
FEIS ID#140

140a. 

(See response to FEIS ID#3b) Map FEIS ID#140 in 

Appendix C shows houses in this area.
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Ek, Scott (COMM)

From: Dan Wambeke [djwambeke@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 18, 2009 1:17 PM
To: Ek, Scott (COMM)
Cc: Kirsch, Raymond (COMM)
Subject: Docket ET2/TL 08-1474 public comment on EIS draft
Attachments: grove.jpg
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11/19/2009

Hello Scott, 

I am summarizing in this email the points which I made yesterday at the Nov. 17 public comment meeting at the Marshall Best Western. The 
following additions/edits to the EIS will help to make the document more accurate and thorough: 

� In Section 6.1.1 on the visual and aesthetic impacts, the following quote is inaccurate: "In these agricultural areas, the power poles 
would be visible on clear days from up to two miles." Because of the relative flatness of the topography  here and the general lack of 
trees, they will be visible much farther. It should be changed to, "In these agricultural areas, the power poles will be a dominant feature 
of the skyline for 2-3 miles, and on clear days may be visible up to 10 miles."  

� I'm grateful to see Section 6.1.5 discussing the impacts to tree groves and windbreaks. However, this section does not accurately capture 
the essence of this particular category of impact. There are a number of improvements to this section that can be made: 

� Figure 6.1.5-1, entitled "A typical farmstead windbreak" is anything but that. The photo shows a house with a relatively small 
number of trees (10-15?) surrounding it. Very few farmsteads in this part of the state have that few trees around them. The 
"typical" windbreak, in reality, would have at least a hundred mature trees on the west and north sides of the property. This 
photo needs to be changed so that it can more accurately reflect the type of environmental impact that is being assessed here. I
am attaching a photo of my own farmstead as an example of this kind of tree grove. It may not be the best quality photo, as I 
found it difficult to take the photo from a good angle that showed the whole grove, but if you are not able to find an alternate
example of a farmstead windbreak, feel free to use it in place of the existing photo.  

� The sentence, "During public scoping meetings, residents of western Minnesota identified the importance of trees for privacy, 
shade, and wind screen protection around rural residences and farmsteads." should then be followed up with the following 
sentences which will help to describe why this is important: "In this region, farmsteads typically have over a hundred trees 
aligned in rows on the west and north sides of the properties, with an outer row or two of lower levels of shrubbery. These 
groves are carefully placed and designed to cause the wind to go up and over them to create a 'wind shadow.' So, in addition to
increasing the aesthetic value of the property, they are an essential element in helping to reduce heating costs and also managing 
the presence of blowing and drifting snow during the winter. The reduction, or removal, of even a portion of these tree groves,
whether as a temporary construction impact or as a permanent right-of-way impact, would constitute a major impact to the 
affected property."  

� Furthermore, the sentence, "The applicants indicate that the Preferred Route and Alternate Route have been located to avoid the
removal of trees to the greatest extent possible." may be accurate when applied to naturally occuring wooded areas, but does not
adequately address this impact, and the ability to mitigate it. Because they are not "naturally" occuring, they tend to be shaped
rectangularly (with the trees in straight lines) and are generally not so thick that they cannot be avoided. In the western part of 
the state, the vast majority of tree groves and windbreaks along the indicated routes should therefore be considered to be non-
necessary impacts, and would be avoidable simply by using careful route alignments. A sentence or two needs to be added to 
this section that says, "In western Minnesota, in most cases tree groves and windbreaks can be completely protected by a shift of
the route alignment, so that the line is built on the opposite side of the road from farmsites, or in cases where the line is not
following a road, shifting the route centerline over by a small amount (e.g. 50-75 feet). This is a feasible mitigation strategy
because the groves tend to be straight and rectangular in shape, and are often only 50-100 feet wide." 

� In Fairview Township, at the corners of sections 1, 2, 11, & 12 (visible on both Route Maps SL17 & SL18, as well as the map 7.1-13),
there is a small area of wetland impact. I can't tell if it's adequately marked in the EIS. There are what appears to be a couple small dots 
on the maps, but if they are supposed to be indicative of the wetland, they are not large enough. It should be recorded that at this spot 
there would be approximately an acre of wetland affected in the Right-of-Way. This impact is true no matter what route alignment is 
made here. The wetland here is managed via a RIM/NRCS wetland conservation easement. Please correct the maps, and also correct the
statistics appropriately in section 7.1.4.11.  

� In Section 7.1.4.1, on the Human Settlement impact for the Brookings-Lyon Co. segment of the line, you've correctly noted a couple of 
"narrow" areas. Depending upon the exact route alignment, however, many more narrow areas than this exist, and in the interest of a 
thorough analysis of this segment, these should be noted. (Similar to how, in section 7.3.4.1 discussing the Lyon Co.-Helena segment, 
narrow areas north and east of Milroy were noted.) Please add the following paragraph (and also add corresponding "narrows" markers
to the maps), which describes two more of these areas. "Northeast of Marshall, where the Preferred Route runs south from 340th Street
to 290th Street, the current proposed route alignment, on the west side of the existing 115kV East River line, avoids major impacts to 
two farmsites. If this alignment were ever to change to the east side of the existing 115kV line, two major impacts would be 
unavoidable. At the farmsite 1/2 mile south of 320th Street, the line would run extremely close to the house (approx. 85 feet) and many 
trees would need to be removed. At the farmsite 1/2 mile north of 320th Street , the line would also run close to the house (approx. 100 

FEIS ID#143

143a.

20/20 vision equates roughly one arcminute of 

resolution.  Conservatively assuming the towers 

stay six feet in diameter the whole way up, the 

maximum distance where this would be greater 

than one arcminute is just under four miles. 

Beyond that the poles should become harder to 

distinguish.  At four miles, pre�y much all of 

the tower is still above the horizon (except the 

bo�om couple feet), so on a clear day they very 

likely can be seen at that distance. 

Based on the further analysis discussed above, 

Section 6.1.1 page 6-1 column two, the sentence 

that reads “In these agricultural areas, the power 

poles would be visible on clear days from up 

to two miles.” should be amended to read, “In 

these agricultural areas, the power poles would 

be visible on clear days from up to four miles.”  

143b.

Tree groves and windbreaks will be avoided 

to the extent possible, regardless of whether 

a windbreak consists of 10 trees or 100. (See 

response to FEIS ID#18a)

143c.

(See response to FEIS ID#18a)

143a

143f

143e

143d

143c

143b

Brookings-Hampton Final EIS
Docket # 08-1474

Response to Comments 
Page 187 of 384



FEIS ID#143 continued

feet), and furthermore a hog barn would fall within the right-of-way, and over 120 trees would be removed (the entire tree grove on the 
west side of the property). In addition to the typical impacts of tree grove removal, some of these trees are also used in a small maple 
syruping operation, so this would constitute a land use impact here as well."  

� A specific correction needs to be made in Section 7.1.4.1. Where it references a narrow spot saying, "Where 1P-02 runs just north of 
Marshall, there is a house located on the south side of road that would be within the ROW if the proposed line were placed on the south 
side of the road. Directly across from this home, a propane tank would be within the ROW if the line were placed on the north side of 
road." it needs to be corrected: the propane tank and house are reversed - the house in the ROW is on the north side of the road and the 
propane tank is on the south. In addition, it should be noted that the south side of the road, with the propane tank, also contains a house, 
which would would be within 100 feet from the route centerline if the line were on the south side, and several mature trees would need 
to be removed from this property.  

� If, as you verbally stated in the meeting yesterday, it is the position of the OES that there are no health risks due to EMF exposure, then 
that policy position should be explicitly stated in Section 6.2.1.3. As it currently exists, it is clearly crafted to give the impression that 
there is no basis to the fear of health risks, while refraining from firmly committing to that position. In any event, I think this section 
would benefit from a brief summary of the opposing point of view, even if it is not the view held by the OES. That way this document 
would contain a full representation of the existing data as well as the possible different interpretations of that data. Reasonable people 
can, and do, look at the same data and yet come to a different conclusion about the amount of risk involved. There is testimony by a Dr. 
Carpenter, who has a different slant on the health risk issue, which was recently submitted to the the project docket by an intervenor in 
this project. Perhaps his input could be used as a basis for the summary of the "opposing viewpoint. 

Thank you for your willingness to consider, and incorporate, this feedback into the final EIS. Please reply to this email with verification that it 
was received. 

Dan Wambeke 
3260 280th Ave 
Marshall, MN 56258 
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143d.

(See response to FEIS ID#39a)

143e.

A map of the wetland mentioned by the 

commenter is available in Appendix C FEIS 

ID#161. The wetland points on the DEIS maps 

represent the acreages present within the 150-

foot ROW. The actual acreage of this particular 

wetland in the 150-foot ROW is 0.36 acre. 

Wetland data in the DEIS are based on the 

National Wetland Inventory (NWI) data; no 

wetland delineations would be conducted until a 

route has been issued by the Commission.

143f.

(See response to FEIS ID#39a)

143g.

(See response to FEIS ID#69e) Map FEIS ID#69 in 

Appendix C shows the location described by the 

commenter.

143h.

Evidence supporting varying perspectives on 

the health effects of EMF was provided at the 

Public Hearing, the transcript of which is a 

public record. See FEIS ID#46 submi�ed by Paula 

Goodman-Maccabee, which included testimony 

from her EMF expert.

143h

143g
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FEIS ID#144

144a. 

(See response to FEIS ID#69e)
RE: Docket ET2/TL 08-1474 public comment on EIS draft
Dan Wambeke [djwambeke@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2009 10:36 AM 

To: Ek, Scott (COMM)  

Hi Scott, 

My second to last bullet point is actually an item that I noticed after I had read the comments at the meeting.  Please be 
sure to incorporate that into the EIS as well. 

Thanks, 
Dan

--- On Mon, 11/30/09, Ek, Scott (COMM) <Scott.Ek@state.mn.us> wrote: 

From: Ek, Scott (COMM) <Scott.Ek@state.mn.us> 
Subject: RE: Docket ET2/TL 08-1474 public comment on EIS draft 
To: "Dan Wambeke" <djwambeke@yahoo.com> 
Date: Monday, November 30, 2009, 9:12 PM 

Yes. Your comments were received when you verbally read them at the public meeting as well the email you sent.

Regards,
Scott Ek

From: Dan Wambeke [djwambeke@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2009 4:16 PM 
To: Ek, Scott (COMM) 
Cc: Kirsch, Raymond (COMM) 
Subject: Fw: Docket ET2/TL 08-1474 public comment on EIS draft 

Hi Scott, 

I did not receive confirmation that you had received my comments below, so I am sending them again before 
the deadline on comments for the EIS.  Please reply to let me know that these comments were received. 

Thanks, 
Dan

--- On Wed, 11/18/09, Dan Wambeke <djwambeke@yahoo.com> wrote: 

From: Dan Wambeke <djwambeke@yahoo.com> 
Subject: Docket ET2/TL 08-1474 public comment on EIS draft 
To: scott.ek@state.mn.us 
Cc: raymond.kirsch@state.mn.us 
Date: Wednesday, November 18, 2009, 1:17 PM 

Hello Scott, 

I am summarizing in this email the points which I made yesterday at the Nov. 17 public comment meeting at the Marshall 
Best Western. The following additions/edits to the EIS will help to make the document more accurate and thorough: 

� In Section 6.1.1 on the visual and aesthetic impacts, the following quote is inaccurate: "In these agricultural areas, 

Page 1 of 3RE: Docket ET2/TL 08-1474 public comment on EIS draft
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