties due to the encumbrance created by the transmission line
easement.

We are concerned that the proposed route has not adequately considered the significant impact on our business operations and the long-term economic consequences for our
company. We believe that alternative North 1 routes would minimize the impact on active gravel pit operations and other industrial uses.

We urge the Department of Commerce to:

1. Conduct a thorough assessment of the economic impact of the proposed transmission line route on businesses like ours, including the impact on aggregate availability, operational
efficiency, and property values.

2. Explore and require the consideration of alternative routes that minimize impacts on existing industrial operations, especially active gravel pits and staging areas crucial for public
infrastructure projects, including the Maas pit.

3. Require the applicant to provide appropriate mitigation measures to address the negative impacts on our business, including compensation for the loss of aggregate resources,
increased operational costs, and diminished property value.

The EIS discusses this specific operation (MNDOT ASIS Number
21059) in Section 7.2.4.3, where it details that impacts to daily
operations of the commercial aggregate would be significant if
ASRO02 were constructed. Section 4.5.3.3.2 further details that
impacts to mining can be avoided by prudent routing, that is,
choosing an alignment for routes that would avoid or increase
distance from mining resources.

12

| would strongly prefer the Central 2 option. | live in White Bear Lake township on 40 acres. | am not a farmer and this is my primary and only residence. The Central 1 line would go
directly across the road from me (County Road 24) and will impact not only the visual environment but also potentially affect the sale value of my house. The Central 2 line would be 1.5
miles south of me and is my preferred option.

Thank you for your comment and for participating in the
permitting process.

Your route preference has been noted for consideration in the
route permit decision.

13

I am a farmer and landowner in Swift County, MN. | would strongly encourage routing the transmission line through the middle of sections on % lines to minimally impact farm
operations. If it is absolutely necessary to route the line along a road, it would be much less of an obstacle to farm around for the rest of our lives if the poles could be set on the edge
of the right of way and, not out in the fields. A transmission line out in a field would significantly reduce the property's value.

Thank you for your comment and for participating in the
permitting process.

The EIS discusses following existing rights-of-way in Sections
4.2,5.2.1,53.1,6.2.1,6.3.1,6.4.1, and 7.2.1. Minnesota Rule
7850.4100 requires the Commission to consider the use or
paralleling of existing rights-of-way, survey lines, natural
division lines, and agricultural field boundaries. Minnesota
Statute 216E, subdivision 7(e), states that the Commission
must consider routing a high voltage transmission line along an
existing high voltage transmission line or highway right-of-way
and to the extent these are not used it must state the reasons
why.
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13

I am not a fan of having structures involuntarily placed on property | own, but | understand the necessity of public utilities. | do disagree with routes being changed to accommodate
recreational activities such as aviation, especially when they negatively impact a person's occupation that they depend on to make a living. | would recommend removing any changes
made to accommodate recreational activities, such as aviation.

Comment noted.

14 I am a landowner in the proposed Central Region segment of the BSSA 345 kV Transmission Line Project. Our farm is in Pope County, Walden Township, specifically the SE % of Section Thank you for your comment and for participating in the
30 and the NE % of Section 31 on which center pivot irrigation systems have been operating since 1974(Sec 30) and 1976 (Sect 31). An alternate route to the TL 23-160 project was permitting process.
submitted Jan 30, 2025 by someone who is not the landowner. It stated no irrigation systems or disruption to farming would occur by running the TL north through Sections 31 and 30, | Your route opposition has been noted for consideration in the
which needs to be clarified. As a landowner in Section 31 and 30 we oppose the alternate route C203 for the following reasons: route permit decision.

Disruption to farming operations utilizing center pivot irrigation. Irrigation is necessary for our soil and land to facilitate best farming practices and to provide competitive and Table 6-16 in Section 6.2.9.1 compares potential impacts to
consistent crop production. Route C203 would prevent our operation from the full benefit of the systems we have in place & prevent the use of articulating corner systems, center pivot irrigation systems between C203 and its
maintenance and updates as needed. equivalent.

14 Disruption to function, access and maintenance to a 3,000 foot-long drainage ditch on the west edge of our farm in Section 31 running north into part of Section 30. The structure is The Draft Route Permit (Appendix C of the EIS) requires the
contoured and designed to control excess water coming from the west from adjacent landowners who's land takes on water originating from Page Lake in Steven’s County. The permittee to fairly restore or compensate landowners for
drainage structure situated on our land must remain structurally intact to prevent flooding onto our cropland after spring snow melt and above average rainfall throughout the growing | damage sustained during construction.
season. The permitted route provides the permittee with flexibility for

minor adjustments of the alignment and right-of-way to
accommodate landowner requests and unforeseen conditions.
The applicants are expected to work with landowners to
ensure landowner needs are met and to determine measures
to avoid or minimize impacts.

14 The alternate route C203 would create a permanent and unnecessary decline in our land value and a negative impact on rentability. Other farmers in the area without the TL on their Potential impacts and mitigation measures concerning
land would have an unfair advantage. property values are discussed in Section 4.3.8. A Property
Because of the power poles and lines, 150 ft ROW and the proposed construction route widths of 1,000 feet the landowner faces the loss in tillable and irrigated acres resulting in lower | Value Supplement is provided in Appendix H.
production and income. Aerial crop spraying of our fields would be negatively affected with proposed power lines and poles. Potential impacts and mitigation measures concerning

agriculture/farming are discussed in Sections 4.5.1, 5.2.4.1,
5.3.4.1,6.2.4.1,6.3.4.1,6.4.4.1, and 7.2.4.1 of the EIS. The
applicants' AIMP, approved by MDA, is provided in Appendix L
of the EIS.

Your route opposition has been noted for consideration in the
route permit decision.

14 The alternate route C203 forces us to abandon a new building plan approved by Pope County Board via Pope County Land and Resource Management in February 2024. Due to health Based on the description provided (NE corner of Section 30 off
& safety concerns we would not proceed with a new structure in the NE corner of Section 30 off of 264th Street. We have concerns being that close to a 345 kV power line running of 264th St.), the proposed building site would be over 2,000
24/7. feet away from C203. As discussed in Section 4.4 of the EIS,

human healthy and safety impacts are expected to be minimal
and electric fields/EMF levels dissipate rapidly outside the
transmission line ROW.

14 Additional concerns that need to be addressed are the Construction Stage Areas & Laydown Yards typically 20-30 acres in size. The amount of compaction? The reclamation process As noted in Section 3.4.1 of the EIS, agreements may be
after the project is complete? Where would these be located for the C203 route? obtained from certain landowners for additional access and/or

temporary construction or staging areas. Section 3.4.5
summarizes the restoration and cleanup procedures for the
project. Impacts to soil, including compaction, are discuss in
Section 4.7.10 of the EIS.

15 | am commenting on the North 1 segment. This segment has rich farmland that is a great asset to the state and people of Minnesota. Thank you for your comment and for participating in the

permitting process.
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15

North 1, map 5, on Iris Lane SW goes right in front of the homestead site. This will devastate the property value of the home. It is rich with wildlife and a beautiful, serene area.

Potential impacts and mitigation measures concerning
property values are discussed in Section 4.3.8. A Property
Value Supplement is provided in Appendix H.

Potential impacts and mitigation measures concerning
aesthetics and wildlife are discussed in Sections 4.3.1 and 4.7.8
of the EIS, respectively.

15

All of Art's field have thousands of dollars of tiling that have been put in to improve the land over many, many years.

Potential impacts and mitigation measures concerning
agriculture, including drain tile, are discussed in Section 4.5.1
of the EIS.

The Draft Route Permit (Appendix C of the EIS) requires the
permittee to fairly restore or compensate landowners for
damage sustained during construction.

15

I am also concerned about the health factors being so close to the farm site. Reports don't give the long-term effect on your health.

Potential impacts and mitigation measures concerning human
health and safety are discussed in Section 4.4 of the EIS.

15

If this line ends up going on this segment, | propose turning the line before the homesite. Going to the east of Iris Lane, at the back of the Art's fields, would be a more reasonable
alternative. It could turn before ever getting to the home site.

Your route opposition has been noted for consideration in the
route permit decision.

Alternative routes were proposed during the scoping period,
and those alternatives accepted by the Commission for further
study in the EIS are listed in the scoping decision. Additional
alternatives are not accepted at this stage in the permitting
process.

15

We will be losing farm acreage if you go in front of the house or the back of the field. This is a long-term loss of farm rent. The transmission lines will make it harder for the renter to
plant and harvest the crops.

Potential impacts and mitigation measures concerning
agriculture/farming are discussed in Sections 4.5.1, 5.2.4.1,
5.3.4.1,6.2.4.1,6.3.4.1,6.4.4.1, and 7.2.4.1 of the EIS. The
applicants' AIMP, approved by MDA, is provided in Appendix L
of the EIS.

15

| recommend the alternative route, North 2.

Your route preference has been noted for consideration in the
route permit decision.

16

This letter is in regards to the North 1 Big Stone Power Line alternate route proposal (Docket number E017, ET10/TL-23-160) affecting the south end of 12326 Iris Lane SW, Lowry MN, a
multi-use property that has been developed for the past 8 years in conjunction with government agencies.

Thank you for your comment and for participating in the
permitting process.

16

In 2017 when we purchased the acreage which was being used as mostly tillable land, we begin working with Shawn Papon, Wildlife Biologist at U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services, to create
a multipurpose area: upland habitat, aquatic habitat, non-profit retriever and pointing hunt club training and events areas, and agriculture land managed by baling and mowing but still
conducive to wildlife.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife surveyed the land, proposed areas that could hold water and could be used for both larger open ponds and smaller sheet water ponds as well as other areas
for upland habitat development. They then actively sought a cost share partnership with Minnesota Soil and Water Conservation District through Douglas County which supplied
additional funds for the

development, such as the pond and sheet pond over which the powerline/right of way would directly go. When the project was completed and paid for by U.S. Fish and Wildlife,
Douglas County Soil and Water Conservation District, and us, approximately 17 water areas were developed for wildlife on both the agricultural land and the farm site. The property is
adjacent to the Pocket Lake Waterfowl Production Area and has become an extension of that for wildlife. The land is used by migratory birds for nesting (ducks, swans, geese, herons,
etc.) in addition to other animals, such as eagles, song birds, red tail hawks, deer, and pheasant. Currently, the property has no utilities visible except for the highline wire across the
road.

After USFWS completed their projects, we have continued to manage and develop the property. When constructing the ponds, all tile was removed and natural spillways or culverts
were installed to connect the main pieces of water. At our own cost, we dug a 125 ft. well so that in drought years or dry periods, adequate water levels in ponds can be maintained.

Potential impacts and mitigation measures concerning wildlife
are discussed in Sections 4.7.8,5.2.6.8, 5.3.6.8, 6.2.6.8, 6.3.6.8,
6.4.6.8, and 7.2.6.8 of the EIS.

As was done during draft EIS development, staff searched
publicly available data sources to confirm if the commenter's
property is considered actively managed USFWS land. The
land's current status as a federal, state, county, local
easement, agreement, or the like that would preclude
development or influence other impact types analyzed in the
EIS could not be verified with existing data sources (Appendix
E). Although the commenter's land may have previously been
involved in one of these programs, because it's status is not
currently maintained the terms of the agreement are no longer
enforced, the land would not hold the same protected status
and cannot be considered as such in the EIS analysis.
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16 Once developed, the property was also conducive for retriever and pointer training and events during the summer months. The Professional Retriever Training Association also supplied | Mitigation offered by standard conditions in the route permit
a grant for fencing on the property to ensure dog safety. Currently, we host 7 events per year for non-profit hunting and retriever clubs, which include Vikingland Retriever Club, Coastal | (Appendix C), such as requirements 5.2.21, 5.3.14, 5.3.9, and
Bend Retriever Club, 5.3.7, are expected to avoid or minimize impacts to the
and American Pointing Labrador Association. In 2025, we hosted over 1200 canine entries from around the country. The construction, presence, and maintenance of the powerline commenter's property. The land's current status as a federal,
would render the property unusable for events: the entire property is used for these non-profit events, especially the South end (see attached photo). state, county, or local easement, agreement, or the like that
For the last 8 years, we have invested into this land to create a pristine property that is a wildlife haven but serves as one of the premier dog event venues in the United States. Federal, | would preclude development or other impact types could not
state, county, and local organizations have been involved in its development by advising, constructing, cost sharing and supplying grants. be verified with existing data sources (Appendix E). Although
the commenter's land may have previously been involved in
one of these programs, because it's status is not currently
maintained the terms of the agreement are no longer
enforced, the land would not hold the same protected status
and cannot be considered as such in the EIS analysis.
16 We are asking that the proposed powerline route involving our property not be the route chosen since it would affect property that has been developed for wildlife and non-profits and | Your route opposition has been noted for consideration in the
is valuable beyond just market value to the environment and community. route permit decision.
17 | would like C202 route over WBLSR01 and WBLSR04 because of not being close to my neighbors homes. I'm affected with the line being on my property in all 3 options. | would think Thank you for your comment and for participating in the
people have more priority over birds, animals, and insects. permitting process.
Your route preference has been noted for consideration in the
route permit decision.
18 Prefer SAAO4. On our property, we have had eagles nesting, flocks of turkeys, numerous fox and deer populations. In the fall flocks of geese land. Have not seen an actual nest this year | Thank you for your comment and for participating in the
but they circle above the two house sites. Have small dogs so am aware of their presence. They also nest to the west and east of our property. This will go right behind the houses, permitting process.
splitting the fields, it is the most productive soil on this property. Your route preference has been noted for consideration in the
route permit decision.
Potential impacts and mitigation measures concerning wildlife
are discussed in Sections 4.7.8,5.2.6.8, 5.3.6.8, 6.2.6.8, 6.3.6.8,
6.4.6.8, and 7.2.6.8 of the EIS.
Potential impacts and mitigation measures concerning
agriculture/farming are discussed in Sections 4.5.1, 5.2.4.1,
5.3.4.1,6.2.4.1,6.3.4.1,6.4.4.1, and 7.2.4.1 of the EIS. The
applicants' AIMP, approved by MDA, is provided in Appendix L
of the EIS.
19 | prefer route CSR02 over CSRO1. CSRO1 would go over my farm and my cousin's dairy farm. Concerned with impacts to my cattle. Thank you for your comment and for participating in the
permitting process.
Your route preference has been noted for consideration in the
route permit decision.
Impacts to cattle are discussed in Section 4.4.4 of the EIS.
20 I am Art Isackson's daughter and POA. | briefly met you at the Alexandria meeting. Thank you for your comment and for participating in the

Art's homestead and land | am mostly concerned about is on Map 5 on Iris Lane SW. The purple line on the map runs right in front of the century farm homestead. If it is decided on this
route, which | am totally against, we would prefer the line to go further east at the back of his fields. If it is right on Iris Lane, the property value of the homestead would be devastating.
Nobody wants to look out their living room window and see the huge transmission towers.

permitting process.

Potential impacts and mitigation measures concerning
property values are discussed in Section 4.3.8. A Property
Value Supplement is provided in Appendix H.

Your route opposition has been noted for consideration in the
route permit decision.

Alternative routes were proposed during the scoping period,
and those alternatives accepted by the Commission for further
study in the EIS are listed in the scoping decision. Additional
alternatives are not accepted at this stage in the permitting
process.
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21

| strongly prefer the central 2 line simply because the central 1 line will be directly across from my residence. | do not farm but have a home in the country on 40 acres. | believe central
2 will impact fewer home sites.

Your route preference has been noted for consideration in the
route permit decision.

22

Prefer go on west side of SAAO3.

Your route preference has been noted for consideration in the
route permit decision.

23

There are three Zahn properties along County Hwy 14; all within two miles on the north side of Hwy 14. We are against the line going along Hwy 14. We have a nice view of the MN
River valley and don't want a tower in front of my house - Marlin, co-owners Jason and Tristan Zahn 66794 440th St. County Hwy 14 which is my home as long as we live.
We are on the north edge of the MN River valley scenic route; it would be an eye sore. Who would want a tower in front of their house with view like we have?

Thank you for your comment and for participating in the
permitting process.

Your route opposition has been noted for consideration in the
route permit decision.

Potential impacts and mitigation measures concerning
aesthetics are discussed in Sections 4.3.1, 5.2.2.1, 5.3.2.1,
6.2.2.1,6.3.2.1,6.4.2.1, and 7.2.2.1 of the EIS.

23

We have plans for a family cemetery at my residents; close to the Hwy 14 right of way. These bluffs on which we live were Native American camp grounds. | have found and am still
finding artifacts.

Potential impacts and mitigation measures concerning
archaeological and historic resources are discussed in Sections
4.6,5.2.5,5.3.5,6.2.5,6.3.5,6.4.5, and 7.2.5 of the EIS.

Section 4.3.6.2 of the EIS discusses implications for future
development. Future plans that are currently happening or are
reasonably likely to occur with construction or operation
schedules that would overlap the project’s or are otherwise
foreseeable within the environmentally relevant area are
discussed in Chapter 10 of the EIS. A plan or project is
considered reasonably likely to occur if a basis of expectation
has been laid such as obtaining a local permit, discussion of the
development in local plans or zoning, and the like. Additionally,
this basis of expectation must have sufficiently detailed
information available about the future project to contribute to
the understanding of cumulative potential effects. Future
projects that are not considered reasonably likely to occur
cannot be evaluated in environmental review documents.

23

US Hwy 12 would be a good route, away from people and not zig-zagging across farmland. It has to be less expensive too.

Cost is one of 14 factors the Commission considers when
making a decision on a route permit per Minnesota Rules
7850.4100 and as discussed in Section 2.2.1 of the EIS.

Your route preference has been noted for consideration in the
route permit decision.

24

Why do you have these hearing in the fall when this is the busiest time for landowners and farmers trying to harvest. | believe this is in your plan hoping people don't show up.

Thank you for your comment and for participating in the
permitting process.

Hearing dates are set at the beginning of the route permitting
process through an order issued by the Administrative Law
Judge (eDockets No. 20252-215747-01). Dates are based on
timing for each step in the process dictated by Minnesota
Statute and Rule, and are generally sequential from the date
the applicants filed their application (October 2024). The
hearing dates were set on February 24, 2025, at a time when
future conditions for agriculture that would occur in Minnesota
could not be entirely predicted. Hearing dates are also based
on when the draft EIS could be completed and issued
(September 2025). The draft EIS needs to be available for
review by all parties before the public hearings.
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24 It was stated earlier that US Fish and Wildlife and DNR would not allow any transmission on their property. | have talked to some officials and they told me this is not true. Yes it may While many routing alternatives exist that avoid public lands,
take up to 2 or 3 years of legal work but it can be done. If in the beginning of the proposal project maybe by now it could have been completed with the US fish and Wildlife on an there are multiple routes that may be permitted that do cross
easement and wouldn't have to go through some and the middle of landowner property. public lands (Appendix G). For example, most of the routing
alternatives in the Big Stone Subregion cross USFWS Waterfowl
Production Areas. While routing through public lands is
possible, it takes more coordination and time with potential
permitting through State and Federal agencies that may
impose additional conditions to mitigate impacts. Thus, the
applicants tended to propose routing alternatives that avoid
public lands where feasible.
24 In my first written comment letter | knew nothing about that this was to be a perpetual easement contract. This completely changes everything. In my live oral comments | used an Compensation is discussed in Sections 2.6, 3.3.2, and Appendix
example of $50,000 dollars | neglected to say that's per acre now with the word perpetual in easement contract. | don' think $100,000 dollars per acre is even justified. Why do | say F of the EIS.
this: this easement contract is for the life of the land and earth. As stated in my previous letter one proposal is going right through the middle of our family farm. This will limit any Individual landowner agreements are outside the scope of this
future endeavors or expansions for myself my grandchildren or heirs. You can not put a price on that. EIS.
24 Some say: we are not going through your farmstead or your backyard. Well guess what my whole family farm is in my backyard. Like | stated earlier center pivot irrigation is in the plan. | Routing alternatives BSSR01, 04, 06, 08, 09, and 11 traverse
We have already put down test holes also in the past years we raised and fed out a lot of livestock. So down the road or in the future if my children or grandchildren take over our your property; the remainder do not.
family farm and want to get back in the livestock industry then what? Potential impacts and mitigation measures concerning
agriculture/farming are discussed in Sections 4.5.1, 5.2.4.1,
5.3.4.1,6.2.4.1,6.3.4.1,6.4.4.1, and 7.2.4.1 of the EIS. The
applicants' AIMP, approved by MDA, is provided in Appendix L
of the EIS.
24 As far as the people making these routing decisions like Minnesota public utilities commission, Otter Tail Power Co., Missouri River Energy, judges and whoever else | really believe they | Comment noted.
don't have any concept, farming knowledge or experience of what a farmer landowner has to go through and the present and future hardships this will create for future generations
with this transmission line.
24 If this project goes or wherever it goes | propose if BSS-A is going to force landowners with a perpetual easement contract that BSS-A pay all of the federal and state income taxes that Individual landowner agreements are outside the scope of this

the landowner will be liable for on the easement payment, that's only fair because landowners are forced to comply with. | also propose that BSS-A pay the landowner a yearly fair
market value cash rent per acre as long as the transmission poles and line are on the landowners property for the inconvenience and hardship it will cause.

EIS.
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24

We have a family farm of 240 acres we have lived and farm all our lives to make this a better family farm so we can pass this farm on to our children and next generation only to have
the big power companies the big cities and government come in and destroy everything we have worked for. To start with in the beginning BSSA and Ottertail said they would follow
existing rights-of-ways for proposed routes and not to disrupt private and farm land and would reroute any lines that would cause hardship.

One proposal is going right through the middle of our family farm you have no idea of the hardship this will cause.

The EIS discusses following existing rights-of-way in Sections
4.2,5.2.1,53.1,6.2.1,6.3.1,6.4.1, and 7.2.1. Minnesota Rule
7850.4100 requires the Commission to consider the use or
paralleling of existing rights-of-way, survey lines, natural
division lines, and agricultural field boundaries. Minnesota
Statute 216E, subdivision 7(e), states that the Commission
must consider routing a high voltage transmission line along an
existing high voltage transmission line or highway right-of-way
and to the extent these are not used it must state the reasons
why.

The Project will interconnect generation to serve the entire
system in the Upper Midwest, not solely the metropolitan
area. The Commission determined on October 30, 2024, that
the project is needed to avoid adverse effect upon the future
adequacy, reliability, or efficiency of energy supply to the
people of Minnesota. The Commission also determined the
project will provide benefits to society in a manner compatible
with protecting the natural and socioeconomic environments,
including human health. The project was studied, reviewed,
and approved by MISO as part of its 2021 Transmission
Expansion Plan report, and is one of 18 transmission projects
needed across the larger interconnection grid to address
reliability and capacity issues as well issues concerning the
addition of renewable resources on the existing 230-kV system
in western and central Minnesota, eastern North Dakota, and
South Dakota.

The Commission is charged with selecting transmission line
routes that minimize adverse human and environmental
impacts while ensuring electric power system reliability and
integrity. Minnesota Statute 216E.03, identifies multiple
factors that the Commission must consider when designating
transmission line routes, including minimizing environmental
impacts and minimizing human settlement and other land use
conflicts. The Commission must weigh and consider all of these
factors when deciding on whether to issue a route permit and
where the route should go, rather than a singular factor, which
is informed by all impact types that are assessed in the EIS.

24

With the proposal of a 345 kilovolt line tell me this: why is it that Fish and Wildlife and the DNR and Minnesota owned public land will not let big power lines cross or be installed on
their property and we as farmers and landowners are supposed to? Why is it that scientist - engineers - government officials and etc. can't explain the problems with stray voltage and
interference of all kind and medical and health concerns both for humans and livestock. How many times have you driven by power lines and lost signal and interference and static on
radios and other devices.

While many routing alternatives exist that avoid public lands,
there are multiple routes that may be permitted that do cross
public lands (Appendix G). For example, most of the routing
alternatives in the Big Stone Subregion cross USFWS Waterfowl
Production Areas. While routing through public lands is
possible, it takes more coordination and time with potential
permitting through State and Federal agencies that may
impose additional conditions to mitigate impacts. Thus, the
applicants tended to propose routing alternatives that avoid
public lands where feasible.

Potential impacts and mitigation measures concerning human
health and safety and electronic interference are discussed in
Sections 4.4 and 4.3.4 of the EIS, respectively.
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24

Each transmission pole is a monopole with 90'-150' structure and big base - what an eye sore. This will completely ruin and destroy the beauty of the landscape.

Potential impacts and mitigation measures concerning
aesthetics are discussed in Sections 4.3.1, 5.2.2.1, 5.3.2.1,
6.2.2.1,6.3.2.1,6.4.2.1, and 7.2.2.1 of the EIS.

24

I think the open house meetings you had earlier were just a formality to satisfy the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission, the OTP and the MRES. | think all along they new which
routes the where planning and not telling the people that live out here.

The Commission's permitting process is intended to develop a
robust record to inform decision-making on the route permit
and the route. This process includes public involvement and
commenting that is incorporated into the record, which is
reviewed by Commission staff and Commissioners before
making regulatory decisions. Thus, the route permitting
process and public participation informs the Commission's
decision-making.

24

I would like to know if the CEOs and the heads of these departments and the people that make these decision would feel and react to if an organization wants to put in a walking or
bicycle trail right through the middle of their backyard.

Comment noted.

24

The Biden administration and the democrats has a goal of net solar and battery powered grid by 2035 - this was in the farm journal May-June 2024 issue. If the big cities need all this
power why don't they put up power plants - solar farms near where they need them along with wind turbines. No because the people by the big cities don't want them so let's go out
to rural Minnesota and destroy their way of life and farming.

The Project will interconnect generation to serve the entire
system in the Upper Midwest, not solely the metropolitan
area. The Commission determined on October 30, 2024, that
the project is needed to avoid adverse effect upon the future
adequacy, reliability, or efficiency of energy supply to the
people of Minnesota. The Commission also determined the
project will provide benefits to society in a manner compatible
with protecting the natural and socioeconomic environments,
including human health. The project was studied, reviewed,
and approved by MISO as part of its 2021 Transmission
Expansion Plan report, and is one of 18 transmission projects
needed across the larger interconnection grid to address
reliability and capacity issues as well issues concerning the
addition of renewable resources on the existing 230-kV system
in western and central Minnesota, eastern North Dakota, and
South Dakota.

24

Some but not all of the hardship this will cause: value of the family farm decreased tremendously. Center pivot irrigation - we have plenty of water we have center pivots 1 mile away
looking to install in future. How are we supposed to farm around these monopole with 120 foot sprayers, 24-36-48 row planters and they are getting bigger. Custom applicators airal
spraying very limited have to come back with ground sprayer. What about weed problems next to monopoles. Flying drones for farming of mapping - weed scouting - soil and crop
deficiency. Water - storm and hail damage. What about interference with GPS - auto steer. 2-way radios - cell phones.

Cash rent going down and farming ability.

Potential impacts and mitigation measures concerning
property values are discussed in Section 4.3.8. A Property
Value Supplement is provided in Appendix H.

Potential impacts and mitigation measures concerning
agriculture/farming and electronic interference are discussed
in Sections 4.5.1 and 4.3.4 of the EIS, respectively.
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24

What about increasing the building site increase or expand a livestock feeding lot it will completely limit future expansion

Section 4.3.6.2 of the EIS discusses implications for future
development. Future plans that are currently happening or are
reasonably likely to occur with construction or operation
schedules that would overlap the project’s or are otherwise
foreseeable within the environmentally relevant area are
discussed in Chapter 10 of the EIS. A plan or project is
considered reasonably likely to occur if a basis of expectation
has been laid such as obtaining a local permit, discussion of the
development in local plans or zoning, and the like. Additionally,
this basis of expectation must have sufficiently detailed
information available about the future project to contribute to
the understanding of cumulative potential effects. Future
projects that are not considered reasonably likely to occur
cannot be evaluated in environmental review documents.

24 BSSA coordinating with landowners - work with you to resolve questions and concerns agreements and monetary offer based on fair market value (yeah right). There is no way you can | Comment noted.
put a fair market value on this. As mentioned previously this is a life time for me and my children and estate for any and all future endeavors.
24 Has any consideration been given for taxes on capital gains. Most of the land owners will have to pay between 40 and 50% of the payments for taxes that doesn't leave the land owner | The manner in which landowners are compensated for
very much. BSSA must pay the landowner value many times over. transmission line right-of-way easements is outside of the
scope of the EIS as detailed in Appendix B of the EIS.
24 Put the transmission line underground or better yet maybe the Trump administration will intervene and stop the project. | have talked to my children about this project because Comment noted.
someday they own and farm this land after | am gone they are completely devastated by this proposal of running this powerline right through the middle of our family farm. I and my
family want nothing to do with this. It will complelty limit any future endeavors. As you can tell | am devastated by the fact your considering a 345-kilovolt transmission line right
through the middle of our family farm. Akron TWP Sec 20 Big Stone County.
25 Our property is listed as an alternate route on the Big Stone South to Alexandria adjacent to the Art Isackson property at 12326 Iris Lane. We are requesting that the route not go on the | Your route opposition has been noted for consideration in the

southern property border as proposed.

route permit decision.
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Comment

Response

25

We currently use the property for income other than just agriculture. We also own Thunderstruck Retrievers. The property is used to host dog events and training for multiple non-
profit retriever clubs attended by both amateur and pro dog trainers; we host over 1200 dog entries per year throughout the summer months. Since 2017, we have spent a lot of time
and money developing the land to fit the needs of dog trials/tests: restoring wetlands, building mounds, planting a variety of vegetation, installing a well to fill the pond system as
needed, adding roads, etc. Construction and maintenance of the powerline project would make the land unusable for a lot of these events because of the distance required to run dogs,
as well as the need for fields to be visually clean of non-natural objects and the need for parking on the edges of the property.

Dog handlers and trainers from around the United States attend. The one comment we always hear is that it is one of the most beautiful host properties around the country because
there are no utilities and it is all rolling farmland with the farmsites spread out over the landscape.

| am attaching photos of an event using the south end of the property adjacent to Isackson's, the ponds on that end of the property as well as an alternate proposed route that would
be on he far east side of Isackson's as requested by the family so the line does not run directly in front of

their house.

The commenter's property is on the boundary of the
anticipated alignment of route N205 on the property's south
boundary. N205 is a route segment of ASRO1, which if
permitted, would be near but not on the commenter's
property. The commenter has been contacted by the
Commission and they stated route preference for ASR02.
Vehicles can continue to park near the commenter's property
underneath the project transmission line regardless of where it
is routed. The anticipated alignment of N205 would cross Iris
Lane, not parallel it, thus no alignment is expected to interfere
with roads utilized by the commenter's business.

The Draft Route Permit (Appendix C of the EIS) requires the
permittee to fairly restore or compensate landowners for
damage sustained during construction.

The permitted route provides the permittee with flexibility for
minor adjustments of the alignment and right-of-way to
accommodate landowner requests and unforeseen conditions.
The applicants are expected to work with landowners to
ensure landowner needs are met and to determine measures
to avoid or minimize impacts. In accordance with requirement
5.3.7 of the route permit, the permittee shall consider input
pertaining to visual impacts from landowners or land
management agencies prior to final location of structures,
rights-of-way, and other areas with the potential for visual
disturbance. Additionally, according to requirement 5.3.7, the
Permittee shall use care to preserve the natural landscape,
minimize tree removal and prevent any unnecessary
destruction of the natural surroundings in the vicinity of the
Transmission Facility during construction and maintenance.
Alternative routes were proposed during the scoping period,
and those alternatives accepted by the Commission for further
study in the EIS are listed in the scoping decision. Additional
alternatives are not accepted at this stage in the permitting
process.

26

I'm writing about the Bigstone to Alexandria transmission line that is going to probably go through my land. I'm especially focusing on the plan that goes south of Hwy 12 and will go
across my land on Section 17 of Shible township.

As the public hearings were right in the middle of harvest, | wasn't able to attend, but heard from a person who was there that this route seemed to be the preffered route for the line.
Please reconsider.

If the line goes through any of the proposed routes around highway 12 | will have it go through four of my properties. On all except the one south of 12 the lines will be on field
boundaries minimizing the impact on my farming. The line south of 12 will go right through the middle of my fields, making farming them much more difficult since I'll have towers to go
around right in the middle of the fields. My neighbors to the west and east will have the same problems, and the neighbor to the east will see $200,000.00 to $300,000.00 of new
irrigation systems made useless.

Please be more considerate of the landowners whose land you will be affected and make it as unintrusive as possible.

Thank you for your comment and for participating in the
permitting process.

Potential impacts and mitigation measures concerning
agriculture/farming are discussed in Sections 4.5.1, 5.2.4.1,
5.3.4.1,6.2.4.1,6.3.4.1,6.4.4.1, and 7.2.4.1 of the EIS. The
applicants' AIMP, approved by MDA, is provided in Appendix L
of the EIS.

Your route preference has been noted for consideration in the
route permit decision.

26

Please use this letter as opposition to the line south of Hwy 12.

Your route opposition has been noted for consideration in the
route permit decision.
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Draft Route Permit





































































Appendix D

Information Request Responses from Applicants
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Landowner Rights Factsheet
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