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Mr. Burl W. Haar

Executive Secretary MAR 21 2011

Minnesota Public Utilities Commission ANECHTA PUBLIC
th . MINNES

12177 Place East, Suite 350 UTILITIES COMMISSION

St. Paul, MN 55101

Attention: Brett Eknes

Re: Petition for Reconsideration
Docket No. ET-2/TL-08-1474
Brookings/Hampton 345kv Transmission Line

Dear Mr. Haar,

Enclosed is a Petition for Reconsideration of the Order Granting Route Permit in the above-
referenced docket for the Gibbon Crossover/Belle Plaine Route (Segement 4).

Res?ectfully, i
Vicki Wolter
Representing Petitioners named in the following Document for Reconsideration



BEFORE THE MINNESOTA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

David C. Boyd Chair

J. Dennis O’Brien Commissioner

Thomas Pugh Commissioner

Phyllis A. Reha Commissioner

Betsy Wergin Commissioner

In the Matter of the Route Permit Application Docket # ET-2/TL-08-1474

For a 345kv Transmission Line from Brookings, SD
to Hampton, MN (Segment 4) , Gibbon Crossover

PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF THE ORDER GRANTING ROUTE PERMIT

The following Sibley and Scott County residents respectfully request reconsideration of the
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission’s February 3, 2011, Order Granting Route Permit for the
Gibbon Crossover/Belle Plaine Route in the above referenced docket:

Kurt and Jean Aslakson Joel Bahr

28268 State Hwy 25 25100 Meridian Circle
Belle Plaine, MN 56011 BellePlaine, MN 56011
Kevin Fahey Mark Duffy

30286 State Hwy 25 28306 State Hwy 25
Belle Plaine, MN 56011 Belle Plaine, MN 56011
Brian Entinger Mark Koepp

7551 W 270" Street 24151 Johnson Memorial Drive
Belle Plaine, MN 56011 Belle Plaine, MN 56011
Marilyn M. Koepp Alan Giles

24526 German Road 23990 Stopplemann Blvd.
Belle Plaine, MN 56011 Belle Plaine, MN 56011
William McCue Glen Schuitz

11900 W 240" Street 13321 245 Street West
Belle Plaine, MN 56011 Belle Plaine, MN 56011
Gary Steinhagen Todd and Maria Tracy
25101 German Road 28236 State Hwy 25

BellePlaine, MN 56011 Belle Plaine, MN 56011



Vicki Wolter
26363 State Hwy 25
Belle Plaine, MN 56011

(The identified Scott and Sibley County residents shall be collectively referred to as
“Petitioners.”)

Petitioners, whose property and homes are in the path of the approved CapX2020 power line
path, hereby respectfully request that the Public Utilities Commission, (to be referred to as the
“PUC”), reconsider their approval of the Gibbon Crossover/Belle Plaine Route (Segment 4).
Petitioners request that the PUC consider the Modified Preferred Route crossing at Le Sueur
(Myrick Alignment Alternative) to be the proper choice in accordance to the state’s policy of
choosing a location that minimize adverse human and environmental impacts while insuring
continuing electric power system reliability and integrity.

REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION

One of the two primary reasons the PUC lists as their final reasons for deciding to approve the
Gibbon Crossover Route is: 1)its use of an existing 69kV transmission corridor right-of —way
across the Minnesota River. According to Dan Lesher, from Great River Energy, the Gibbon
Crossover Route is 2 miles longer as a whole than the Modified Preferred Route crossing at Le
Sueur. He also stated the Gibbon Crossover Route only shares with the existing 69kV
transmission line for 1.5 miles, including the Minn. River Crossing in Belle Plaine. This means
you are creating an entirely new 2 miles of easement in order to share only 1.5miles of the
existing 69 kV line that will have to be widened considerably and reconstructing the existing
69kV line crossing the river to minimize avian impacts, which has been stated in the record as a
concern from the USFWS. (Refer to USFWS letter dated December 3, 2008; Document marked
exhibit B). This does not make sense. It is not economical and will add to the cost of
constructing the lines, not even taking into consideration the ongoing costs of operation and
maintenance of the extra miles of line. (Please make reference to email questions/answers to
Dan Lesher dated Feb. 24, 2011, response, Feb. 28, 2011, item 2; Document marked exhibit A).
This will also ultimately impact more human life and impact more land than need be.

Please review, carefully, OAH Docket # 7-2500-20283-2, MPUC Docket# ET-2/TL-08-1474
Findings of Fact, Conclusions and recommendation of Remand.

One of the “concerns” raised at the February 3, 2011 hearing by the PUC was accessibility to
the lines for maintenance and repairs at the river crossings. There were assumptions made in
regard to this issue concerning both sites which were in error. At the Le Sueur crossing, there
would be nearly 100% access even during major flooding. Highway 169 at that crossing location
has never been closed is 46 years that we are aware of, even with last fall’s record flooding.
There has always been access available by road at the corner of #93 where the pole would be.



The Myrick hill has a road running all the way up to the top of the hill on Hwy 169, with access
from 169. The assumption that it would be difficult to access the lines during flooding was
entirely inaccurate. However, at the Belle Plaine Crossing, they would not be able to gain
access to at least 1- 1 % miles of the lines during any flooding due to the river flooding over Cty.
Rd. #6 (Blakely Rd) nearly each and every spring. This is one of the last roads to open in the
area. There is no way to build access roads due to the sewer ponds and wetlands between Cty .
Rd. # 6 and the MN River. This can easily be researched by looking at aerial maps of both areas,
verifying road closures during flooding with MNDOT and communicating with reliable sources
such as city and county officials. This was very concerning to be brought up with no chance to
respond and seemed to steer some of the PUC officials to go along with the vote raising this as
an issue.

Another subject of “concern” was soil stability in the Le Sueur area crossing. According to Kevin
Lennon’s September 10, 2010 Testimony, he states concerns of unstable soils which there is no
evidence, tests, soil borings, anything to substantiate this. (Refer to Kevin Lennon’s Remand
Direct Testimony; Document marked exhibit C; 74. and 76. of OAH Docket# 7-2500-20283-2
MPUC Docket # ET-2/TL-08-1474 Findings of Fact, Conclusions and recommendations on
Remand and Dan Lesher email question/answers item #4 marked exhibit A).

Petitioners would like to provide evidence of soil condition concerns for the Belle Plaine river
crossing. Enclosed are two letters provided to us by MNDOT in regard to problems they had
with soil conditions and an artesian condition when constructing the Belle Plaine Bridge. The
artesian conditions in the Belle Plaine area created a substantial problem for them and it was
well recorded in news articles as well. The area of the power line crossing has a great deal of
wetland and a spring fed creek, strongly indicating these condition could very well exist at that
exact location. Now we have to go back to the fact that we are not building just one line and
having the potential of boring into an artesian layer, but also reconstructing the second line,
having to bore new foundations. Again, we have to go back to cost issues and consider the
environmental impacts. (Letters are marked exhibit D and E; there are a total of 61 pages to
exhibit E showing all charts, borings, etc. If you would like all of that, Vicki Wolter can email
that to you.) This information is public record and could’ve been obtained by Great River
Energy or the OES at any time.

Both of these issues, flood plain and soil stability, were raised at the very end of the decision
making process with no chance for public response. It seemed like these issues tipped the scale
to push the vote onto the Belle Plaine crossing and both are incorrect and unsubstantiated.
Petitioners find this unreasonable.

The second reason the PUC approved the Gibbon Crossover Route was: 2) the more positive
environmental impact from the alignment and engineering advantages it offers over the Le
Sueur Crossing Route. This statement is not at all consistent with what the record shows.
Again, we have to reiterate that you are choosing a route that is 2 miles longer as a whole on a
68-70 mile stretch. Why is there so much concern for one hillside that there are no homes on or
could be constructed on. it won’t even be visible from Hwy 169 due to a hill obstructing the
site of the Myrick hill. In fact, the whole area at the river crossing in Le Sueur is pretty much
unusable land for anything. It's as disturbed as you can get for qualifying as the state requires
to pick an already disturbed area to construct the power line. The river crossing at Le Sueur is
nothing but highway, retention ponds, railroad, overflow and flood plain. There is no usable



land to build on at all in this general area. But the PUC chooses a route where people are
currently living, have plans for future development, cross lands that are tillable, cross wetlands
that are owned by the DNR and has a heron rookery one tenth of a mile from this proposed
crossing at Belle Plaine. ( We would like to request that this continued concern for a heron
rookery within the Le Sueur River Crossing , which is repeated over and over in the latest
Dockets that doesn’t exist ,be removed from the concerns being that the DNR verified it no
longer existed and that they had presented inaccurate, outdated information, apologizing for
this at the February 3, 2011 meeting). There are three hillsides to deal with at the Belle Plaine
River Crossing and at least as much forestry to be cleared if not more. These sites should really
be viewed first hand by the PUC themselves to make an accurate decision when this impacts so
many human lives.

Petitioners request that the PUC take the time to observe aerial maps of both of these areas
and really see how much prime land and housing is affected by the Belle Plaine River crossing
versus the Le Sueur River Crossing. Every aspect in regard to human impact, environmental
impact, impact on farming land, and aesthetic impacts favor a Le Sueur River Crossing over a
Belle Plaine River Crossing. The slight challenges that Great River Energy claims they “may”
have with constructing the power line on the Myrick hill are minor compared to many areas like
the Red Wing area. Great River Energy basically stated that either site was suitable to them and
both sites met all requirements by state and federal statutes.

PROCEDURAL ISSUES:

¢ Residents have expressed through written testimony and verbal testimony during the
remand hearings in October of 2010 of several residents within the corridor not
receiving notices. Many of the Township Boards along this route did not receive any
notice at all and are not listed on your mailing lists. This raises questions in whether the
Applicants and/or the OES gave proper notice as required by MN Stat. 216.03 subd. 33,4
and 6; MN R 7850.2100, subp. 2 and 4; MN R. 7850.2300, subp. 2; MN R. 7850.2500,
subp. 2,7,8 and 9. This gave local governments no chance for a public outcry.

® Not one single meeting was held in Belle Plaine until the Remand Hearings which were
only open to a very narrow scope long after the record was closed in February of 2010.

e Commissioner Reha had expressed, herself, of concerns with procedural issues.

e Petitioners find it unreasonable that the record was closed in February of 2010, a late
letter was accepted from the USFWS dated June 10, 2010 which clearly impacted the
decision process. (quoting Commissioner Reha when stating at the February 3, 2011
meeting, that had this letter not come into play and a vote was put through in July, she
would’ve likely voted for Le Sueur). The remand hearings were limited to the eagle
situation, but the OES was able to create and develop the Gibbon Crossover route
during this time, coming up with one excuse after another to push this line onto the
citizens of Belle Plaine with no opportunity for the people to get the facts into record.
The OES and the PUC are fully aware of the gross inaccuracies in the record, partially
due to inaccurate, outdated, and misleading information provided by the DNR and



USFWS. The record should be reopened to allow for these corrections and the final
decision needs to be based on true and accurate information to make this process right.
Petitioners question whether the vote by the Commissioners on February 3, 2011 is
valid due to the fact that there was one board member absent from the voting process,
Commissioner Thomas Pugh, and there was no seconding of the motion. (Refer to The
Scott Foresman Roberts Rules Of Order; 4 pages included marked exhibit F).

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

The states policy requires the PUC to choose locations that minimize adverse environmental
impacts.

As noted in the USFWS letter dated December 3, 2008 (exhibit B) the Belle Plaine
Crossing has more continuous native flood plain habitat than the Le Sueur Crossing.
This letter also expresses concerns about the web of transmission lines due to the fact
that there will be two side by side increasing the chance for bird strikes. More trees and
brush would need to be cleared further fragmenting native flood plain habitat.

Included is a four page document relating to concerns of Anthrax disruption in several
Scott county townships along the route which could potentially cause harm to animals.
(Document marked exhibit G)

The AU and the Commission confirmed that the record demonstrates that there are
fewer water resources within the Modified Preferred Route than within the Crossover
route. (Docket # ET-2/TL-08-1474, Sept. 14, 2010 order granting route permit, pg.7)

The AU and the Commission confirmed the record demonstrates that there are fewer
threatened and endangered species within the Modified Preferred Route than within
the Crossover route. The Modified Preferred Route would affect only one site identified
by the Minnesota County Biological Survey compared to 16 for the Crossover Route.
(Same Docket as previous statement, pg. 8).

The Modified Preferred Route has 18.3 total acres of wetland in the right-of-way, 2.2
being forested and crosses 47 streams and rivers, 18 being PWI streams. No poles will
be in wetlands. The Gibbon Crossover Route has a total of 51.8 total acres of wetlands,
4 being forested and crosses 52 streams and rivers, 23 being PWI streams. Seven poles
will need to be placed in wetland areas. (OAH Docket# 7-2500-20283-2, MPUC Docket#
ET-2/TL-08-1474; Finding of Fact, conclusions and recommendation of Remand).
Petitioners question whether or not the oral testimony of Mike Kreger at the evening
October 5, 2010 Remand hearing was put to record. The USFWS purchased 1,500 acres
on the southeast side of Silver Lake also used by the DNR as a holding pond for fish. Is
this area considered in the environmental impact study? It is currently part of the
USFWS ongoing research along with the Minn. River Crossing. To date they are showing
no wintering eagles in the Le Sueur/Henderson Buck’s Lake area as local residents had
led the DNR and USFWS to believe, leading to the June 10, 2010 letter. This information
can be confirmed by contacting the USFWS. Item #123 in Findings of fact, conclusions,
and recommendations on Remand, MPUC Docket ET-2/TL-08-1474, OAH Docket 7-2500-



20283-2 points out 20 eagles feeding in the Belle Plaine area. We have had large
numbers sited throughout this winter since (photos were presented at the February 3,
2011 meeting by Ed Townsend). 14 eagles sited directly under 69kV lines up to 1 % -2
miles from the river in Faxon Township near Hwy 25.

There is a heron rookery one tenth of a mile from the power line crossing at Belle Plaine.
Mike Albrecht, verified as an expert by the DNR under testimony, presented two
photographs with GPS coordinates at the February 3, 2011 meeting showing the Belle
Plaine River Crossing rookery and the other photo shows where the Buck’s Lake rookery
once was years ago and no longer exists. We then had the DNR stand up and support
this information, apologizing for having old information from 2003. This was a bullet
point of concern for the Le Sueur Crossing, but when proven otherwise, it just got swept
under the table; it should’ve then become a concern for the Belle Plaine Crossing.

Item 60 in Findings of fact, conclusions and recommendation of Remand OAH Docket #
7-2500-20283-2; MPUC Docket# ET-2/TL-08-1474 referring to the USFWS letter of April
30, 2009 is erroneous. The information was based on false, inaccurate and misleading
information provided by local residents on the Preferred Route (Le Sueur/Henderson)
and the DNR and USFWS now know that through their own research.

HUMAN IMPACT:

It’s the states policy to choose locations for these infrastructures that minimize adverse human
impacts.

The AL and Commission confirmed that the Modified Preferred Route has fewer homes
within 0-500 feet from the route centerline compared to the Crossover Route.

The Modified Preferred Route has fewer residents within 500’ at or near the MN River
than the Crossover Route.

Corrections were made to maps at the October 2010 Remand Hearings showing several
missing homes within the corridor and 40 plus homes missing in an area within % - 1
mile of the power line on State Hwy 25 in Faxon Township. There were also several
airstrips and an airport pointed out as high concerns which nothing is mentioned as
concerns about this.

According to the notification list, there are at least seven churches impacted by this
power line on the Gibbon Crossover Route .These are sacred to people who gather
there to worship, celebrate life and grieve for lost loved ones. Is this not an invasion to
whole groups of people? Maybe some of these churches have schools where children
attend daily. If there is even a chance that EMF emissions could possibly affect the
health of one individual, this line should not be exposing one more human than need
be; therefore, choosing a route with the least amount of people which would be the
Modified Preferred Route. It is perfectly clear according to the record and information
provided to individuals and the Belle Plaine Herald by Great River Energy that there are
more homesteads impacted on the Gibbon Crossover Route than the Modified
Preferred Route, up to 20-25 more homesteads. Multiply this by an average of 3 to 4



persons in each home, that’s an extra 60 to 100 people. How can you tell those people
they don’t count? That the PUC consider the routes fairly equal. This is not upholding
the states policy and Petitioners find this unreasonable.

IMPACTS ON FARMLAND:

¢ The Modified Preferred Route has 325.2 acres of prime farmland within the right-of-
way, where the Gibbon Crossover Route has 389 acres. That’s 63.8 additional acres of
prime farmland impacted by choosing the Gibbon Crossover Route. (#98 of Findings of
fact, conclusions and recommendations on Remand MPUC Docket# ET-2/TL-08-1474;
OAH Docket# 7-2500-20283-2).

COSTS:

® Petitioners would like a clear answer on how the cost figures during this process
could’ve changed so much from $20- $50 million more to run the power line on the
Gibbon Crossover Route versus the Modified Preferred Route to nearly equal. This
information was provided to the Belle Plaine Herald also. These figures were being given
to the citizens of Belle Plaine and The Herald by Great River Energy and the OES as late
as August and September of 2010. The Modified Preferred Route was adopted on
December 14, 2009, so excuses about changes to the Preferred Route cannot be a
factor 8-9 months later. (Refer to exhibit H, email from Scott Ek dated August 5, 2010).
From August 2010 to the Remand Hearings of October 2010, these figures dropped to
$3-521 million more to run the Gibbon Crossover Route versus the Modified Preferred
Route. (Refer to Exhibit C, Remand Direct Testimony of Kevin Lennon). Now the OES
and PUC consider them fairly equal. Are the costs of rebuilding the existing 69 kV lines
considered in this? Are the costs of ongoing and future expense in operating, repairing
and maintaining 2 extra miles of line included? How are they going to access these lines
for repairs and maintenance between Cty Road 6 (Blakely Rd) and the river crossing?
Are costs factored in for all the people who are going to say “Buy the Farm”? Land
prices and taxes are considerably higher along the Gibbon Crossover Route than the
Modified Preferred Route, especially in Sibley and Scott County near Belle Plaine. The
fact is that it is obvious that the Gibbon Crossover Route is going to be more costly to
construct and that should certainly be of great consideration with the economic position
our state and our country. Nobody wants to see wasteful spending when there are
other alternatives.

The PPSA requires that route permit determination “be guided by the states goals to
conserve resources, minimize environmental impacts, minimize human settlement and



other land use conflicts, and insure the states electric energy security through efficient, cost
effective power supply and electric transmission infrastructure.” According to the record,
the ALJ found and the Commission confirmed that the Modified Preferred Route (Le Sueur
River crossing) satisfies the route permit criteria set forth in MN Statute 216E.03, subd. 7
and MN Rule 7850.4100. MN/DOT has confirmed no issues or preference for either route.
The Modified Preferred Route uses more existing transportation, pipeline and electrical
system right-of-way than the Gibbon Crossover Route (Belle Plaine River Crossing). The
Modified Preferred Route (Le Sueur River Crossing) has fewer aesthetic impacts, shorter
distance with less poles, less impact on land-based economics, fewer archaeological and
historic sites, less impact on flora, less impact on human life, less impact on prime farmland
and less impact on wetlands and USFWS and DNR owned land and their expansion rights.
(Refer to Docket ET-2/TL-08-1474 of September 14, 2010, Order granting Permit and OAH
Docket 7-2500-20283-2 and MPUC Docket ET-2TL-08-1474, Findings of fact conclusions and
recommendation on Remand).

CONCLUSION

Petitioners recognize the importance and complexity of the issues before the Commission.
However, based on the review of the record, state requirements and new information
provided in relation to which the decision was based on, Petitioners respectfully request
that the Commission grant Reconsideration and approve the Modified Preferred Route (Le
Sueur River Crossing ) as the best choice in satisfying all criteria.

Dated this 18" day of March

Respectfully submitted,
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i ‘ g Vicki Wolter <vikwolter@gmail.com>
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CapX Power Line questions

2 messages
Vicki Wolter <vikwolter@gmail.com> ( Thu, Feb 24, 2011 at 10:5@
To: "Lesher, Dan GRE-MG" <dlesher@grenergy.com>

Dear Mr. Lesher,
I have a few questions regarding the power line route here on the Belle Plaine river crossing.

1. You recently told Kevin Fahey that you would now be running the power lines on the south side of State
Hwy. 25 in Faxon Township rather than the north side by his area. How is this possible with an existing
smaller power line and the pipeline already running on the south side of 25? How could you put in your poles
and stay within your permitied easement?

2. The distance where you would be sharing the existing power line easement to cross the river in Belle
Plaine is only about 3 miles, am | correct in that statement? According to notes from our Sept. 2010
conversations, you stated that the Belle Plaine/Gibbon Crossover was about 2 1/2 miles longer than the Le
Sueur crossing. | don't see where sharing this short distance is so important on a stretch of 66-68 miles of
this segment (please verify that | am correct here too.) The extra distance to completely construct and
develop new easements on the extra 2 1/2 miles this route would cost way more in the long run, plus factor in
widening this existing easement and reconstructing the existing 69KV line. It just makes no sense.

3. Could you please send me out a map of the river crossing at Belle Plaine and Le Sueur showing the route
of the planned lines at this point. You can mail those to: Vicki Wolter

26363 State Hwy 25

Belle Plaine, MN 56011

4. Do you have any borings or solid documentation to establish your concerns about soil conditions down by
X" Le Sueur? What exactly are your concerns in regard to soil issues?

5. You also expressed concerns about the sewer ponds down in Le Sueur. Back in our conversations in
Sept. 2010 you said that was one of the very reasons you chose that area to begin with as a disturbance.

7& These ponds are going to be disabled in the near future and the land is useless for anything else, so what is
the concern?

6. Isn'tit true that a city ofﬁcial from Le Sueur had actually offered GRE the land known as the Mayo Park for
free in exchange for tapping into your power grid?

Thank you for your time in this matter and if you have any questions for me feel free to call me also (952)

873-6148.
Vicki Wolter
— ~
Lesher, Dan GRE-MG <dlesher@grenergy.com> Mon, Feb 28, 2011 at 1:31 PM
To: Vicki Wolter <vikwolter@gmail.com>

Dear Ms. Wolter,

https://mail.google.com/mail/2ui=2 &ik=2b0b9604{7 & view=pt&search=inbox&th=12e589... 2/28/2011
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1 — At this time the centerline has not been established and will not be finalized until engineering of
the line has been completed later this year. In the application, and during the hearings, the
Applicants showed a preliminary centerline for each route under consideration to measure the
impacts. For the Belle Plaine crossing, as shown on Exhibit 166 from the remand hearings, the
alignment is shown on the north and south side of Highway 25 to avoid residences.

2 — The Commission approved Gibbon Crossover Route follows the existing transmission line for
approximately 1.5 miles, including the Minnesota River crossing in Belle Plaine. Per the testimony
that | provided in September 2010, the transmission line route utilizing a Belle Plaine crossing is
approximately 2 miles longer than the Modified Preferred Route utilizing Le Sueur. See Schedule
10 to the Remand Direct Testimony of Dan Lesher, Edockets Nos. 20109-54338-02 to 06 and
54660-01.

3 — Exhibit 166, which was part of the remand hearings, shows the route and a reference centerline
for the Belle Plaine crossing. A copy is attached to this email.

4 — There have been no soil borings for the Brookings project. The Remand Direct Testimony of
Mr. Kevin Lennon, Edockets No. 20109-54338-07, describes his view of the soil conditions at the
river crossings.

5 — My remand testimony and Mr. Lennon’s remand testimony describe issues relating to Bucks
Lake and the retention ponds at the Le Sueur crossing. The initial centerline utilized the area over
Bucks Lake and the retention ponds. However the MnDNR provided comments in the record that it
would not support a crossing in this location. In response to MNDNR concerns, we developed an
alignment that avoided Buck’s Lake.

6 — Information about the City of Le Seuer’s statements regarding Mayo Park is included in the April
22. 2010 ALJ Report, finding 491.

Sincerely

Dan Lesher

From: Vicki Wolter [mailto:vikwolter@gmail.com]

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=2b0b9604{7 & view=pt&search=inbox&th=12e589... 2/28/2011
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United States Department of the Interior

LS FISHAND WILDLIFE SERVICE
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Minnesets
ANEA Amwrican Bhed 1,
Bloopington, MN 35008

WS NNV
Frecamber 3, 2008

NMa, Angela Piner

HDR Engineering, Inc.

701 Xenia Avenue South, Suite 000
Minneapolis. Minnesota 55416

Dear Ms. Piner;

On November 3. 2008, you reguested that the Minnesota Valley National Wildlife Refuge and
Wetlind Management Ristriet (Retuge) provide vou with comments for use in yvour route
application for the CapX 2020 Praject (Project) o the Public Pitilities Conunission (PUCY. As
statedd invour fetter, the purpose of this Project is o install onew 343 kY transmission line
between South Dakota and the Twin Cities Metropolitan arca of Minnesota with the goal of
improving the capacity and distribution of electricity 1o the Mewopolitan arca. Your lotter states
that, if approved by the PUC, the Project is o be implemonted i a sway thot will mingimize Une

impaet o the public and public resewrees. ircluding wildlile and their babirs

Although the proposed Project consists of o linear corvidor erossing the entire south ceniral
portion Minnesoti, 1 am responsible for nrmaging U0 Fishand Wildhile Service (Scerviee) trust
reseniees in Siblevs Le Sueur, Seott. Rice and Dakota Countios so iy commenls pertain to only
this portion of the project corridor: Sevviee it resourees tnclode migratory birds, Federatly

isted species of concert, & amsls owned. feased, or nmmaecd by the Service,
kisted sp Feoncert, and fnds owned. leased, orn ocd by the Servi

Overall Project

Acrial obstructions, including overhead (ransmission lines wid supporting facilities. have been
documented w adversely alfeet migratory birds if thoxe obstractions ure not sited or designed to
minimize collisions and electrocution. Acrial obstroctions wre espoctully hazardous when located
m auigration corriders, such as river valloys and landseape ridges or passes, and otherarcas thut
are expectafly altractive to wildhile such as wetlands and other waterbodies, As identified in our
2004 NMinnesota Valley Nationa! Wildlhile Refuge wd Wetland Management District
Comprehensive Conservation P, we have plans to continue o acquire lands and develop
wildlife habitat resources in the project ¢orridor. Our highest priority areas for acquisition and
developiient in the project arca are migration corridors and other areas with high hubitat
restoration potential. Thus, we have a continuing interest in how project features are sited,

Jesizned. constructed. and mainiained.

In previous correspondence. we have provided yvou with a GIS data layer that identifies areas we
cirrently manage and are proposing to scquire 0 the next tew years. \s we accomplish our

CapX2020/US1°WS
Attachment 28




Invironmental Scientist. Angela Piner

annual goals, that data layer is updated and would be available for your use as you refine project
nlaps and design. Service's policy regarding udverse ellects on these resourves is that effects
first should be aveided and minimized. Project features i ofleset adverse elfvots s the east

destrabhle mitigation uction.

Proposed Minnesota River Crossi
Your letter of November 3, identified two proposed focations for the projeet o cross the
Minnesota River at the Sibley - Le Sueur County line. Phese locations are identified as the Lo
Sueur crossing and the Belle Plaine crossing, I our evaluation of the refative meriis of these
crossing locations. we considered both the impacts to our trust resources at the crossing-sites and

impacts to resources within the project corridor east imd west of the river.

Dele Plaine Crossing Fhie Bulle Plaine localion s more continges native Hood plaiw hahiat
ghan the Le Sueur locatipnr, Adso. the Belle Plaioe lvcatton is within the Refure™ s guthorized

cxpansion area. However, this site has an existing transmission line, During a September 1977

stated thai the existing line Hkely

ON-SIIC TICCTE, engineers representing Gireat River Fnerg
would remain at tis location and the-new 35 KV Hne would be udded directly pext to ite This
wotild-widen the arca cleared of trees and brush and further fragment nadive Hoodplam habitat.™
The new lines hikely would be higherTn the air than the existing lincs and so Taving both Tinesal
this ocation would result in obstructions oveupying a larger 3-dimentional aren than having one
transmission line cross the river at a single locdion. This web of trarsmivsion fines would
inercase the likelibood of strikes by birds using the viver corrrdor.

have reeords of individual cagles using the Belle Plaine focation and an active nest within a

“hal il o Cthe locition. Althougaly the bald capdc Tus Deen delisted under the Endangered

“Spoecies Acty itis still protected by the Bald Eaple Act of 19400 This Aet requires that human
activities in close proxinity (o anactive nest be restricted during the bald cagle™s mating and
rearing season. Fii the Belle Plaine vicinity this seazon s approxinedely from Febraary through

July.

Eivery these constdermtions. we believe-that using the Belk: Phaine crossing tor this project would

have refatively Bigh, unaceeptable adverse effects ononr trust resourees,

Le Suecur Crossing The proposed e Sueur crossing loeation supports soime native Hloodplain
habitat but includes @ water treatment facility and i5 adjacent to VLS, Thghway 169, The water
treatment fucility is immediately west ol the river and next o ULS. 169, The tacility is scheduled

fo-be decommissioned in the next three to five years. Aller decommissioning, these fands, which
e already clcarcd of native {looadplain habitat, may ciable the transmission lne to veach the
“Minnesota River wihout additional clearing therehy minimizing resource damage. The Le
“Sueur crossing has the potential for relafively less adverse effects on our (rust resources,

B sermimtarys, we prefer the Fe Sueur crossing and its sosthern route at this time. Fyen this rouie
includes sensitive trust resources and the project should be planaed with these in mind.
Considering that this project will not he completed untif 2020 and our very active habitat
acquisition and restoration program. it is likely that our rust resources in the project corridor will
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FEnvironmental Scientist, Angela Piner

increase over the next 11 years, We wish 1o continue 1o be included in discussions as the Sibley,
Le Sueur, Scott, Rice, and Dakota County portions of this project are refined. This way we will
be able to provide you with up-to-date information regarding our trust resources and appropriate

project mitigation features.

Thank you for the opportunity to conment on this project. I you have questions or need any
additional information please contaet me at Y32 8383900,

Sineerely, , -~
AL /{/?/ -
;%(’ 7

d

g
e .
A %
(ol
Charles W Blair
Refuge Manager
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I. INTRODUCTION

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND YOUR BUSINESS ADDRESS.
My name 1s Kevin Lennon and my business address is 12300 Elm Creek

Boulevard, Maple Grove, Minnesota 55369.

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY PROVIDED DIRECT, REBUTTAL AND SUPPLEMENTAL
TESTIMONY ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANTS IN THIS PROCEEDING?

Yes. I provided all three (Exhs. 104, 105 and 141, respectively).

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REMAND DIRECT TESTIMONY?
"The purpose of my Remand Direct Testimony is to provide information on the
engineering and design constraints of the two Lower Minnesota River Crossings

and cost estimates for the crossover routes.

PLEASE IDENTIFY THE SCHEDULES ATTACHED TO YOUR TESTIMONY.

Schedule 1: Photograph Simulation of Double-Circuit 345 kV Transmission
Lines Adjacent to the Existing 69 kV Transmission Line at the
Minnesota River Crossing in Belle Plaine

Schedule 2:  Photograph Simulation of Side-by-Side 345 kV Transmission
Lines Adjacent to the Existing 69 kV Transmission Line at the

Minnesota River Crossing in Belle Plaine

-1- Docket No. E002/TT.-08-1474
OAH Docket No. 7-2500-20283-2
lennon Remand Direct



1 Permitting agencies may have concerns that atise after the Commission issues a

2 Route Permit. In the case of the Lower Minnesota River crossing, Applicants
3 must work with the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (“MnDNR”),
4 the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (“USFWS”), and the United States
Army Corps of Engineers to determine the appropriate structure design. These
6 discussions will occur after the Commission has issued a Route Permit for the
7 Cedar Mountain—Helena segment of the Project. ~
8 L
9 Structure design flexibility 15 also needed in the event that constraints, such as S
10 changes in soil type, topography, span length and height restrictions, are e
11 encountered during surveying or construction. This 1s especially true in areas of v O \?
: ) )
12 trver crossings. The length of the crossing, along with the topography and soil (g @
) I
13 conditions near the river’s edge may require a different structure than mitially <X
40 ettty §
14 anticipated.  Adjustments to alignments and structure locations may_also be \’)? \\\ﬁ
15 made when working with affected landowners. 0 )
oy
16
Ny Q%
17 These constramnts will not be fully known unul Applicants begin site inspection,
18 surveying, and land acquisition after the final route has been determined.
19

20 Q. DURING THE INITIAL CONTESTED CASE PROCEEDINGS, APPLICANTS STATED

21 THAT POTENTIAL DESIGNS AT THE BELLE PLAINE CROSSING INCLUDE A

22 DOUBLE CIRCUIT H-FRAME 345 KV OR SIDE-BY-SIDE H-FRAMES. HAVE

23 APPLICANTS PREPARED ANY PHOTOGRAPH SIMULATIONS?

24 Ao Yes. Applicants have prepared photograph simulations of two possible structure

25 designs/configurations for the Belle Plainc crossing. The furst simulation that is

26 attached to my testimony as Schedule 1 1s what the crossing may look like if
-3- Docket No. FE002/TT.-08-1474

OAH Docket No. 7-2500-20283-2
Lennon Remand Direct
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double-circuit H-Frame 345 kV structures were to be installed adjacent to the

existing 69 KV transmission line at the Belle Plaine ctossing.

The second simulation that is attached to my testimony as Schedule 2 is what
the crossing may look like if side-by-side H-Frame 345 kV structures were
installed adjacent to the existing 69 kV transmission line at the Belle Plaine

t

Crossing.

These stmulations are purely conceptual. More design work and consultation
with the appropriate state and federal agcncies will determine what the actual

structures will look like in their final form.

DID APPLICANTS PREPARE ANY PHOTOGRAPH SIMULATIONS FOR THE LE
SUEL'R CROSSING?

No.

WHY WERE PHOTOGRAPH SIMIILATIONS. NOT-PREPARED FOR THE LE SUEUR
CRQSSING OF THE LOWER MINNESOTA RIVER? b

The simulations attached to my testumony were created in connection with
discussions with the USFWS and the Department of Commerce Office of
Energy Securtity (“OES”) specifically regarding the potential visual mmpacts of

structure designs that might be possible at the Belle Plaine crossing.

-4- Docker No. B002/TI1.-08-1474
OAH Docker No. 7-2500-20283-2
I.ennon Remand Direct
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Q. DURING THE CONTESTED CASE PROCEEDINGS, APPLICANTS ALSO PROPOSED

A.

THE MYRICK ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVE ON THE EAST SIDE OF THE LOWER
MINNESOTA RIVER NEAR LE SUEUR. HAVE APPLICANTS FURTHER
EVALUATED ENGINEERING AND DESIGN REQUIREMENTS FOR THIS
ALIGNMENT?

Yes. Since the record closed, Applicants have continued to evaluate engineering
design options at both crossings. During these six months of further review, the
Applicants identified some engineering concerns due to the Myrick Alignment

Alternative on the Modified Preferred Route that, while not insurmountable, do

present design challenges. Some of these challenges are not present at the Belle
D < OR————

Plaine crossing.

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE SOME OF THE ENGINEERING CHALLENGES AT THE LE

j& .

SUEUR CROSSING.
The primary engineering challenges relate to the topography and the_retention

ponds at the Le Sueur crossing. (S l i bQ d 1SA bl cd_

The location of level worksites often dictates the placement of structures because
level working areas are required for the installation equipment. On the Myrick
Algnment Alternative, south of US 169, the severe slope and ravines limit
possible locations where structures can be placed. This constraint may result in
longer spans, wider easements, more tree clearing, and taller poles which may
create greater aesthetic impacts.  Conversely if spa‘ns were shortened to
accommodate level worksites, more poles would be required. Access for repairs
and maintenance is also a consideration. Because of the steeper terrain near Le
Sueur, an access road to each structure location may have to be constructed to

( -5- Docket No. 12002/ TT1.-08-1474
% h@\]‘ Y, [ ‘ hG,UQ oY OAH Docket No. 7-2500-20283-2
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accommodate construction and maintenance equipment.  Because of the
topography and slope of the Myrick Alignment Alternative, additional angle

structures are likely to be required.

Retention ponds are an issue at both the Le Sueur and Belle Plaine crossings, but
the constraints are more significant at Le Sueur. As the alignment for the Le
Sueur crossing has been modified to address agency concerns, the retention

pond crossing at Le Sueur has become more difﬁcult.(The Myrick Alignment

. Alternative requires that the line be moved away from the retention ponds to the

east side of US 169. This area 1s more flood-prone and has unstable soils. At the
Belle Plaine crossing, the elevation is higher and less tlood prone and, relatively

speaking, has firmer soﬂx N0 &Y !C(?(\C_Q_ at all @
subsrqm ate t\\\S S’ratement no

<N
Based on these ummdemtmm thc Belle Plamc crossing 1s preferable from an

engineering perspective.

IHI. CROSSOVER ROUTE COSTS

HAVE YOU REVIEWED THE TwWO CROSSOVER ROUTES UNDER
CONSIDERATION DURING REMAND?

Yes.

-6- Docket No. E002/T1.-08-1474
OAH Docket No. 7-2500-20283-2
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Q. HAVE YOU EVALUATED THE COSTS FOR THE PROJECT IF CONSTRUCTED
FROM THE CEDAR MOUNTAIN SUBSTATION TO THE HELENA SUBSTATION
ALONG THE MODIFIED PREFERRED ROUTE, THE GIBBON CROSSOVER
ROUTE, AND THE ARLINGTON CROSSOVER ROUTE?

A, Yes. Based on preliminary evaluations, the Modified Preferred Route and the
Gibbon Crossover Route are estimated to have comparable costs between the
Cedar Mountain Substation and the Helena Substation. The Modified Preferred
Route with the Myrick Alignment Alternative 1s likely to require more angle
structures to accommodate the topography An additional four (4) miles of line
would also be required to connect with the north Helena Substation site. These
requirements are expected to add approximately $13 nullion to the original
Moditied Preferred Route estmate between the Cedar Mountain and Helena

substations.

A summary of the estimated costs of the routes are as follows {excluding the cost
of substation construction):
e (edar Mountain Substation to Helena Substation using the Modified

Preferred Route and the Myrick Alignment Alternaove: $165 mullion
— v e

(20109).

e (edar Mountain Substation to Helena Substation usmng the Gibbon
SREENT TR PR

Crossover Route: $168 million (20108).

e Cedar Mountain Substation to Helena Substation using the ,f'\rlin%t(m .

Crossover Route: $186 million (20108).

- 2-1 million

These estimates are based on our current knowledge of the area. The evaluation

of environmental 1mpacts for the Gibbon Crossover Route and the Arlington

-7~ Docket No. [2002/T1.-08-1474

OAH Docket No. 7-2500-20283-2
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Crossover Route are provided in the Remand Direct Testimony of Daniel

Lesher.

IV. CONCLUSION
Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR REMAND DIRECT TESTIMONY?

A Yes.

2694699v1

-8- Docket No. F002/TL-08-1474
OAH Docket No. 7-2500-20283-2
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Memo

Office of Bridges and Structures Office Tel.. 651/747-2160
Mail Stop 610 Fax: 651/747-2115
3485 Hadley Avenue North

QOakdale, MN 55128-3307

Date:  January, 12%, 2005

To: Andrea Hendrickson
State Hydraulic Engineer

From: Petra DeWall
Asst. State Hydraulic Engineer

Subjcct: S.P. 7209-08
TH 25 over Minnesota River
Scc. 31, Twp. 114N, R. 24W, in Sibley County, City of Bclle Plaine

l\uyluvvnl;uul vl Da :Je\. HERL0
New Bridge #72012
Waterway Analysis-Revised

As rcquested, we have analyzed the waterway needs for the above crossing. The inplace structure,
Br #5260 was built in 1934 and hus had a history of scour problems. In 1952 the depth of scour
had totally cxposed the footings and half of the piling at the bridge. The highest recorded flow ratc
at thc gage at Jordan, Minnesota before the repairs in 1952 was 62,900 cfs. Riprap was placed
around the piers and the center of the channel was protected by stone paving to elevation 680. The
flood of record occurred ip 1965 (101,500 cfs) and no damage was reported occurring at the piers.
The riprap was replaced at the abutments after a major tlood in 1993 (92,200 cfs) and no problems
were noted after succeeding major events. Mcasurements were taken during the 2001 flood and
the protection held, see plot in (fig 1).

Although the protection at the bridge has held for over 50 years, local scour holes have formed
downstrcam of the bridge. These holes were noted in soundings taken in 2001 and 2003, see
attached contour map (fig 2) of the river bottom showing the data collected in 2003. The
soundings taken in May of 2001 showed the holes went down to elevation 658.

Borings were taken at the site and an artesian condition was discovered at the proposed picr
location. The clevation of the artesian confining laycr was measured at ~640. Foundations are
currently being designed so that the piling does not puncture this layer. The proposed foundations
at this structure will be cxposed it the calculated scour depth for the 500 year event is reached. It
is recommended that the riprap used on the abutment slopes be extended out to also protect the
piers. See attached sketch (fig 3) for proposed placement of riprap.

As advised in HEC No. 23, it is recommended that a “wait and sce” approach to the installation of
further countermeasures be used at this structure. A spur dike was considered, but due to wetland
and right of way issues, it was felt that the stability of the inplacc protection and a larger watcrway
opening at the proposed bridge would be sufficient. In the absence of a spur dike at this location,
it is recommended that riprap be extended on the NW embankment to 1° above the 100 year water
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surface elevation, for a distance of 200’. To determinc whether additional countermeasures will
be required, monitoring should be done. A basc line stream bottom survey must be done upon
completion of the bridgc and additional readings taken after major flooding events to se¢ that the
removal of some of the stonc paving, the incrcascd bridge opening and the riprap protection is
working as cxpected.

8

Hydraulic Data
Stream name
Drainage area
Flood of record (1965)

Maximum observed highwater elevation

Design flood (50-ycar frequency)

Road sag point clevation

Desigm stage

Total stage increase

Headwater elevation

Stage increase of the inplace condition

Minimum waterway opening
below elevation

Low member at or above elevation

Mean velocity through structure

Main channel velocity

Greatest flood (500-year frequency)
Road sag point elevation

Stage

Total stage increase

Headwater elevation

Stage increase of the inplace condition
Mean velocity through structure

Main channcl vclocity

Estimatcd scour ¢levation

Basic flood (100-year frequency)
Stage

Total stage increase

Headwater elevation

Stage increase of the inplace condition
Mcan velocity through structure

Main channel velocity

Estimated scour elevation

Approximate flowline elevation
Skew
Riprap size

Minnesota River

16010.00
101500
NA

90300
734.1
728.4

04
728.8
0.5
16931.5
728.2
734.2
53

32

179000
734.1
735.3

0.9
736.2
13
8.7
39
648.6

114000
730.5
0.5
731.0
0.7

6.3

33
658.3

690.0
15°

mi

nils

ft'/s

ft
ft

s

Class V Riprap over filter material
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*+ Ttems to be shown on bridge plan

«* Scour elevations are given for both the 500 and 100 year events as the 500 year is below
the recommended end of piling elevation (650). Protection and monitoring are recommended
at this Jocation due to the artcsian condition.

All elevations are given in NAVD 88 datum

D. Dorgan- State Bridge Engincer

V. Svensson- Bridge Planning and
Hydraulics Engineer

R. Cekalla — Preliminary Plan Engineer
S. Morgan- District Hydraulics Engieer
R. Sinn- District Project Manager

K. Molnau

K. Western
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Minnesota Department of Transportation

Memo | - .
Office of Materials & Road Research - Office (651) 779-5599
Geotechnical Engineering Section Fax: (651) 779-5510
Mailstop 645 - ' '
1400 Gervals Ave .

Maplewood, MN 55109 o | SRR 5 ;
Date:  October 7, 2004

To: Daniel Dorgan, State Bridge Engineer
Office of Bridges and Structures -
Mail Stop 610, Oakdale ’

From: Blake E. Nelson, P.E. %i
Foundations Unit

Subjéct: S.P. 7209-08, Bridge 72012 Replacing 5260.
T.H. 25 Over Minnesota R., NW. of Belle Plaine
Foundations Recommendations

Project Description

The above referenced project involves replacing existing Bridge 5260, a three-span overhead
fruss supported on wood pifing with new Bridge 72012. Layout sheet No. 1 of 1 dated 5/7/2002
~ shows the new structure to be a three-span 586’ structure. The centerline profile grade will
increase about 8’ at new abutment locations. The south abutment will be moved 68’ south and
the north abutment will be moved 66.3' north of the existing abutment.

" Field Exploration

Two borings were taken behind each of the inplace abutments. The first two (T-1 {#65396} and
T-2 {65396}) were taken in 1978 and the more recent borings (T-1 {62886} and T4 {62887}) in
2003. Another boring, T-3 (#62886) was taken in the river bottom near the north pier. Two
CPTs were pushed near T-3 in the river bottom and an additional 31 were pushed around the
four comers of the approach embankments. :

The south abutment is nearest the city of Belle Plaine. Borings at the south abutment were

* drilled along the right hand shoulder of the highway starting at approximately elevation 742.
Loamy fine sand was the most common soil type but some layers of slightly plastic silt loamand
traces of organic matter were also found. Water was measured at elevations 712 and 719 in

the borings. Field blow counts ranged from about 3 to 19 bpf down to an elevation of about 680.
Both borings found a weak spot in this region. The 1978 found 3 bpf at elevation 710 and a
“weight of rod” condition at elevation.690 and the 2003 boring found a “weight of hammer” at

710. Unconfined compression tests near the weak layers had cohesions of 350 and 830 psf.

Dry densities were 92.3 and 85 pcf and moist densities were 119 and 114 pcf.

About 60 feet down (elevation 680) in both borings the biows showed a sudden and sustained
increase from about 45 to 55 bpf for the duration of the borings near elevation 637. The soil
type was still sand, loamy fine sand and fine sandy loam. '

Note that the existing tapered timber piling average tip elevation is 674 for the south abutment
or about 6’ into the stiff soils found in our borings. .

The north abdtment borings, T-2 in 1978 and T-4 in 2003, were taken off the left shoulder
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- behind the exrsting abutment of the inplace highway. Starting at approximately elevation 740
the solil types were very similar to the south abutment borings and consisted of sands, fine sand,
loamy sand and some slightly plastic sandy loam till. Field blow counts ranged from mostly 5 to
20 bpf to elevation 680. Back to back 1 bpf results were found near elevation 705 in the most
recent boring. Water was measured at approxrmately elevation 705 in the 1978 baoring and 718
in 2003

" The next 20 feet of drilling found changing soil conditions in both bonngs The SPT resulis
bounced around in the 22-33 bpf range but have some 7-10 bpf silty clay foam. A cohesion of
290 psf was found in 1878 with a dry density of 88.7 and field density of 116.3 pcf. Both borings
below 85" or about elevation 655 things got noticeably harder with blows ranging between 43 ’
bpf and 75 in 0.8". The deepest boring went down to about elevation 610.

The inplace timber piling for the north abutment were driven to an average tip elevation of 666.

Low river conditions during boring T-3 drilling for the north pler allowed for access on an
exposed sand bar, elevation 699. This boring encountered water within one-foot of the surface.
SPT blows ranged from "weight of hammer to 10 in the upper 30 feet. Soil consisted of fine
sand in this region. -Below about elevation 670 to the end of the boring at elevation 624 very
dense loamy very fine sand, fine sand, thm!y varved shts and some gravel were encountered.
Blows ranged from 42 to 80 bpf

CPT resuits for soundings CAO’I {(unigque no. 63049) and CAQ2 (63050) taken on the.river sand -
bar near bormg T-3 encountered somewhat easy pushing in the upper 38 before an abrupt
mcrease in tip resistance at elevatxon 661 . .

Average tip elevation of the inplace timber pmng is elevatlon 659 or ﬁve to ten feet of
penetration into the dense soil as compared to boring T-3 or just several feet penetration
compared to the CPT results. The August-18, 2004 Bridge Office Hydrauhcs report noted scour
holes near the bridge measured down to elevation 658.

Details may be found on the attached boring logs. CPT logs C01-C31 (unique nos. 64425~
64455) are also attached for review. Most of the CPT logs show a stiff layer beginning around
elevation 687 to 683. This is consistent with all four of the abutment borings that found firm soil’
beginning at about elevation.680.

Artesian Encountered

This boring had 23.5 of hollow stem augers on the top portion of the hole during drilling. The
hole was grouted upon completion of drilling but before the final 18.5' of auger could be
removed a flowing artesian developed pushing the grout out of the augers. Twenty feet of head
and a flow estimated at 400 gpm began. After the hollow stem augers were raised to 20’ above
the sand bar to control the hydraulic head on the flow the artesian blew out around the outside
of the augers. The augers were then lowered using a cable without noticeable resistance to a
depth of about 55, The augers were then advanced ten more feet using the drill rig. Again the
‘artesian blew out around the outside of the augers creating a large void about ten feet in '
diameter. : :

A series of progressively more rigorous attempts were made to seal the artesian during the next
month without success. Attempts included using Baroid, sandbagging, dimping sand and
gravel in the crater, sinking a low permeability geotextile, diverting the flow, pumping neat ‘
- cement grout and pumping a quick setting sodium silicate-portland cement mix. All attempts to
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seal the hole failed and the flow did not appear to slow down except for a short time during
sealing attempts. Other ideas included installing a cofferdam around the area to confine and

_ control the flow before sealing.

The exact elevation at which the artesian is coming from or if there might be muitiple artesians

- in the river bed at different elevations cannot be stated with certainty. In review, the artesian

blew in when the casing was pulled o 20". One cannot assume all the flow is coming from the
very bottom of the boring (75’) or that in any given location under the river an artesian may or
may nof exist. Clay type confining soils were not encountered to whereby an artesian can be
easily predicted at a glven elevation but the most likely confining layer appears to be the thinly
varved silts in a ten-foot soil layer from elevation 649.1 fo 639.1.

Spring flooding and early summer rains raised the river elevation 12' or more innunendating the
hole, reducing head differential and sweeping large sediment loads across the area.
Subsequent investigations in the flowing Minnesota River during August 2004 by the District and
the Geotechnical Section with the great help of many well coordinated employees foo numerous -
to name using a variety of special equipment, ideas and hard work revealed the artesian had
stopped flowing.

Geotechnical Analysls '
Stability

The eight-foot grade increase with some questionable soils raises some concern for the global stability of
the approach embankments. Apparently for hydraulic opening requirements of the new bridge during .
flood stage the loading for grade increase hias been offset and even reduced by the proposed longer bridge
and associated 20” wide bench areas above elevation 720. Nofe again the existing roadway elevation is .
somewhat over elevation 740. Plans show the new south abutment location 68’ back from the existing
abutment and the new north abutment 66.3” further back from where he north abutment is located. This
should result in flatter slopes and less load for driving moment to cause instability than the existing
condition. Cross sections were not available but once off the existing bridge the roadway embankment
appears wide enough to accommodate the new conditions. Should embankment widening be needed a

- review of the stability should be done., Furthermore it is assumed no cmb:mlcment surcharges will be

used.

Piling

' Static pile analysis calculations were done for the abutments and the piers to predict capacity, pile length

and a target tip elevation such that it can be seen how scour, poss1b1e artcs:ans and capacity inter relate.

Twelve-inch pipe pile. driven to a tip elevation of 666 for the north abutment will have an allowable
capacity of 68 fons using a factor of safety of two, Dependmg on the boring used in the caloulations this
pile could go another ten feet deeper.

' The south abutment piles if driven to elevation 675 will have an allowable capacity in excess of 68 tons

with five feet of penetration into very ﬁrm sands. Monotube pile 8”x14”x25” will have an allowable

" capacity of 143 tons.

The piers were investigated for options including a monotube, 12” and 16" pipe pile. The monotube was .
of interest to see if capacity could be gained without excessive length being driven into the artesian zone.
An 8”x14”x25’ monotube section was found fo have an allowable capacity of only 34 tons if driven o
elevation 660. This was for several reasons. First, due to potential scour conditions the skin friction was
subtracted off the total capacity. Secondly, the small tip area did not add as much capacity as other pile

3
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types would. Most of the capacity is in end bearmg because of the hard Iayer at the tip and sofc scourable
soils along the shaft,

" Next, the 127 closed end pipe pile was investigated for the same length. The tip is again at elevation 660

but the pile length will depend on where the bottom of the footing is located. This elevation is 40° below -
the river bottom where boring T-3 was taken. Twenty-one tons of capacity were ignored due fo scour and
still it was found to have 154 tons ultimate' capacity or 77 tons allowable.

Finally, a 16” closed end pipe pile was investigated for a tip elevation of the same 660. Results indicated
an allowable capacity of 137 tons.

Recommendations
Based on the existing conditions along with an analysis of the project soils, we recommend:
1. Strip and rembve any topsoil from the fill areas.

2. Drive 12" pipe pile to elevation 666 at the north abutment for a predicted capacity of
68 tons. . .

3. Drive 12” pipe pule fo e!evatlon 675 at the south abutment for a predlcted capac:ty of
68 tons.

4. Drive 12" or 16" pipe pile for the piers to elevation 660 fora predlc’(ed capacity of 77
tons or 137 tons, respechvely Scour cons:deraﬁons may increase the predicted
lengths. .

Attachments:

Hollow-Stem Auger Borings T-1, T-3 & T4 (Umque Nos. 62885—62887) T-1 and T-2 (Unique
Nos. 65395-65396) and CPT Soundings CA01-CA02 (Unlque Nos. 63049-63050) and C01-C31
(Unique Nos. 64425 64455)

cc. G. Engstrom
G. J. Person
J. Hager
C. Kremer
Eiley@).
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 Sategasnding Animal ety Bo. ard o f Arlim.al H ealtll S a{e?%ﬂ«'f«dé@? Aaimal Fealth

www.bah.state.mn.us

November 15, 2006

Larry Hartman, EFP Staff
Department of Commerce
857th Place East, Suite 500
St. Paul, MN 55101-2198

Dear Mr. Hartman,

In response to the concern about soil excavation and anthrax, the Board of Animal Health can provide the
following information and guidelines. Because anthrax can survive for long periods.of time in the ground,
disturbance of soil in locations where anthrax affected animals are buried may uncover spores, allowing livestock
grazing on these areas to ingest the spores. Livestock that ingest anthrax spores may become infected with anthrax
and die. To avoid possible exposure of grazing livestock to disturbed soil that could contain anthrax spores, the
Board recommends animals not graze on these locations or that livestock are vaccinated for anthrax vaccine each
spring before grazing these areas. The anthrax vaccine is extremely effective in preventing anthrax mortality in
livestock when animals are vaccinated annually in the spring.

The Board of Animal Health has statutory authority over anthrax infected livestock and requires persons to report
suspected and confirmed cases of anthrax in livestock. Herds that contain anthrax affected animals must be
quarantined for 30 days after the mortality has ended. There are also requirements for disposal of affected animal
carcasses and cleaning and disinfection of any buildings where animals died of anthrax (Minnesota Rules, Chapter
1705.0010-0050.)

The Board also provides educational materials on anthrax. In recent years, the agency has developed an
educational campaign in areas of the state where anthrax has affected livestock, educating livestock producers
about anthrax and the preventative measures that can be taken. If you would find it useful, the Board would be
willing to provide you with our informational materials for your efforts to inform producers concerned about
anthrax in livestock.

T hope you find this information useful in planning and responding to citizen concerns about anthrax in association
with pipeline construction.

Sincerely,

MCW Py

Linda C. Glaser, DVM -
Cattle Programs Division

cc:  Robert Patton, AICP, Minnesota Dept. Agriculture
Allen Frechette, Scott County Environmental Health Manager
Randall E. Duncan, Natural Resource Group, Inc.
Jayne Griffith, Minnesota Department of Health
William Hartmann, Minnesota Board of Animal Health
625 North Robert Street » St. Paul, MN « 651-296-2942 « 651-296-7417 FAX » 1-800- 6273529 TTY

In accordance with the Americans With Disabilities Act. an alternative form of communication is available upon request.



ANTHRAX MITIGATION PLAN FOR SCOTT COUNTY
Introduction

Minnesota Pipe Line Company, LLC (MPL) has developed this Anthrax Mitigation Plan to
address potential risks associated with pipeline excavation activities in areas of known historical
outbreaks of anthrax in livestock in Scott County. The plan provides an overview of anthrax,
identifies the locations of historical outbreaks of the disease in the vicinity of the proposed
pipeline route of MPL’s MinnCan Project, and identifies mitigative measures to minimize the
potential for grazing animals in the vicinity of the project to ingest anthrax spores and become
infected with the disease.

As indicated by the Minnesota Department of Health in its letter attached in Appendix A, there is
little to no risk to humans of contracting anthrax as the result of soil disturbance activities. The
construction workers on the project and the landowners in the vicinity of the project are not at
risk for contracting the disease as the result of pipeline construction activities. Therefore, this
plan addresses concerns related to animal health and not human health.

Overview of Anthrax

According to information provided on the Minnesota Board of Animal Health’s (BAH) website
(www.bah.state.mn.us/diseases/anthrax), anthrax is a naturally occurring disease caused by the
bacteria Bacillus anthracis. Grazing animals such as cattle, horses, sheep, and goats are most
commonly affected by the disease. Since the early 1900s, anthrax has been reported on
approximately 200 Minnesota farms located primarily in the southwestern and northwestern
parts of the state.

Anthrax spores can occur naturally in the soil of areas with historical outbreaks of the disease
and can survive for long periods of time. As indicated in the letter from the BAH attached in_
Appendix B, soil disturbance activities in locations where anthrax affected animals are buried

may uncover spores, which could possibly be ingested by livestock grazing in these areas. The

ingested spores could become active and cause the animal to become infected with anthrax. A
vaccine is available to prevent livestock in high risk areas from getting infected.

Locations of Historical Anthrax Outbreaks in Scott County

Based on information provided by Scott County and the Minnesota Department of Agriculture,
several farms located in three townships in Scott County (Belle Plaine, Helena, and St. Lawrence

Townships) have experienced historical outbreaks of anthrax. These outbreaks occurred between
1919 and 1953. There have been no reported anthrax cases in Scott County since 1953 despite
extensive excavation activities that have occurred in the county over the years. The locations of
the anthrax outbreaks in the vicinity of the pipeline route are shown on Figure 1. Most of these
sites are located south of the pipeline route and only one actual burial site has been documented.
The pipeline route crosses one farm at approximate milepost (MP) 251.5 that had an anthrax
outbreak in 1948. The landowners do not currently raise livestock on this property, but there are
two livestock operations within about 1 mile of this property (see Figure 2).




Mitigative Measures to Prevent Anthrax Infection

To minimize the potential for grazing animals in the vicinity of the MinnCan Project to ingest
uncovered anthrax spores and become infected with the disease, the following mitigative
measures will be implemented:

Prior to construction, MPL will notify the landowner of the property with the historical
anthrax outbreak crossed by the pipeline route (MP 251.5) of the potential risks to
grazing animals as the result of pipeline construction. If this landowner plans to have
grazing animals in the vicinity of the construction area, MPL will make arrangements to
either fence off the disturbed right-of-way on this property for two years or work with the
landowner to have the animals vaccinated.

Prior to construction, MPL will notify local veterinarians of its proposed activities and
inform them of the property with the historical anthrax outbreak that will be crossed by
the project.

Prior to construction, MPL will notify feedlot operators located within 1 mile of the
historical-anthrax property at MP 251.5 of its proposed activities (see Figure 2). MPL
will work with these operators and their veterinarians to develop a mutually agreeable
plan of action to protect the health of their livestock.

During construction, MPL will implement dust control measures such as watering on the
disturbed areas of the historical-anthrax property to minimize windborne transport of
spores to adjacent properties.
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Vicki Wolter <vikwolter@gmail.com>

FW: Brookings-Hampton Cost Information

6 messages

Dallas Giles <dallas.giles@hotmail.com> Sun, Aug 22, 2010 at 12:39 PM
To: vikwolter@gmail.com

Costs from Scott EK

From: John.Lambrecht@state.mn.us

To: dallas.qgiles@hotmail.com

Date: Thu, 5 Aug 2010 10:31:16 -0500

Subject: Fw: Brookings-Hampton Cost Information

Sent from Blackberry

From: Ek, Scott (COMM) <scott.ek@state.mn.us>

To: Lambrecht, John (DHS) <john.lambrecht@state.mn.us>
Sent: Thu Aug 05 08:58:10 2010

Subject: Brookings-Hampton Cost Information

Mr. Lambrecht,

Per our phone conversation, here is the information you requested.

The total cost of the Project, the information comes from the Admistrative Law Judge’s Findings of Fact,
Conclusion, and Order. You can view the document at: https://www.edockets.state.
mn.us/EFiling/edockets/searchDocuments.do?method=eDocketsResult&docketYear=08&
docketNumber=1474

Costs include the survey, engineering, materials, construction, right-of-way, and project management
associated with the transmission line and substations, is dependent, in significant part, on the length of the
transmission lines facilities. The total cost is estimated to be between $700 million and $755 million in
2007 dollars. This estimate is subject to change as it can be affected considerably by several variables
such as the timing of construction, availability of construction crews and components, and the final route
selected by the Commission.

The Modified Preferred Route and its Associated Facilities will cost $705

million ($2007) to construct and $300 to $500 per mile to operate and maintain.

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=2b0b9604f7 & view=pt&search=inbox&th=12a%ae... 3/17/2011
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The Alternate Route and its Associated Facilities will cost $755 miltion

(52007) to construct and $300 to $500 per mile to operate and maintain.

The Crossover Route and its Associated Facilities will cost $724 million

(52007) to construct and $300 to $500 per mile to operate and maintain.

Please feel free to contact me with any questions.

Thank you,

SCOTT EK

Office of Energy Security | Energy Facility Permitting

85 7th Place East, Suite 500 | St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-2198
Office: 651.296.8813 | Fax: 651.297.7891

scott.ek@state.mn.us

www. energyfacilities.puc.state.mn.us

www.energy.mn.gov

Vicki Wolter <vikwolter@gmail.com> Mon, Aug 23, 2010 at 9:52 PM
To: peddleman17@hotmail.com

[Quoted text hidden]
Mail Delivery Subsystem <mailer-daemon@googlemail.com> Mon, Aug 23, 2010 at 9:52 PM

To: vikwolter@gmail.com
Delivery to the following recipient failed permanently:

peddleman17@hotmail.com

Technical details of permanent failure:
Google tried to deliver your message, but it was rejected by the recipient domain. We recommend contacting

https://mail.google.com/mail/2ui=2&ik=2b0b9604f7 & view=pt&search=inbox&th=12a%ae... 3/17/2011
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the other email provider for further information about the cause of this error. The error that the other server
returned was: 550 550 Requested action not taken: mailbox unavailable (state 14).

--— Original message —

MIME-Version: 1.0
Received: by 10.216.193.195 with SMTP id k45mr5382187wen.32.1282618344296;
Mon, 23 Aug 2010 19:52:24 -0700 (PDT)
Received: by 10.216.183.74 with HTTP; Mon, 23 Aug 2010 19:52:24 -0700 (PDT)
In-Reply-To: <BLU104-W2379D89CC4FDA28B60660C82810@phx.gbl>
References: <60A3BE8C8629B840BB06C75AACAS7A680C8793A84D@DHS100EX24.mn-dhs1.co.dhs>
<BLU104-W2379D89CC4FDA28B60660C82810@phx.gbl>
Date: Mon, 23 Aug 2010 21:52:24 -0500
Message-ID: <AANLKTIimX7nDdijKoK+uYRa_D0za C4W o0A8xHqCvWAS0@mail.gmail.com>
Subject: Fwd: FW: Brookings-Hampton Cost Information
From: Vicki Wolter <vikwolter@gmail.com>
To: peddieman17@hotmail.com
Content-Type: multipart/alternative; boundary=0016e6ddfe0fcb518e048e88da16

---------- Forwarded message ---—-—-—-

From: Dallas Giles <dallas.qgiles@hotmail.com>
Date: Sun, Aug 22, 2010 at 12:39 PM

Subject: FW: Brookings-Hampton Cost Information
To: vikwolter@gmail.com

Costs from Scott EK

From: John.Lambrecht@state.mn.us

To: dallas.giles@hotmail.com

Date: Thu, 5 Aug 2010 10:31:16 -0500

Subject: Fw: Brookings-Hampton Cost Information

Sent from Blackberry

*From*: Ek, Scott (COMM) <scott.ek@state.mn.us>

*To*: Lambrecht, John (DHS) <john.lambrecht@state mn.us>
*Sent*: Thu Aug 05 08:58:10 2010

*Subject*: Brookings-Hampton Cost information

Mr. Lambrecht,

Per our phone conversation, here is the information you requested.

The total cost of the Project, the information comes from the
AdmistrativeLaw Judge's Findings of Fact, Conclusion, and Order.

[Quoted text hidden]

Vicki Wolter <vikwolter@gmail.com> Tue, Aug 31, 2010 at 9:21 PM
To: Pedalman17@hotmail.com

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=2b0b9604f7 & view=pt&search=inbox&th=12a9ae... 3/17/2011
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[Quoted text hidden)

Vicki Wolter <vikwolter@gmail.com> Tue, Feb 8, 2011 at 9:58 AM
To: Ben.Hill@state.mn.us

---------- Forwarded message ---—-—-
From: Vicki Wolter <vikwolter@gmail.com>

[Quoted text hidden]

Dallas Giles <dallas.giles@hotmail.com> Wed, Feb 23, 2011 at 9:29 PM
To: Orin Kruschke <okruschke@yahoo.com>, Vicki Wolter <vikwolter@gmail.com>, Renee Wagner
<rwagner@mmcd.org>, Nancy Giles <agnng14@hotmail.com>, John Lambrecht <john.lambrecht@state.mn.us>,
stierbus@frontiernet.net, Jesse Theis <jtheis@rahr.com>

FYI

From: dailas.qiles@hotmail.com

To: kelby@kelbywoodard.com; rep.kelby.woodard@house.mn
Subject: FW: Brookings-Hampton Cost Information

Date: Wed, 23 Feb 2011 22:28:18 -0500

Good Evening Representative Woodard,

| received your message from this afternoon. Thank you for your follow-up and | was glad to hear your office
is actively working on this issue. Please let me know if there is anything people in Belle Plaine can assist with
as | am only one of many that have been working on this issue for months.

Below is an interesting email that we received from Scott Ek at the Office of Energy Security back in August.
Essentially states that route through Belle Plaine would be 20-50 million dollars (depending on what alternate
rout was selected) more than the modified preferred (crossing at Le Sueur).

As we have moved through the October public comment period, Great River Energy stated it was more like 4-
20 million more for Belle Plaine crossing and then at the Feb. 3rd PUC hearing the commissioners made
comments stating the costs were essentially equal.

We are not sure how these costs continue to change and it has been difficult to get a straight answer but
again it just doesn't make good sense to come through Belle Plaine. | know that the costs probably don't
matter to the energy companies but seeing that any costs will surely be passed onto the public through
energy rates it seems that this should also be measured in a decision that the PUC is making.

Thanks again for your continued action.

Dallas
715-441-3841

From: John.Lambrecht@state.mn.us

To: dallas.giles@hotmail.com

Date: Thu, 5 Aug 2010 10:31:16 -0500

Subject: Fw: Brookings-Hampton Cost Information

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=2b0b9604f7 & view=pt&search=inbox&th=12a9ae... 3/17/2011
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Sent from Blackberry

From: Ek, Scott (COMM) <scott.ek@state.mn.us>

To: Lambrecht, John (DHS) <john.lambrecht@state.mn.us>
Sent: Thu Aug 05 08:58:10 2010

Subject: Brookings-Hampton Cost Information

Mr. Lambrecht,

Per our phone conversation, here is the information you requested.

The total cost of the Project, the information comes from the Admistrative Law Judge’s Findings of Fact,
Conclusion, and Order. You can view the document at: https://www.edockets.state.
mn.us/EFiling/edockets/searchDocuments.do?method=eDocketsResult&docketYear=08&
docketNumber=1474

Costs include the survey, engineering, materials, construction, right-of-way, and project management
associated with the transmission line and substations, is dependent, in significant part, on the length of the
transmission lines facilities. The total cost is estimated to be between $700 million and $755 million in
2007 dollars. This estimate is subject to change as it can be affected considerably by several variables
such as the timing of construction, availability of construction crews and components, and the final route
selected by the Commission.

The Modified Preferred Route and its Associated Facilities will cost $705

million ($2007) to construct and $300 to $500 per mile to operate and maintain.

The Alternate Route and its Associated Facilities will cost $755 million

(§2007) to construct and $300 to $500 per mile to operate and maintain.

The Crossover Route and its Associated Facilities will cost $724 million

(52007) to construct and $300 to $500 per mile to operate and maintain.

Please feel free to contact me with any questions.

https://mail.google.com/mail/2ui=2&ik=2b0b9604f7 & view=pt&search=inbox&th=12a%ae... 3/17/2011
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Thank you,

SCOTT EK

Office of Energy Security | Energy Facility Permitting

85 7th Place East, Suite 500 | St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-2198
Office: 651.296.8813 | Fax: 651.297.7891

scott.ek@state.mn.us

www. energyfacilities.puc.state.mn.us

www.energy.mn.gov

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=2b0b9604£{7 &view=pt&search=inbox&th=12a9ae... 3/17/2011



BEFORE THE MINNESOTA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

David C. Bovd Chair
J. Dennis O’Brien Commissioner
Thomas Pugh Commissioner
Phyllis A. Reha Commissioner
Betsy Wergin Commissioner

In the Matter ofthe Route Permit Application ISSUE DATE: September 14, 2010

for a 345 kV Transmission Line from Brookings
County, South Dakota to Hampton, Minnesota
DOCKET NO. ET-2/TL-08-1474

ORDER GRANTING ROUTE PERMIT

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On December 29, 2008, Great River Energy, a Minnesota cooperative corporation, and Northern
States Power Company, a Minnesota corporation, d/b/a Xcel Energy (collectively, the
Applicants), filed a route permit application under the full permitting process for 237 — 264 miles
of 345 kV transmission line and associated facilities between the existing Brookings County
substation near White, South Dakota, and a newly proposed substation near Hampton,
Minnesota.

On January 29, 2009, the Commission issued an Order in this docket accepting the Applicants'
Route Permit Application as substantially complete. The Order also authorized the OES's
Energy Facilities Permitting staff to process the application under the full permitting process in
Minn Rules, Parts 7850.1700 ef seq., to name a public advisor in this case, and to establish an
advisory task force or task forces and develop a structure and charge for them

On February 5, 2009, the Commission issued its Notice and Order for Hearing, referring this
matter to the Office of Administrative Hearings (OAH) for a contested case proceeding,
including the public hearing required as part of the review of the route permit application.

On April 22, 2010, the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) assigned to conduct the public hearing
and contested case proceeding issued his FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS, AND
RECOMMENDATION (hereafter the ALJ’s Report).

On May 7, 2010, exceptions to the ALY’s Report were filed by Bimeda, Inc. (Bimeda), No CapX
2020 and UCAN, and Mark Katzenmeyer.



On June 15, 2010, the OES filed a letter and attachment it had received from the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) dated June 10, 2010 regarding the river crossings at Le Sueur and Belle
Plaine.

On July 2, 2010, the OES filed Comments and Recommendations, including a map of the route it
was recommending the Commission permit.

The Commussion met on July 13 and 15, 2010 to hear oral argument and to consider this matter.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

L The ALJ’s Report

The ALJ issued his Report on April 22, 2010. His Report addresses transmission line siting for
the applicants’ high voltage transmission line route permit for the proposed Brookings to Hampton
345 kV transmission line project, and recommended that the Commission find the OES’s
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) adequate.

The ALJ’s report consists of a summary of the comments made at the public hearings and the
written comments that are part of the record,' 565 findings of fact, 16 conclusions, and three
recommendations. The ALJ’s three recommendations were as follows:

1. That the Commission determine that all relevant statutory and rule criteria
necessary to obtain a Route Permit have been satisfied and that there are no
statutory or other requirements that preclude granting a Route Permit based on the
record.

2. That the Commission grant a Route Permit to Applicants on behalf of themselves

and the participating CapX2020 utilities for the facilities delineated in the Report. Specifically,
the ALJ recommended that the Commission grant a permit for the Applicants’ Modified Preferred
Route, which is the Applicants’ Preferred Route as modified by the following:

. The OES’s EIS Alternative Route Segment 3P-06 in Underwood Township,
Redwood County. The Modified Preferred Route leaves the Preferred Route and heads
south between sections 35 and 36 until it comes to the north side of State Highway 19.
The Modified Preferred Route continues east for one mile until it joins the Preferred Route
at the junction of County Highway 5 and County Highway 12.

. The OES’s EIS Alternative Route Segment 3P-04 in Eden Township in Brown
County is approximately 0.5 mile north of 320th Street, where the Modified Preferred
Route heads east along the half section line of Section 7 for one mile.

! See Attachment 1 ofthe ALY’s Report at pages 102-138.
2



° The Modified Preferred Route turns north on 330th Avenue for approximately one
mile and turns east on the half section line of Section 5. The Modified Preferred Route then
turns north on 327th Avenue for 0.5 mile where it rejoins the Preferred Route. 2

3. That Applicants be required to take those actions necessary to implement the
Commuission’s Orders m this proceeding.

Il The OES’s Recommendations

The OES stated that it reviewed the record in this case relative to the standards. criteria and factors
to be considered in determining whether to issue a permit for a high-voltage transmission line set
forth in the Power Plant Siting Act (Minn. Stat. § 216E.03 and 216E.04) and applicable
Commission rules (Minn. Rules, Part. 7850.4000).

The OES also stated that it has taken into account the input of state and federal agencies related to
the permitability of various portions of the alternative routes under consideration, pursuant to
Minn. Stat. § 216E. 10, subd. 3 (a) and Minn. Stat. § 216E.03, subd. 7(b) (12). The OES stated
that in weighing the impacts of the alternative routes, it was guided by the state's policy of
choosing locations that minimize ad verse human and environmental impacts while insuring
continuing electric power system reliability and integrity.

Based on its review, the OES recommended that the Commission adopt the ALJ’s Report, witha
few minor corrections and clarifications, except as to the ALJ’s recommendation ofthe Minnesota
Rivercrossing at Le Sueur. > The OES concluded that an aerial crossing of the Minnesota River at
Le Suveur was fatally flawed and that the Alternative Crossover Route at Belle Plaine would have
fewer impacts.* The OES recommended that the Commission adopt its proposed Findings of
Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order, which incorporate the ALJ report, with supplemental

2 The applicants also developed two alignment modifications and a route width modification,

which were incorporated into the Modified Preferred Route: 1) the alignment of the Preferred
Route centerline at the Le Sueur Minnesota River crossing was changed to parallel U.S. Highway
169; 2) the Preferred Route width and proposed alignment were changed to avoid the RES
Specialty Pyrotechnics, Inc., facilities near Belle Plaine, consistent with the Institute of Makers of
Explosives’ detailed guidance regarding proximity of transmission line facilities to pyrotechnic
facilities; 3) the Preferred Route width was expanded to 3,000 feet for a certain narrow area north
of Marshall, Minnesota.

> ALJ recommendation 2. A.(1) at page 2 of its Report.

4 Subsequently, in its July 27, 2010 Order, the Commission referred the issue of the Minnesota
River crossing to the OAH for further record development. See In the Matter of the Route
Permit Application for a 345 kV Transmission Line from Brookings County, South Dakota to
Hampton, Minnesota, Docket No. ET-2/T1-08-1474, ORDER REMANDING TO OFFICE
OFADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS (July 27, 2010).

W



findings addressing the Alternative Crossover Route at Belle Plaine, as well as corrections and
clarifications.’

The OES also prepared a Route Permit with conditions, in accordance with Minn. Stat. §
216E.03 and Minn. Rules, Part 7850.4600. The OES stated that its draft permit and conditions are based
on the record and conditions of past permits issued by the Commission.

III.  Exceptions to the ALJFs Report
In his Report, the ALJ stated:

Exceptions must be specific, relevant to the matters at issue in this proceeding, and
stated and numbered separately. Proposed Findings of Fact, Conclusions, and
Order should be included, and copies thereof served upon all parties.

A. NoCapX/UCAN’s Filing Regarding the ALJ’s Report

W ith respect to the objections raised by NoCapX/UC AN related to the ALJ’s recommended
Minnesota River crossing at LeSueur, the Commission will defer decision pending return of the
issues referred to the OAH for development in its July 27, 2010 Order in this matter.

As to NoCapX/UCAN’s other proposed changes, however, the Commission finds the
Department’s summary of NoCapX/UCAN’s proposed changes to the ALY’ s Report and the
OES’s analysis of and recommendations regarding those changes to be reasonable. ¢ With respect

3

Among the ALJ Findings that the OES recommended the Commuission adopt were the
following:

3. OES has conducted an appropriate environmental analysis of the Project

for purposes of this route permit proceeding and the FEIS satisfies Minn. R. 7850.2500.
Specifically, the FEIS addresses the issues and alternatives raised through the scopmg process m
light of the availability of mformation and the time limitations for considering the permit
application, provides responses to the timely substantive comments received during the DEIS
review process, and was prepared in comphance with the procedures n Minn. R.
7850.1000-7850.5600.

4. Applicants gave notice as required by Minn. Stat. § 216E.03, subd. 3a; Minn. Stat. § 216E.03,
subd. 4; Minn. R. 7850.2100, subp. 2; and Minn. R. 7850.2100, subp. 4.

5. OES gave notice as required by Minn. Stat. § 216E.03, subd. 6; Mmnn. R. 7850.2300, subp. 2;
Minn. R. 7850.2500, subp. 2; Minn. R. 7850.2500, subp. 7; Minn. R. 7850.2500, subp. 8; and
Mmnn. R. 7850.2500, subp. 9.

6. Public hearings were conducted in communities located along the proposed high voltage
transmission line routes. Applicants and OES gave proper notice of the public hearings, and the
public was given the opportunity to speak at the hearings

and to submit written comments. All procedural requirements for the Route Permit were satisfied.

®  See Department comments filed July 2, 2010 at pages 11-15.
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to those proposed changes, therefore, the Commission will not adopt those proposed changes to
the ALJ’s Report.

B. Exceptions by Theresa Ruhland, Bimeda, Inc. and Mark Katzenmeyer

As to the exceptions taken by Theresa Ruhland, Bimeda, Inc. and Mark Katzenmeyer related to the
ALT’s recommended Minnesota River crossing at LeSueur, the Commission finds that the
objections raised by these parties relate to the Minnesota River crossing in Segment 4. Since the
river crossing route to be permitted for Segment 4 has been referred to the OAH in the
Commission’s July 27, 2010 Order in this matter for further development, the Commission will
defer decision on the exceptions raised by these parties pending return ofthe river crossing issues
from the OAH.

IV.  Objections and Recommendations From Members of the Public Regarding the
ALJ’s Report

In his Report, the ALJ summarized the public testimony received at the 17 public hearings that
were held in eight different Minnesota communities along the Modified Preferred Route and the
Alternate Route between November 30 and December 28, 2009. The ALJ stated:

These Findings summarize many of the significant comments offered during the
public hearings. The Administrative Law Judge regrets that he has not summarized
everyone’s testimony, but much of the testimony offered repeats or is similar in
substance to that presented below. The remarks of everyone were heard, read, and
considered carefully by the Administrative Law Judge.

In addition, on July 13, 2010, before meeting to deliberate this matter, the Commission received
comments regarding the ALJ’s recommendations from 29 members of the public.

A. Minnesota River Crossing

Several of the July 13, 2010 commenters raised issues related to the ALJ’s recommended
Minnesota River crossing at LeSueur. As noted above, the Commission has, in its July 27, 2010
Order in this matter, referred the route segment which includes the disputed Minnesota River
crossing in Segment 4 to the OAH for further development. Since the river crossing route to be
permitted for Segment 4 has been referred to the OAH for further development, the Commussion
will defer decision on the objections raised by these parties pending return of the river crossing
1ssues from the OAH.

B. Segment Alternative 6P-06

The ALJ’s recommendation that drew opposition from more commenters on July 13, 2010 than
any recommendation concerned route segment 6P-06. The ALJ concluded and recommended as
follows:

Selection of Alternative 6P-06 is appropriate. The avoidance of impacts
by the Modified Preferred Route on a Buddhist Temple, the Vermillion River and its
tributaries, and avoiding a greater number of residences and businesses outweighs the

5



impacts on agricultural land and the Vermillion River and its tributaries that will occur if
Alternative 6P-06 is selected.

Eight members of the public spoke against that recommendation.” While the Commission
understands the thoughtful and heartfelt concerns raised by the speakers and appreciates this level
of involvement in the process, the Commission finds, on balance, that the ALJ properly weighed
the multiple considerations involved with this decision and made the correct recommendation.
The Commission notes that two members of the pubic spoke in support the ALJ’s
recommendation® but emphasizes that its decision to adopt the ALJ’s recommendation s not
based on weighing the quantity of public opposition or support manifest in the course of this
process, but on a weighing of the relevant considerations and seeking the public interest of all.

The ALJ analyzed segment alternative 6P-06 in detail on pages 74 — 79 of his Report, Findings of
Fact 341 —454. The Commission finds that these findings are appropriate and well-founded in
the record and will adopt them  This analysis supports the ALJ’s Conclusion #7, stated on page
99 of his Report:

The record demonstrates that the Modified Preferred Route, as modified

by adoption of Alternative 6P-06 between Lake Marion and Hampton S ubstations,
and its Associated Facilities, satisfies the route permit criteria set forth in
Minnesota Statute § 216E.03, subd. 7 and Minnesota Rule 7850.4100.

In addition, the ALJ made specific findings favorable to or neutral to Alternative 6P-06 when
reviewing the criteria required to be considered when making a route selection, as detailed below:

The ALJ found and the Commission confirms that the Modified Preferred Route has fewer homes
within 0-500 feet from the route centerline compared to the Alternate Route and the

Crossover Route and that if the Modified Preferred Route is modified further to incorporate
Alternative 6P-06, even fewer homes would be within 0-500 feet from the centerline

compared to the Modified Preferred Route.®

The ALJ found and the Commission confirms that the record shows that the Modified Preferred

Route, and that Route with Alternative 6P-06 included, have fewer aesthetic impacts compared to
the Alternate Route and the Crossover Route. The ALJ stated:

7 The following individuals objected to the ALJ’s recommendation that the Commission issue a

route permit for segment 6P-06: see Troy Anderson’s comments, part of the transcript of the July
13. 2010 meeting on pages 23-27; Steve Duff’s comments on pages 34-37 Rick Klaus” comments
at pages 50-52; John Mooney’s commments on pages 58-60; Brian Whipke’s comments on pages
66-69; Charles Lewis’ comments on pages 69-73; Ray Kaufenberg’s comments on pages 86 — 95.
8 Supporting the ALJ’s recommendation for segment 6P-06 were Dick O zmont, whose
comments are part of the transcript of the July 13, 2010 meeting at pages 33-34, and
Kristen Johnson, whose comments are at pages 65-66.

°  ALJ Finding of Fact #158.



The Modified Preferred Routes will cause the least amount of aesthetic impacts,
and fewer still if Alternative 6P-06 is incorporated. The Modified Preferred Route
including use of Alternative 6P-06, is shorter in distance than the Alternate Route
or Crossover Route.264 As a result, the Modified Preferred Route will use fewer
poles. Incomparison to the Alternate Route and Crossover Route, there are fewer
residences within 500 feet of the Modified Preferred Route, and fewer still if
Alternative 6P-06 is accepted.

The ALJ found that there are no anticipated impacts to cultural values by constructing the Project
along the Modified Preferred Route if Alternative 6P-06 is adopted, which will
avoid the crossing of property occupied by a Buddhist Temple in Hampton. !

Minnesota high voltage transmission line routing criteria require consideration of the proposed
route’s impacts to land based economies, specifically agriculture, forestry, tourism, and mining.
The ALJ found and the Commission confirms that the record demonstrates that the Modified
Preferred Route with Alternative 6P-06 incorporated, will have less of an impact to land-based
economies than the Alternate Route and the Crossover Route. *?

The ALJ found and the Commission confirms that the record demonstrates that there are fewer

archaeological and historic sites within the Modified Preferred Route, and on that Route if
Alternative 6P-06 is incorporated, than within either the Alternate Route or the Crossover Route. '

The ALJ found and the Commission confirms that operation of the Project along either the
Modified Preferred Route (with or without adoption of Alternative 6P-06), Alternate Route, or
Crossover Ro ute is not anticipated to cause any long-term impacts to air quality.

The ALJ found and the Commission confirms that the record demonstrates that there are fewer
water resources within the Modified Preferred Route (and even fewer still if Alternative 6P-06 is
adopted), than within either the Alternate Route or the Crossover Route.

The ALJ found and the Commission confirms that the record demonstrates that there is less impact
upon flora within the Modified Preferred Route, with or Wlthout Adoption of Alternative 6P-06,
than within the Alternate Route or the Crossover Route. '

The ALJ found and the Commission confirms that the evidence demonstrates that neither the
Modified Preferred Route, the Modified Preferred Route with Alternative 6P-06 incorporated, the
Alternate Route, nor the Crossover Route will have significant impacts on fauna.

19 ALJ Finding of Fact # 167.
" ALJ Finding of Fact #171.
12 ALJ Finding OF Fact #229.
13 ALJ Finding of Fact #236.
'*" ALJ Finding of Fact #240.
1> ALJ Finding of Fact #251.
16 ALJ Finding of Fact #259.
17 ALJ Finding of Fact #270.



The ALJ found and the Commission confirns that the record demonstrates that there are fewer
threatened and endangered species within the Modified Preferred Route, whether or not
Alternative 6P-06 1s incorporated, than within the Alternate Route or the Crossover Route. The
record also demonstrates that the Modified Preferred Route, or that Route modified by Alternative
6P-06, and Alternate Route would affect only one site identified by the Minnesota County
Biological Survey compared to 16 for the Crossover Route.

The ALJ found and the Commission confirms that the design options of the facilities along the
Modified Preferred Route, and along that Route as modified by Alternative 6P-06, along the
Alternate Route, and along the Crossover Route maximize energy efficiencies, mitigate adverse
environmental effects, and accommodate future expansion. 1

The ALJ found and the Commission confirms that the record demonstrates that the Modified
Preferred Route (whether or not that Route is modified by Alternative 6P-06), Alternate Route,
and Crossover Route nearly equally use or parallel existing rights-of-way, survey lines, natural
division lines, and agricultural field boundaries. 20

The ALJ found and the Commission confirms that the record demonstrates that the Modified
Preferred Route, and that Route as modified by Alternative 6P-06, uses more existing
transportation, pipeline, and electrical transmission system right-of-way than either the Alternate
Route or Crossover Route.*!

The ALJ found and the Commission confirms that the record demonstrates the Modified Preferred
Route supports the reliable operation of the transmission system whether or not modified further
by Alternative 6P-06.%

The ALJ found and the Commission confirms that the record shows that the Applicants” Amended
Request for a 600 foot-wide route width, except for those areas where they continue to request a
width of 1,000 feet to 1.25 miles, for the Modified Preferred Route is consistent with the Power

Plant Siting Act (Minn. Stat. Chapter 216 E) whether or not modified by Alternate 6P-06. 2

18 ALJ Finding of Fact #278.
19 ALJ Finding of Fact #284.
20 . .

ALJ Finding of Fact #291,
I ALJ Finding of Fact #305.
22 ALJ Finding of Fact #307.
23 ALJ Finding of Fact #543.



C. Objections to Other Route Segments

Robb Schoenbauer objected to the ALJ’s recommendation of the Applicant’s preferred route for
the segment between the Helena and Lake Marion substations and called for further study of the
property values along the preferred and alternate routes for this segment. His comments are part
of the transcript of the July 13, 2010 meeting at pages 14-18.

Cindy Helmberger also objected to the ALJ’s recommendation that the Commission granta permit
for the Applicant’s preferred route segment between the Helen and Lake Marion substations. Her
comments are part of the transcript ofthe July 13, 2010 meeting at pages 40-48.

Having considered the comments of Mr. Schoenbauer and Ms. Helmberger, the Commission
concludes that on balance the ALJ’s recommended route segment is appropriate and will be
permitted. Routes are chosen to minimize the overall impact of the route.  As the record shows,
the ALJ has properly weighed the factors required by statute and rule. Consequently, the
Commission will adopt his recommendation.

Daniel Wambeke did not object to the ALJ’s recommendation of route segment [P-01 in Lyon
County, but requested that the Commission adopt a permit condition requiring the line to be built
on the west side of the road between 340" Street on the north and 310™ Street on the south  His
comments are part of the transcript of the July 13, 2010 meeting at pages 19-22.

The Commission generally gives the utility discretion to locate the line within permitted route
depending on the conditions it encounters within that corridor. The Commission will not impose
this requested alignment as a permit condition, but does expect the Company to take reasonable
steps to accommodate landowners’ interests and concerns within the permitted corridor and will be
reviewing the Permittee’s final planned alignment before construction begins.

Randy and Carol Schroeder objected to the ALY’s recommendation of route segment 3P-04 and
requested that the Commission authorize a different route.. Their comments are part of the
transcript of the July 13, 2010 meeting at pages 23-27 and 37-40.

Milo Christenson also objected to the ALJ’s recommendation of route segment 3P-04, specifically
to the ALJ’s recommendation that the Commission permit a route along the half-mile section of
Section 5 of Eden Township in Brown County. His comments are part of the transcript of the July
13, 2010 meeting at pages 54-58.

Having considered the comments of Randy and Carol Schroeder and Milo Christenson regarding
the ALY’ s recommendation, the Commission finds that on balance that the route selected by the
ALJ is appropriate based on the record. The Commission notes that the Company’s selection ofa
final alignment of the poles and lines is made considering the specific challenges and landowner
interests encountered within the permitted route and is reviewed by the Commission for
reasonableness before construction is authorized.

Roger Tupy objected on behalf of himself and two other organic farms in the area to the ALJ"s
recommendation that the Commission permit a route in Scott County, Cedar Lake Township along
County Road 2. His comments are part of the transcript of the July 13, 2010 meeting at pages
52-54.

9



The Commission acknowledges the concerns raised by Mr. Tupy, but on balance finds that the
ALYs recommended route is appropriate and will approve it. Routes are chosen to minimize the
overall impact of the route.  As the record shows, the ALJ has properly weighed the factors
required by statute and rule. The Commission notes that to the extent that Mr. Tupy’s concern i
based in the organic nature of his and his neighbors’ land, one of the permit conditions the
Commission is applying to the Applicants in this matter is that follow requirements in their
Agriculture Mitigation Plan, which was developed to continue to original status of the fields
impacted by the power line.

Pamell Mahowald objected to the ALY’s recommendation that the Commission permit a route that
would run so close to his farm. Mr. Mahowald’s comments are part of the transcript of the July
13, 2010 meeting at pages 84-86. Taking Mr. Mahowald’s expressed concerns into account, the
Commission finds that the ALJ’s recommendation is sound and will adopt it.

V. Adequacy of the Environmental Impact Statement

At the time when the Commission determines whether to issue a route permit, the Commuission is
to make a finding whether the OES’s Environmental Impact Statement and the record created m
the public hearing address the issues identified in the EIS Scoping Decision Minn. Rules, Part
7850.1500, subp. 10 states:

Subp. 10. Adequacy determination.

The Public Utilities Commission shall determine the adequacy of the final
environmental impact statement. . . . . . The final environmental impact statement 1s
adequate if it:

A. addresses the issues and alternatives raised in scoping to a reasonable extent
considering the availability of information and the time limitations for considering
the permit application;

B. provides responses to the timely substantive comments received during the draft
environmental impact statement review process; and

C. was prepared in compliance with the procedures n parts 7850.1000 to 7850.5600.

While several commenters expressed dissatisfaction with the OES’s EIS, none 1) identified
discrepancies between what the EIS Scoping decision required and what the EIS addressed, 2)
demonstrated failure to provide responses to substantive comments as required by Subp.10, B o1 3)
showed that the EIS was not prepared in compliance with Subp. 10, C.

Based on its review, the Commission finds that the EIS meets the requirements of Minn. Rules,
Part 7850.2500, subp. 10 and will approve it as to the parts of the route permitted in this Order.
The Commission reserves jud gment regarding adequacy ofthe EIS with respect to the portion of

24 See the attached Route Permit, Section IV. Permit Conditions, B. 8 and the Agriculture
Impact Mitigation Plan attached thereto.
10



the route not permitted in this Order and remanded in an earlier Order to the OAH for further
proceedings.

The route segment for which approval of the EIS is deferred is the segment connecting the Cedar
Mountain Substation in Renville County on the west to the Helena Substation in Scott County in
the east and denominated "CH" in the Overview Map provided by the OES. When the merits of
that portion of the route come back before the Commission, the Commission will consider the
merits of the EIS for that segment, along with any additions to the EIS regarding that segment that
the Department sees fit to make in light of the further proceedings regarding thatsegment currently
underway before the OAH.

The Commission clarifies that in this Order the Commission is approving the Findings of Fact,
Conclusions of Law, and Order proposed by the OES and the OES’s EIS and is issuing a route
permit for Sections 1, 2, 3, 5, 6 (including 6P-06), but is not approving those Findings of Fact,
Conclusions of Law, and Order and EIS with respect to Section 4 (segment CH on the OES’s
Overview Map) and is not issuing a route permit for that section, the segment between the Cedar
Mountain substation and the Helena substation.

VL. Landowner Rights With Respect to Right-of-Way Negotiations

Once the Applicants have the Route Permit issued in this Order, one of their next steps will be to
contact affected landowners to negotiate rights-of-way necessary to construct the line. Atthe July
13, 2010 hearing on this matter, the Johnsons raised a concern that landowners generally are not
informed regarding their rights in the context of such negotiations. On July 15, 2010, Robert and
Patricia Johnson (the Johnsons) submitted a proposal, requesting the Commission to adopt the
following permit condition:

Section IV PERMIT CONDITIONS, E. Notification to Landowners (p. 13)
Prior to the start of construction, the Permittees shall submit to the Commussion for
approval a fact sheet summarizing in plain language and referencing landowner
rights under Minnesota Statutes 216E.12, Subd. 4 and Ch. 288, 2010 Minnesota
Session Laws, amending Minn. Stat. §117.189 and §117.225 regarding eminent
domain and easements for high-voltage transmission lines. The Permittees shall
provide all affected landowners with a copy of the approved landowner fact sheet at
the time of the first contact with the landowners after issuance of this permit and
shall make a compliance filing to the Commission.

Having considered this matter, the Commission has decided to impose, as a permit condition, an
obligation on the Permittees to distribute to relevant landowners information prepared by state
agencies regarding landowner rights with respect to right-of-way negotiations concurrent with
the Applicants’ first contact with those landowners regarding right-of-way acquisition. Thus
resolution was agreeable to the Johnsons and the Applicants. No party objected to this new
Permit Condition.

11
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ORDER

The Commission approves the OES Energy Permitting Staff proposed Findings of Fact,
Conclusions of Law and Recommendation as modified by the following five points listed
below:

(1) the OES’s eratta sheets, dated July 8 and 14, 2010;
(2) the OES’s proposed changes to permit conditions, dated July 13, 2010;

(3) an amendment to Section 7 on page 11 of the Draft Permit, changing the phrase “will

consider input pertaining to visual impacts” to “consult with landowners or land
management agencies prior to final location of structures™,

(4) adding a further permit condition requiring the Applicants to distribute to relevant
landowners information prepared by state agencies regarding landowner rights with
respect to right-of-way negotiations concurrent with the Applicants’ first contact with
those landowners regarding right-of-way acquisition;

(5) the Commission is not approving those Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and
Order and EIS with respect to Section 4 (segment CH on the OES’s Overview Map) and
is not issuing a route permit for that section, the segment between the Cedar Mountain
substation and the Helena substation. »

A copy of'the OES’s proposed Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order approved
in this Order, which incorporates the changes indicated in the OES’s errata sheets (see
Order Paragraph 1 (1) above is attached.

The Commission approves the OES’s EIS and issues route permits for Sections 1, 2, 3, 5,
6 (including 6P-06), with the modifications set forth above to the findings of fact, EIS,
and route permits.

Attached is a copy of the approved route permit for Sections 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, which
mcorporates

1) the OES’s proposed changes to permit conditions (see Order Paragraph 1 (2) above);

2) an amendment to Section 7 on page 1 of the Draft Permit (see Order Paragraph 1(3)
above), changing the phrase “will consider input pertaining to visual impacts” to “consult
with landowners or land management agencies prior to final location of structures”; and

25

The Commission has referred the issue of the Minnesota River crossing in Section 4 to the

OAH for further record development. See In the Matter of the Route Permit Application for a
345 kV Transmission Line from Brookings County, South Dakota to Hampton, Minnesota,
Docket No. ET-2/TL-08-1474, ORDER REMANDING TO OFFICE OFADMINISTRATIVE
HEARINGS (July 27, 2010).

12
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In the Matter of the Route Permit Application ISSUE DATE: March 1, 2011

for a 345 kV Transmission Line from Brookings

County, South Dakota to Hampton, Minnesota DOCKET NO. ET-2/TL-08-1474

ORDER GRANTING ROUTE PERMIT
FOR REMANDED SEGMENT OF
ROUTE

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On December 29, 2008, Great River Energy, a Minnesota cooperative corporation, and Northern
States Power Company, a Minnesota corporation, d/b/a Xcel Energy (collectively, the
Applicants), filed a route permit application under the full permitting process of Minn. Rules,
Parts 7850.1700 to 7850.2800 for 237 — 264 miles of 345 kV transmission line and associated
facilities between the existing Brookings County substation near White, South Dakota, and a
newly proposed substation near Hampton, Minnesota.

Following lengthy proceedings with much public input, the contested case hearing record closed

on February 8, 2010, The Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) issued his Findings of Fact,
Conclusions of Law and Recommendations on April 22, 2010.

On June 15, 2010, the Office of Energy Security of the Minnesota Department of Commerce (the
OES) filed a letter and attachment it had received from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) dated June 10, 2010 regarding concerns it had identified with the proposed river
crossings at Le Sueur. The letter stated in part:

... an aerial crossing [of the Minnesota River] at Le Sueur is more likely to harm
bald eagles than an aerial crossing at Belle Plaine. Again, since the Belle Plaine
option is practicable, it appears unlikely that a BGEPA [Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act] permit would be issued for an aerial crossing at Le Sueur.

Based in significant part on the issues addressed in the USFWS letter and the comments filed by
the OES on July 2, 2010, the Commission remanded for further proceedings the Cedar Mountain to



Helena 345 kV segment section of the route, which contains the Lower Minnesota River crossing
at issue herein (Segment 4).!

The Commission requested that on remand the ALJ consider which route is preferable for crossing
the Minnesota River — a crossing at Le Sueur or a crossing at Belle Plaine, and to address which
connector, or crossover route to the Belle Plaine crossing is preferable (if the Belle Plaine crossing
were selected). The Commission also asked the ALJ to address the letter filed by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service on June 10, 2010, and give the parties the opportunity to further develop the
record with respect to the issues raised in that letter and to determine whether the ALJ wished to
modify or augment his findings, conclusions, and recommendations with respect to the Cedar
Mountain to Helena segment of the route.

On September 14, 2010, the Commission issued an ORDER GRANTING ROT JTE PERMIT in
this docket, adopting the Administrative Law Judge’s (ALJ’s) findings and recommendations for
five of the six segments of the route considered (Segments 1, 2, 3, 5, and 6).]

Consistent with the Commission’s July 27 Order remanding Segment 4 of the route, the
Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) held further contested case proceedings which included pre-filed
testimony, three days of public and evidentiary hearings, and additional written comuments. Public
comment was received on the remanded proceeding until November 1,2010. The contested case
record on the remand proceeding closed on November 24, 2010.

On December 22, 2010, the ALJ filed his Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and
Recommendation on Remand.?

On February 3, 2011, the Commission met to consider the matter and the record closed under
Minn. Stat. § 14.61, subd. 2.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
L Summary of the Issues Posed and Commission Action Taken

In this proceeding on remand, the Commission is asked to consider, for the proposed 62 — 74 mile
Cedar Mountain to Helena 345 kV_segment of the Applicants’ high voltage transmission line
(Segment 4), which of the following three route options best complies with the route permit
criteria set forth in Minn. Stat. § 216E.03, subd. 7 and Minn. Rules, Part 7850.4100:

! Order Remanding to Office of Administrative Hearings, (July 27, 2010).
2 The Commission’s September 14, 2010 Order also designated the two substations for Segment 4 (the
Cedar Substation and the Helena Substation).

3 On December 23, 2010, the ALJ filed brief Amendments to the Findings of Fact, Conclusions, and
Recommendation on Remand.

* The Cedar Mountain and Helena substations were approved by the Comm1s31on in its September 14,2010
Order in this proceeding. - : S -



-

* The Modified Preferred Route® with an aerial crossing of the Minnesota River at Le Sueur;

* The Gibbon Crossover Route connecting the Modified Preferred Route and the Alternate
Route® in Sibley County with an aerial crossing of the Minnesota River west of Belle
Plaine; or

* The Arlington Crossover Route connecting the Modified Preferred Route and Alternate
Route in Sibley County with an aerial crossing of the Minnesota River west of Belle
Plaine.’ :

As more fully set forth herein, the Commission approves the Gibbon Crossover Route, connecting

the Modified Preferred Route and the Alternate Route in Sibley County with an aerial crossing of

the Minnesota River west of Belle Plaine, for primarily two reasons: 1) its use of an existing 69 kV.
-_t@nsm'ission corridor right-of-way across the Minnesota River; and 2) the more positive

environmental impact from the alignment and engineering advantages it offers over the Le Sueur

Crossing route.

II. The ALJ’s Report on Remand

The ALJ issued his Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Recommendations on Remand (ALJ
Report on Remand) on December 22 and brief amendments to his Report on Remand on
December 23, 2010. The ALJ’s recommendations on remand were as follows:

1. That the Commission determine that all relevant statutory and rule criteria
necessary to obtain a Route Permit have been satisfied and that there are no statutory
or other requirements that preclude granting a Route Permit based on the record.

> In the Application, Applicants identified a Preferred Route and an Alternate Route for the 345 kV
transmission line. The portion of the Preferred Route considered in this proceeding (Route Segment 4) runs
from west to east, from the proposed Cedar Mountain Substation. The proposed line runs eastward, north of
Fairfax and Gibbon, Minnesota, turning south before reaching Winthrop, Minnesota, then running eastward
south of Winthrop to Le Sueur. After crossing the Minnesota River at Le Sueur, the Preferred Route then
heads eastward toward Heidelberg, turning north to the proposed Helena Substation located southeast of

Belle Plaine. As later modified, using the Myrick Alignment, Route Segment 4 along the Preferred Route
would run approximately 67 miles. This segment has been identified as the Modified Preferred Route.

® The Applicants identified the Alternate Route as running, from west to east, along the same line as the
Modified Preferred Route to the east of Gibbon, where the Alternate Route turns north to run eastward
along the north of Arlington, Minnesota. From there, the Alternate Route runs eastward and further north to
a point to the west of Belle Plaine. From that location, the line runs south, crossing the Minnesota River,
then traveling south and turning east to the Helena Substation. The Gibbon Crossover Route was analyzed

in the OES’s Environmental Impact Statement. but no party in the initial ALJ proceedings discussed or o

proposed that this route option be adopted for Segment 4 of the route.

7 In the proceeding on remand, the ALJ considered two connector, or crossover routes between the
Modified Preferred Route and the Alternate Route -- the Arlington Crossover route (as modified during the
OES Environmental review) and the Gibbon Crossover. A map developed by OES staff mdlcatmg the three
route options for Segment.4 of the route permit is attached to this Order. -



2. That the Commission grant a Route Permit to Applicants on behalf of
themselves and the participating CapX2020 utilities for the facilities described below:

A. For the segment between Cedar Mountain Substation and Helena
Substation of the 345 kV transmission line between Brookings, South
Dakota, and Hampton, Minnesota, and associated Facilities:

(1) The Modified Preferred Route, with an aerial crossing of the
Minnesota River at Le Sueur; or

(1a) If the Modified Preferred Route is not granted a Permit, the ALJ
recommends granting a Route Permit for the Alternate Route
utilizing the Gibbon Crossover Route, with an aerial crossing of the
Minnesota River at Belle Plaine; and

(2) A route width of 600 feet except for those locations identified by
Applicants where Applicants are requesting a route width of 1,000
feet or up to 1.25 miles;

3. That Applicants be required to take those actions necessary to implement
the Commission’s Orders in this proceeding.?

The ALJ also recommended that the Commission find the OES’s Environmental Irhpact_ Statement
(EIS) adequate for this routing decision.

The ALJ’s Report on Remand consists of a summary of the comments made at the public hearing
and the written comments that are part of the record,” 180 findings of fact, 13 conclusions of law
and three recommendations. Specifically, the ALI’s report addresses the issue of which route is
preferable for the Lower Minnesota River crossing — near the City of Le Sueur or near Belle Plaine
— and summarizes the additional procedural history and record with respect to the issues the
Commission requested be addressed in its July 27, 2010 Order.

The ALJ concluded that the Modified Preferred Route for Segment 4, with an aerial crossing of the.s

Minnesota River at Le Sueur is the best alternative for the 345 kV transmission line between
§rookings-county Substation and Hampton Substation. "

¥ The ALJ’s recommendations on remand changed from those included in his April 22, 2010 Findings,
Conclusions, and Recommendation, for Segment 4 of the route. In the April 22 ALJ Report, the ALJ
recommended the Modified Preferred Route, with an aerial crossing of the Minnesota River at Le Sueur; or,
if the Commission did not grant a permit for the Modified Preferred route; the ALJ recommended granting
a route permit for the Alternate Route utilizing the Crossover/Alternate route, with an aerial crossing of the
Minnesota River at Belle Plaine (the Arlington Crossover route).

? See Attachment 1 of the ALJ’s Report on Remand at 39-54.
** Conclusion 9, ALJ Report on Remand ( December 22, 2010).



The ALJ Report on Remand thoroughly analyzes the criteria under Minn. Stat. § 216E.03,
subd. 7(1)-(12) and Minn. Rules 7850.4100 for siting high-voltage power lines.

1. The OES’s Recommendation
A. Background

On July 2, 2010, the OES filed comments and recommendations following the ALJ’s April 22, 2010
Findings, Conclusions and Recommendation and the submission of the June 10, 2010 USFWS letter.
On the issue of which route should be approved to cross the Lower Minnesota River, the OES stated,
based on the USFWS's letter, that an aerial crossing of the Minnesota River at Le Sueur was no
longer a viable alternative.

OES reviewed the complete contested case record as to Segment 4 in the initial proceedings, the
“ALT Report, exceptions, and the USFWS and Minnesota Department oI Natural Resources

(MnDNR) recommendations, and developed an alternative crossover route from data developed

tor the draft Environmental Impact Statement, and the Applicants’ application — the Gibbons

Crossover Route,

The OES then analyzed and compared the two possible north-south connector segments near
Belle Plaine -- the Arlington Crossover route (recommended by the ALJ in the initial
proceedings), and the Gibbon Crossover route.'!  As between the two crossover routes in the
Belle Plaine area, the OES, in its July 2 comments, recommended the Gibbon Crossover route.

B. OES Recommendations on Remand

Following the proceedings on remand, OES filed comments on January 27, 2011. OES stated that
it had reviewed the record in this case relative to the standards, criteria and factors to be considered
in determining whether to issue a permit for a high-voltage transmission line set forth in the Power
Plant Siting Act (Minn. Stat. § 216E.03 and 216E. 04) and applicable Commission Rules (Minn.
Rules, Part 7850.400).

The OES also stated that it had taken into account the input of state and federal agencies related to
the permitability of various portions of the alternative routes under consideration, pursuant to
Minn. Stat. § 216E.10, subd. 3 (a) and Minn. Stat. § 216E.03, subd. 7(b) (12). The OES stated
that in weighing the impacts of the alternative routes, it was guided by the state's policy of
choosing Iocations that minimize adverse human and environmental impacts while insuring
“continuing electric power system reliability and integrity. o

Based on its review of the entire record (including the administrative record developed before the
ALJ resulting in his April 22, 2010 Findings and Recommendations as well as the record
developed before the ALJ resulting in his Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations on

' See draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and final Environmental Impact Statement (final EIS)
at Appendix G (the Arlington Crossover Route was referred to as “the USFWS/MnDNR Alternative” in the
EIS and the Gibbon Crossover Route was referred to as “Crossover Area Example 2” in the EIS. The

- Gibbon Crossover Route, while referenced in the draft Environmental Impact Statement submitted by OES
had not been evaluated as an alternative by the ALJ in the initial proceedings.



Remand), the OES recommended that the Commission approve and adopt its proposed Findings of
Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Recommendations for the remanded portion of the Brookings to
Hampton transmission line, which grant a route permit for the Gibbon Crossover Route connecting
the Modified Preferred Route and the Alternate Route with an aerial crossing of the Minnesota
River west of Belle Plaine. '

The OES’s proposed findings, conclusions and recommendation incorporate the majority of the
ALJ’s December 22, 2010, Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Recommendation on
Remand and the ALJ’s December 23, 2010 Amended Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and
Recommendation on Remand. The OES also identified certain corrections; additions, and changes
to the ALJ’s findings, as well as a supplemental finding to acknowledge that the proposed
Crossing at Belle Plaine would follow an existing 69 kV transmission line right-of-way owned by
Great River Energy.?

The OES also recommended that the Commission not accept the ALJ’s Conclusions 9 and 10,

which would authorize the Applicants to use the Modified Preferred Route, with an aerial crossing
—at Te Sueur, for Segment 4 of the route permit.
_at Le suel

IV.  Exceptions to the ALJ’s Report on Remand
A. NoCapX/UCAN’s Exceptions to the ALJ’s Report

NoCapX and U-CAN filed exceptions claiming that documents submitted early in the course of
the OES’s preparation of the Environmental Impact Statement demonstrated that none of the river
crossings proposed in this case was “feasible or constructible.” They pointed to early comments
filed by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the Minnesota Department of Transportation,
and the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources raising environmental and aesthetic concerns
about crossing the Minnesota River.

All three agencies have subsequently concluded, and stated on the record, that they do not oppose
either of the two routes recommended by the Administrative Law Judge. The Commission
concludes that the now-resolved concerns raised earlier by these three agencies do not warrant
rejecting the proposed route permit.

Similarly, NoCapX and U-Can argued that the fact that the OES did not immediately file in this
docket-all comments submitted in the course of its preparation of the Environmental Impact
Statement was a fatal procedural flaw; they pointed to no statutes or rules requiring those filings.
The Commission rejected this claim in its original order and continues to reject it. Under Minn.
Rules 7850.2500, the OES conducts a separate proceeding to prepare the Environmental Impact
Statement.

1

2 See Applicants* December 29, 2008 Application for a route permit, Section 5.2.4 at page 5-10.



NoCapX and U-Can lastly argued that the route permit should be denied because applicants have
allegedly failed to make a compliance filing on ownership issues required in the companion
certificate of need case.”” The Commission concurs with the OES that the proper proceeding in
which to raise that issue would be the certificate of need case.

Finally, as to the substance of NoCapX and U-Can’s position in this proceeding, the Commission

+ concurs with the ALJ’s Findings in the Report on Remand that undergrounding is not a practicable
option for crossing the Minnesota River due to the significant environmental impacts, construction
challenges and costs. "

Therefore, the Commission will not adopt the NoCapX/UCAN’s proposed changes to the ALJ’s
Report on Remand.

@ ' Exceptions by Theresa Rﬁhland, Bimedia, Inc. and Mark Kétzenmeyer

In these proceedings on remand, Theresa Ruhland, Bimedia, Inc. and Mark Katzenmeyer have
urged the Commission to select the Alternate Route with a Minnesota River crossing at Belle
Plaine, and have filed exceptions furthering that position." By virtue of the Commission’s
decision to adopt the Alternate Route utilizing the Gibbon Crossover Route with an aerial crossing
of the Minnesota River at Belle Plaine, all impacts to these landowners are avoided.

Therefore, the Commission will not adopt the proposed changes to the ALJ’s Report on Remand
submitted by the Ruhlands, Bimedia, Inc. and Mark Katzenmeyer.

V. Public Comments During the Remand Proceeding

The ALJ heard testimony at four public hearings in three different locations during the remand.
These hearings were conducted in Le Sueur on October 4, 2010; Arlington on October 4, 2010;
and twice in Belle Plaine on October 5. More than 250 persons attended the four public hearings,
and some 48 persons testified. In addition, members of the public, state and federal agencies, and
businesses submitted a large number of written comments.

In his Report on Remand, the ALJ summarized the extensive oral and written comments received
on remand in Attachment 1. The comments discussed concerns about the impact the routing
decision would have on the public, landowners, businesses, and a school in the three route areas
being considered, and addressed specific landowner concerns, as well as more widespread
concerns including, but not limited to, the following: ’

" In the Matter of the Application of Great River Energy, Northern States Power Company (d/b/a Xcel
Energy) and Others for Certificates of Need for Three 345 kV Transmission Lines with Associated System
Connections, Docket No. ET-2, E-002, et al./CN-06-1115

'* See ALJ Report on Remand, Findings 162 — 168.

'* These commentors each raised Exceptions to the ALI’s April 22, 2010 Findings, Conclusions and
Recommendation for Segment 4, to use the Modified Preferred Route with an aerial crossing at Le Sueur as
well as to the ALJ’s Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendation on Remand.

'S In the April 22, 2010 Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations, the ALJ summarized the extensive
oral and written comments made in the initial proceedings, which also addressed Segment 4.



+ Impact on existing farms and land-based economies for each of the three route options

+  Engineering challenges due to the topography, steepness of terrain, and soil stability

«  Effect on scenic easement areas, flood plains, and rights-of-way - Dave 562 \20( a SPDQD»
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At the hearing before the Commission;-#n persons made oral comments addressing their concerns
with the two route alternatives recommended by the ALJ on remand.

The Commission respects the concerns raised by landowners, businesses and local governments in
this proceeding and the level of involvement of these participants. The Commission also
recognizes that any route adopted will affect residents, landowners and businesses in the
transmission path, and has carefully weighed the evidence presented and the issues raised.

V1. U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Minnesota Department of Natural Resource, and
Minnesota Department of Transportation

A. U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Beginning in December 2008, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) began providing
comments to Applicants regarding the project. Fish and Wildlife raised various concerns about

. how the proposed transmission lines at Le Sueur and Belle Plaine could negatively affect bald and
golden eagle populations in those areas. "

USFWS initially supported a Minnesota River crossing at Le Sueur,'® but subsequently indicated
its support for the Le Sueur crossing only if a non-aerial construction method were used, having
identified high concentrations of waterfowl during migratory periods and y withi
the Le Sueur corridor.” If a non-aerial crossing were not feasible, USFWS subsequently

17 See Report on Remand, Findings 55 — 69.
'8 Report on Remand, Finding 58,
¥ 1d., Finding 60.



recommended a Minnesota River Crossing at Belle Plaine, using either a non-aerial method or an

aerial method combining the existing 69 kV line over the river and the project on the same

structures.

In response to the concerns raised by USFWS and the Minnesota Department of Transporation
(MnDOT), Applicants evaluated several non-aerial construction methods: connecting the new
transmission line to the U. S. Highway 169 bridge, attaching the line to a stand alone pier that
would be constructed next to the Highway 169 bridge, and undergrounding the 345 kV
transmission line. These construction methods were thoroughly evaluated by Applicants, and by
the ALJ in his April 22, 2010 Report, and rejected.?

After the close of the initial administrative record before the ALJ, on June 10, 2010, USFWS sent
a letter to Applicants, reiterating its opinion that the Belle Plaine crossing appeared practicable,
and stating that it was unlikely a Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act permit could be issued for
a Le Sueur crossing.

Following commencement of the administrative proceedings on remand, on October 29, 2010,
USFWS sent Applicants a letter addressing the issues which sparked the proceeding on remand,
and suspending its recommendation of June 10, 2010. Based on new information available to the
agency, it concluded that it did not have sufficient biological evidence to determine conclusively

that more bald eagles would be affected by one crossing alternative or the other. USFWS stated
~That once the Commission selects a route for permitting, it will work with the Applicants to
develop and process a permit application for whichever route is selected.

B. Minnesota Department of Natural Resources

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MnDNR) provided comments and responded to
the concerns raised by USFWS. MnDNR provided written comments and recommendations to
OES in November 2009, but did not state a preference for the crossing of the Minnesota River
between Le Sueur or Belle Plaine. MnDNR also commented in this proceeding on remand, stating
again that based on the currently available information, the two locations have roughly similar
environmental effects,? and that it sees no strong difference in the impact on migratory bird
populations for either a Le Sueur or Belle Plaine crossing.

C. Minnesota Department of Transportation

The Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) also filed comments in this proceeding.
On November 30, 2009, MnDOT filed a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement,
which advised that it would be unable to issue a Utility Permit for the proposed alignment in a

0 1d.

2 See ALJ Report, Findings 357 — 375 (undergrounding) Findings 376 — 381(co-locating along the
Highway 169 bridge) and Findings 382 — 386 (co-locating along a newly constructed self-supported pier)
April 22, 2010.

2 See MDNR comments on remand (October 18, 2010).
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segment of the Applicants’ Modified Preferred Route at Le Sueur because the Modified Preferred
~ Route would run through a scenic easement area located near the rest area adjacent to
U.S. Highway 169.

Applicants thereafter reevaluated the alignment of the Modified Preferred Route in Segment 4 in
the vicinity of the Minnesota River Valley Safety Rest Area to determine if there were any changes
that could alleviate MnDOT’s concerns. On December 14, 2009, Applicants developed a new
alignment generally within the 4,700-foot wide route that avoided MnDOT’s concerns regarding
SCETiic easements at the Le Sueur Minnesota River crossing (the Myrick Alignment Alternative),
“MnDOT also noted that a scenic easement exists in the Belle Plaine area, but that easement will not
impede the crossing of a 345 kV line at Belle Plaine along the line preferred by Applicants.”

At the Commission hearing on the proceeding on remand, MnDOT stated that it takes no position
on any route -- its concern being with the road safety and efficiency of any route configuration
selected.

- VII. Commission Action
A. Route Selection
1. The ALJ’s Recommendations

In this proceeding on remand to determine the route for Segment 4 of the Brookings to Hampton
345 kV transmission line, three options were considered by the ALJ — the Modified Preferred route
with an aerial crossing of the Minnesota River at Le Sueur, the Alternate route using the Gibbon
crossover route, with an aerial crossing of the Minnesota River at Belle Plaine, and the Alternate
route using the Arlington crossover route with an aerial crossing of the Minnesota River at Belle
Plaine. The ALJ concluded that all three routes considered meet the necessary statutory and rule
criteria and constitute viable options for the Commission’s consideration.

The ALJ analyzed the route options in detail, and recommended that the Commission grant a route
permit to the Modified Preferred route with the Minnesota River crossing at Le Sueur, or if that
route was not selected, the Alternate Route, using the Gibbon Crossover Route with a Minnesota
River crossing at Belle Plaine. The ALJ’s Findings and Conclusions confirm that both route
options satisfy the route permit criteria set forth in Minn. Stat. § 216E.03, subd. 7 and Minn. Rules,
Part7850.4100.

2. Both the Le Sueur Route and the Gibbon Crossover Route
Alternatives Satisfy Relevant Route Permit Criteria

The ALJ found and the Commission confirms that the record shows that the two routes displace no
" homes or businesses within 0 to 75 feet of the route centerline, and found that for both routes, there

3 The Proposed Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Recommendation on Remand (attached hereto),
paragraph 53, has been amended to clarify that an alignment within the route is available that avoids the
scenic easement at Belle Plaine.

# Report on Remand, Conclusions 7 and 8.
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are six homes within 75 to 150 feet of the route centerline. The Commission further confirms that

the number of occupied homes per mile is similar for the two route alternatives (with the Modified

“Preferred Route having 0.7 and the Gibbon Crossover having 0.9).%

The ALJ found and the Commission confirms that there will be similar impacts on land based
economies.* -

The ALJ found and the Commission confirms that the Gibbon Crossover route has fewer
archaeological and historic sites and has lesser impact on those resources than either the Modified
Preferred route or the Arlington Crossover route.” :

The ALJ found and the Commission confirms that the evidence in the record of the Remand
Proceeding does not show a marked difference between the impact on eagles to be expected from
following either the Modified Preferred Route crossing the Minnesota River at Le Sueur or the
Alternate Route crossing at Belle Plaine. The ALJ found and the Commission confirms that there
is no impact on eagles that precludes permitting either crossing point.”

The ALJ found and the Commission confirms that both the proposed routes nearly equally use or

parallel existing rights-of-way, survey lines, natural division lines and agricultural field
boundaries.” ‘ T

The ALJ found and the Commission confirms that the record shows that the probable costs of the

two routes are comparable.*
3. The Gibbon Crossover Route is the Preferable Route

Having closely examined the record of this proceeding on remand, as well as the evidence
presented regarding Segment 4:during the initial contested case, the Commission concurs with the
ALJ in nearly all his Findings of Fact. The Commission, however, reaches a different conclusion
from the ALJ. The Commission is persuaded. based on its own analysis as well as the
recommendations of the OES and the Applicants, that the ALJ’s alternate recommendation, the

2 Report on Remand, Finding 85.

26 See OES January 27, 2011 Comments and revised Finding of Fact 100 in the attached Findings of Fact,
Conclusions of Law and Recommendations for the remanded portion of the Route.

2T Report on Remand, Finding 133.
2 Report on Remand, Finding 126.

2 The OES recommended and the Commission will adopt the OES modification to the ALJ’s Finding 141
to reflect that the routes are very nearly equal in their use of existing transportation , pipeline and electrical
transmission system right-of-way Wmmmmw
following existing transportation, pipeline and electrical transmission rights-of-way as compared to 68
percent for the Gibbon Crossover route)..

30 Report on Remand, Finding 36. -
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~Gibbon Cross?over Route connecting the Modified Preferred Route and the Alternative Route, with
__an aerial crossing of the Minnesota River west of Belle Plaine, is the preferable route for Segment 4

of the project.

The Commission first notes that it is unusual, at this stage of a route permit proceeding, to be faced
with two route options, both recommended by the ALJ. However, after careful analysis of the
record on remand, the Commission cannot concur with the ALJ’s conclusions and -

“recommendation that the Modified Preferred Route is the best alternative for Segment 4 of the
Route permit.

Instead, the Commission accepts and adopts the modifications to the ALJ’s Findings, Conclusions
and recommended route proposed by the OES, as articulated and explained in the attached
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order Issuing an HVTL Route Permit to Great River
Energy and Xcel Energy, for the reasons discussed below.

a. Modifications to the ALJ’s Findings and Conclusions Proposed by
OES

" The OES’s proposal modifies certain of the ALJ’s Findings (Findings 23, 46, 88, 95, 100, 141,
157, 166, and Paragraph 43 of Attachment 1) for the reasons set forth in the OES’s
January 27, 2011 comments and the attached Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order as to
Segment 4 of the Brookings to Hampton 345 kV Route Permit. The Commission concurs with
- these proposed modifications to the ALJ’s Findings of Fact on Remand, and will adopt them.

The OES also proposed that the Commission not adopt Findings 38 and 39 as the Commission has
already permitted the Cedar Mountain substation and Helena substation sites in its

September 14, 2010 Order in this docket. OES also proposed that the Commission not adopt
Finding 53 and its corresponding footnote 85. The Commission concurs that these Findings are not
necessary to Segment 4 of the route permit, and will not adopt them.

In addition, the OES proposed adopting a supplemental Finding of Fact evidencing that the
Alternate route follows an existing 69 kV transmission line right-of-way at the crossing of the
Minnesota River at Belle Plaine.*' The Commission concurs that this Finding is necessary and
integral to its decision herein, and will adopt it.

Finally, the OES proposed that the Commission decline to adopt Conclusions 9 and 10 of the
Report on Remand, which conclude that the Modified Preferred Route, with an aerial crossing of
the Minnesota River at Le Sueur, is the best alternative for Segment 4 of the route. The
Commission concurs, and does not accept and adopt these Conclusions for the reasons set forth
herein.

Accordingly. the Commission will grant a route permit for the ALJ’s alternate recommendation --
to use the Alternate route using the Gibbon Crossover route with an aerial crossing of the

3! OES January 27,2011 comments at 23.
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Minnesota River at Belle Plaine as hest satisfying the applicable statutory and rule criteria
considering the human impact, the strong deference to existing easements for high-voltage
transmission lines, and the impact on the environment. o

b. Commission Rationale

The Commission finds that the Alternate Route using the Gibbon Crossover with an aerial crossing
at Belle Plaine is the preferable choice for Segment 4, because, among other factors, if uses an
existing transmission corridor and offers alignment and engineering advantages over the Le Sueur

rossing.

The Commission is guided in this decision by consideration of the legislative goals set by statute
for route selection — to minimize environmental impacts and conflicts with human settlement
while using existin i Further, the Commission is mindful of
Minn. Rule 7850.4100 (J), which requires consideration of a proposed route’s use of existing
transportation, pipeline and electrical transmission corridors in granting a route permit for a high
voltage transmission line. Importantly, the Commission’s longstanding policy and preference to
locate a high-voltage transmission line in an existing high-voltage transmission corridor, has
recently been enacted as law.*

As Applicants indicate in their December 29, 2008 Application for the route permit, the Gibbon
Crossover route follows an existing 69 kV transmission line right-of-way at the crossing of the
Minnesota River at Belle Plaine. (The Gibbon Crossover route follows the existing 69 kV line for
approximately 0.5 miles before ¢crossing the Minnesota River and for approximately 1.5 miles after
crossing the river,) In contrast, the proposed Le Sueur crossing with the Myrick Alignment follows
some roads, but also goes cross county across a forested area.** The Commission finds that the
ability to use the existing transmission line right-of-way gver the Minnesota River is a strongly
preterential factor in support of the Gibbon Crossover route

Further, the Commission finds that the Gibbon Crossing offers alignment and engineering
advantages over the Le Sueur Crossing. During the course of this proceeding, Applicants
developed a new alignment of the Le Sueur Crossing Route, which came to be known as the
Myrick Alignment Alternative, to address issues raised by MnDOT regarding scenic easements.

32 The Power Plant Siting Act, Minn. Stat. § 216E, requires that route permit determinations “be guided by
the state’s goals to conserve resources, minimize environmental impacts, minimize human settlement and
other land use conflicts, and ensure the state’s electric energy security through efficient, cost-effective
power supply and electric transmission infrastructure.”

3 During the 2010 legislative session the Minnesota Legislature amended Minn. Stat. § 216E.03 to add
Subsection (e), requiring such consideration for future proceedings:

The commission must make specific findings that it has considered locating a route for a
high-voltage transmission line on an existing high-voltage transmission route and the use
of parallel existing highway right-of-way and, to the extent those are not used for the route,
the commission must state the reasons.

** Ex. 164 at p. 6 (Lesher Remand Direct). As currently configured, Applicants moved the alignment for the
Le Sueur crossing to the south of U.S. 169 along the Myrick Alignment.
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The Applicants’ experts testified, however, that the Le Sueur Route, with the Myrick Alignment,
while workable, poses engineering challenges and design constraints,, e.g., severe slopes and
ravines that limit the locations where structures can be placed.**

This topography would likely result in longer spans, wider easements, more tree clearing, and
taller poles which could also negatively affect aesthetic impacts. Conversely, if spans were
shortened to accommodate level worksites, more poles would be required. Finally, because of the
steeper terrain near Le Sueur, an access road to each structure might have to be constructed to

_ accommodate construction and maintenance equipment. These issues are not present at Belle
Plaine using the Gibbon Crossover.*

Applicants’ expert also testified that retention ponds are an issue at both the Le Sueur and Belle
Plaine crossings, but pose more significant challenges at Le Sueur.?” Following the redesign of the
Modified Preferred Route to address MnDOT concerns, the retention pond crossing at Le Sueur
became more difficult. The Myrick Alignment Alternative caused the line to be moved away from
the retention ponds to the east side of U.S. Highway 169. This area is more flood prone than the
Belle Plaine crossing, and has unstable soils. On the other hand, at the Belle Plaine crossing, the
elevation is higher and has firmer soils.*

The ALJ’s recommendation to grant a route permit for the Modified Preferred Route, with an
aerial crossing at Le Sueur, discounted the testimony offered by Applicants’ experts regarding the
issues with the Le Sueur/Myrick Alternative. The Commission disagrees, and will defer to the
experience and expertise of the Applicants’ engineers, whose testimony adds additional support
for the choice of the Gibbon Crossover Route.

Further, the Commission is not persuaded that the concerns raised by the Belle Plaine School
District as to the proximity of the current elementary school location and possible future high
school warrant elimination of the Belle Plaine Crossing sites from consideration. The elementary
school is located in the southwest corner of Belle Plaine, at least 0.4 - 0.5 miles from the proposed
transmission corridor. Further, the need for and location of a new high school still remains
uncertain, and its proposed location is in an area at least as far away from the transmission corridor
as the elementary school.*

Further, comments that the Belle Plaine crossing might negatively affect future growth in the area
are speculative at best. Population growth and economic development fluctuate in response to
multiple factors, and there is no evidence in the record on the probable effect of this or other
transmission lines on community growth. In fact, the only record evidence on Belle Blaine
growth issues shows recent declines from projected growth rates, which bear no relationship to the
proposed transmission line.

* Ex. 164 at p. 5 (Lennon Remand Direct).

* 1d.

7 1d. at 6.

* 1d.

% ALJ Report on Remand, Findings of Fact 92 and 93.
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Finally, the Commission has thoroughly considered the entire record in this proceeding with
respect to Segment 4. The record is robust, with significant public input into the process. The
Commission finds that neither route has a significant advantage in terms of human impact.

B. ‘Adequacy of the Environmental Impact Statement

At the time when the Commission determines whether to issue a route permit, the Commission is
to make a finding whether the OES’s Environmental Impact Statement and the record created in
the public hearing address the issues identified in the EIS Scoping Decision. Minn. Rules,

Part 7850.1500, subp. 10 states:

Subp. 10. Adequacy determination.

The Public Utilities Commission shall determine the adequacy of the final
environmental impact statement. . . . The final environmental impact statement is
adequate if it:

A. addresses the issues and alternatives raised in scoping to a reasonable extent
considering the availability of information and the time limitations for
considering the permit application;

B. provides responses to the timely substantive comments received during the
draft environmental impact statement review process; and

C. was prepared in compliance with the procedures in parts 7850.1000 to
7850.5600.

The OES issued the final EIS on January 26, 2010. Each of the three routes considered by the
Commission in this proceeding was considered in the final EIS.“

The ALJ concluded the EIS prepared by OES contains an appropriate environmental analysis of
the project for purposes of this route proceeding, and satisfies Minn. Rule 7850.2500.# The ALJ
further found that the Commission’s remand of this proceeding did not change the locations to be
examined for routing of the segment under consideration.” Finally, the ALJ concluded that the
record shows that the FEIS is adequate for this routing decision because it addressed the issues and
alternatives raised in the Scoping Decision, provided responses to the substantive comments
received during the draft EIS review process, and was prepared in compliance with Minn. Rules
7850.2500 to 7850.3700.

* See FEIS and DEIS at Appendix G (the Arlington Crossover Route was referred to as “the
USFWS/MnDNR Alternative” in the EIS and the Gibbon Crossover Route was referred to as “Crossover
Area Example 2’ in the EIS.

41 ALJ Report on Remand, Conclusion 3 (December 22, 2010).
2 ALJ Report on Remand, Finding of Fact 180 (December 22, 2010).
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Based on its review, the Commission finds that the EIS meets the requirements of Minn. Iiules,
Part 7850.2500, subp. 10 and will approve it as to Segment 4 of the route, which is permitted in this
Order.®

VIII. Prior Findings Adopted

Many of the Findings of Fact in the ALJ’s April 22, 2010 Findings, Conclusions, and
Recommendations relate to the project, but are not specifically at issue in this proceeding on
remand. The Commission reaffirms these Findings, which are included in the attached Findings of
Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order Issuing an HVTL Route Permit to Great River Energy and
Xcel Energy.

The Commission will so order.

ORDER

1. The Commission approves and adopts the OES’s proposed Findings of Fact, Conclusions
of Law and Recommendation for the remanded portion of the Great River Energy and Xcel
Energy 345 kV Transmission Line from Brookmgs County, South Dakota, to Hampton,
Minnesota.

2. A copy of the OES’s proposed Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order approved
in this Order, is attached.

3. The Commission approves the OES’s final Environmental Impact Statement, finding that
it meets the requirements of Minnesota Rules, Part 7850.2500, subp. 10, for the remanded
portion of the route, as more fully set forth in the body of this Order, and issues the route
permit for Section 4. e g

4. The Commission hereby amends the route permit issued September 14, 2010, in this
docket to include a description of Segment 4 — for the segment between Cedar Mountain
Substation and Helena Substation — and official route maps as:

the Alternate Route utilizing the Gibbon Crossover Route, with an aerial crossing
of the Minnesota River at Belle Plaine.

5. Attached is a copy of the approved route permit for Section 4.

® The Commission’s September 14, 2010 Order in this docket approved the EIS for the remaining
_segments of the route permit.
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6. This Order shall become effective immediately.

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION
A

Burl W. Haar
Executive Secretary

This document can be made available in alternative formats (i.e., large print or audio tape) by
calling 651.296.0406 (voice). Persons with hearing or speech disabilities may call us through
Minnesota Relay at 1.800.627.3529 or by dialing 711.
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BEFORE THE MINNESOTA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

David Boyd Chair

Phyllis Reha Vice Chair

Thomas Pugh Commissioner

J. Dennis O’Brien Commissioner

Betsy Wergin Commissioner
In the Matter of the Route Permit ISSUE DATE: March 1, 2011

Application by Great River Energy and

Xcel Energy for a 345 kV Transmission DOCKET NO. ET2/TL-08-1474

Line from Brookings County, South

Dakota to Hampton, Minnesota. FINDINGS OF FACT,
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND
ORDER ISSUING AN HVTL ROUTE
PERMIT TO GREAT RIVER ENERGY
AND XCEL ENERGY

The above-captioned matter came before the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
(Commission) on February 3, 2011, acting on an application by Great River Energy and Xcel
Energy for a route permit to construct a new 237 to 262 mile transmission line and associated
facilities in Lincoln, Lyon, Yellow Medicine, Chippewa, Redwood, Brown, Renville, Sibley,
Le Sueur, Scott, Rice, and Dakota counties, Minnesota.

STATEMENT OF ISSUE

For the remanded portion of the route, should the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission find
that the environmental impact statement is adequate? Should the Minnesota Public Utilities
Commission issue a route permit identifying a specific route and permit conditions for the
remanded portion of the proposed Brookings to Hampton 345 kV transmission line project?



Based upon all of the proceedings herein, the Commission makes the follhowing:
FINDINGS OF FACT

The Commission adopts the December 22, 2010, Administrative Law Judge’s Findings of Fact,
Conclusions and Recommendation for the Brookings to Hampton Transmission Project related to
PUC Docket No. ET2/TL-08-1474, and the December 23, 2010, Amendments to Findings of
Fact, Conclusions, and Recommendation, with the following modifications:

Finding 23 is amended as follows to correctly reflect that the Alternate Crossover Route (a/k/a
Gibbon Crossover Route) was developed entirely by OES EFP staff and was analyzed in the EIS
and described in the July 2, 2010, comments and recommendations submitted to the
Commission.

23. The ALJ Recommendation identified the Preferred Route, with modifications at
the crossing point of the Minnesota River, as the better route for the 345 kV
HVTL. The ALJ also noted that the Belle Plaine crossing was suitable. After the
ALJ Recommendation was issued, the OES EFP developed another alternative
Applicants-developed-another-alternative to cross from the Preferred Route to. the

Alternate Route, in-eonsultation-with-OES; running from near Gibbon (known as

the “the Gibbon Crossover Route” or “Altemate Crossover Route™). The Glbbon \

Crossover Route for approxi s. That ro

roads, railroad and transmission line rights

percent). The Gibbon Route was analyzed in the EIS and described in the July 2,

2010, OES EFP staff comments and recommendations to the Commission.

Finding 46 is amended to correctly describe the Minnesota Department of Transportation’s
(Mn/DOT) Utility Accommodation Policy. A utility permit is required for every utility that
occupies any portion of any trunk highway right-of-way. The amended language indicates the
circumstance that would not require a permit from Mn/DOT.

46. In Route Segment 4, the Modified Preferred Route parallel to U.S.
Highway 169 does not require a Ytiltiy Utility Permit because-the-affected-section-of U-S-
Highway-169-is-notafreeway- from Mn/DOT if the poles are more than 75 feet outside
the highway right-of-way.

Finding 88 is amended to correctly note that the only portion of the Minnesota River designated
as a Scenic River is the segment from Lac Qui Parle dam to Franklin where the Alternate Route

crosses. The segments of the Minnesota River where the Modified Preferred Route crosses near
Le Sueur and where the Alternate Route and crossover routes would cross near Belle Plaine are

not designated scenic.



88.  The aesthetic impacts differ among the Modified Preferred Route, Alternate
Route, and Crossover Route. The Modified Preferred Route will cause the least
amount of aesthetic impacts. The Modified Preferred Route is shorter in distance

“than the Alfernate Route or Crossover Route.' As a result, the Modified Preferred

Route will use fewer poles. In comparison to the Alternate Route and Crossover

—lio/u{e:there are fewer residences within 500 feet of the Modified Preferred Route

at or near the Minnesota River.. Also, the Alternate Route and-Cressever-Routes
(Belle Plaine-Crossing)-crosses the Minnesota River where it is designated
“scenic” whereas the Modified Preferred Route (Le Sueur Crossing) and the
crossover routes (Belle Plaine crossing) does not cross the Minnesota River where
it is designated “scenic”.’

Finding 95 is amended to reflect impacts are similar to all routes.

95.

tIh Modiﬁd Preferred Route,
fewer impaects-on-public-services-compared-te the Arlington Crossover Route and

the Gibbon Crossover Route will have similar impacts to public services.

Finding 100 is amended to clarify that the Alternate Route west of Belle Plaine would not
significantly impact the city of Belle Plaine’s capacity for development and expansion to the
west.

100. The record demonstrates that the Modified Preferred Route, the Arlington
Crossover Route, and the Gibbon Crossover Route will have similar marginally
Jess-ofan impacts to existing land-based economies than the Arlington Crossover
Route or the Gibbon Crossover Route. The Modified Preferred Route will have
significantly less impact on the capacity for expansion of existing development to
the west of Belle Plaine than the Arlington Crossover Route or the Gibbon
Crossover Route.

Finding 141 is amended to reflect that the differences between the routes are nearly equal with
respect to right-of-way sharing.

141. The record demonstrates that, in Segment 4, the Modified Preferred Route,
Arlington Crossover Route, and Gibbon Crossover Route nearly equally use or
parallel uses-more existing transportation, pipeline, and electrical transmission
system right-of-way than-eitherof the-twe-CrossoverRoutes.

! Ex. 102 at p. 9 (Poorker Direct); Ex. 2 at 5-6 (Application); Ex. 140 at p. 7 (Poorker Supplemental).

2 Ex. 102 at p. 17-18 (Poorker Direct); Ex. 2 at 4-10 (Application); Applicants January 19, 2010 Letter to
the ALJ at Route Impact Table, filed 01/19/10, Doc. Id. 20101-46155-01.

3 Ex. 2 at p. 4-10 (Application).



Finding 157 is amended. Mn/DOT has indiEated that the third sentence this is incorrect because
specific concerns were expressed by Mn/DOT relating to Route Segment 4. Deleting the third
sentence would resolve the problems.

157.  Mn/DOT, USFWS, and MnDNR expressed concern with various aspects of the
Modified Preferred Route. These concerns were addressed in the ALJ
Recommendation. Res e 3 : 3 R-expre

speeific-concermns:

Finding 166 is amended to clarify that for both the Le Sueur and the Belle Plaine routes, there
are alignments within the designated routes that could encroach on Mn/DOT scenic easements.

166.  As discussed elsewhere in this Recommendation, the USFWS has not identified
any impact to the eagle population that precludes issuance of a perm1t for aerial
routmg of the HVTL.

= No undergrounding
alternative has been identified that would significantly reduce the cost of that
option.

Attachment 1, Oral Testimony at the Public Hearings, Paragraph 43 is amended clarify that an
alignment within the route is available that avoids the scenic easement.

43.  David Seykora from the Minnesota Department of Transportation noted that a
scenic easement exists in the Belle Plaine area, but that easement will not impede
the crossing of a 345 kV line at Belle Plaine along the line preferred by the
Applicants. The easement is extends about 1500 feet east of from the intersection
of Highway 169 and German Road (CSAH 53), and extends extending about 750
feet south of the-read- Highway 169. An alignment of the 345kV line on the west

side of German Road would avoid encroachment on the scenic easement.




Based on the record in this proceeding, the Commission does not adopt the following findings of
fact: o

Findings 38 and 39 are not necessary, as the Commission has already permitted the Cedar
Mountain substation and Helena substation sites in its September 14, 2010, Order issuing a route
permit for the project.

'38.  Applicants’ proposed site for the Cedar Mountain Substation for the Modified
Preferred Route is located in Camp Township, Renville County at the northwest
comer of the intersection of County Road 3 and 640™ Avenue. The new Cedar
Mountain Substation will require five to eight acres of fenced and graded area
depending on the final route selection and final substation design.

39.  Applicants’ proposed site for the Helena Substation for the Modified Preferred
Route is located on the southeast comer of the intersection of 231% Avenue and
320" Street (County Road 28) in Derrynane Township in Le Sueur County. The
new Helena Substation will require approximately five to eight acres of fenced
and graded area depending on final route selection and final substation design.

Finding 53 is not correct, as Mn/DOT has indicated it does hold a scenic easement along

Highway 169, east of CSAH 53. ,

53.  During the hearings on remand Mn/DOT indicated that there are no Mn/DOT
scenic easements located along Route Segment 4 of the Project in Belle Plaine or
Le Sueur (using the Myrick Alternative).

'SUPPLEMENTAL FINDINGS OF FACT

The following finding is added to acknowledge that the proposed crossing at Belle Plaine would
follow an existing electric transmission right-of-way.

[New] The Alternate Route follows an existing 69 kV transmission line right-of-way at the
crossing of the Minnesota River at Belle Plaine. The existing 69 kV transmission line is owned
and operated by Great River Energy.

- There are a number of additional findings in the ALJ’s initial report that are not specifically at
issue in this remand proceeding, but should be reaffirmed for Segment 4. They are the same as
the original findings, and they need not be restated in their entirety. These findings are as
follows:



[New] Many of the findings in the ALJ’s Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law Zmd

Recommendation relate to the Project but are not specifically at issue in this remand proceeding.
The following findings are reaffirmed as applicable for the Project; Findings 187-218 (electric
and magnetic fields, including stray voltage); Findings 357-395 (underground construction, co-
location with U.S. Highway 169 bridge, co-location with self-supporting pier, and co-location
with transmission line at Belle Plaine); Findings 481-505 (Myrick Alienment Alternative):
Findings 419-430 (RES Specialty Pyrotechnics, Inc. (“RES” alienment adjustment): and

Findings 521-530 (Cedar Mountain to Franklin 115 kV transmission line); and Findings 148-151

(statutory criteria under the Power Plant Siting Act.*

[New] Many of the findings relating to application of statutory and rule criteria are not
specifically at issue or provide introductory material to a discussion of a particular criterion
apply to Segment 4 regardless the route selected. The following findings are adopted for the
three alternative routes considered for Segment 4: Findings 152 (introductory finding). Findings
159-162 (noise), Findings 165-166 (aesthetics), Findings 169-170 (cultural values), Finding 172
(recreation), Findings 178 and 181 (public services), Findings 219-220 (effects on land based
economies), Findings 230-231 and 235 (effects on archeological and historic resources).
Findings 217-219 (introductory and air quality), F indings 243-247 (water quality and resources),
Findings 253-255 (flora), Findings 260- 263 and 265-266 (fauna), Findings 271-274 (effects on
rare and unique natural resources), Finding 279 (application of various design considerations),
Finding 285 (use or paralleling of existing right-of-way, survey lines, natural division lines and
agricultural field boundaries), Finding 292 (use of existing transportation, pipeline, and electrical
transmission system right-of-way), Finding 306 (electrical system reliability), Finding 308 (costs
of constructing, operating, and maintaining the facility), Findings 314-317 (adverse human and
environmental effects which cannot be avoided), Findings 321-324 (irreversible and irretrievable
commitments of resources), Findings 327-328 (consideration of issues presented by state and
federal agencies), and Findings 532-533 (route width flexibility).

* In the Matter of the Route Permit Application for a 345 kV Transmission Line from Brookings County,
South Dakota to Hampton, Minnesota, Docket No.: ET-2/TL-08-1474, Findings of Fact, Conclusions, and
Recommendation (April 22, 2010 and amended April 30, 2010).



CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Conclusion 9, concluding that the Modified Preferred Route for Segment 4 is the best alternative
for the 345 kV transmission line between Brookings County Substation and Hampton Substation,
is not accepted.

Conclusion 10, concluding that it is appropriate to grant a Route Permit for the 345 kV
transmission line and Associated Facilities along the Modified Preferred Route, is not accepted.



ORDER

Based on the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law modified herein and the entire record of
this proceeding, the Commission hereby makes the following Order:

1. The findings, conclusions and recommendations contained in the Administrative
Law Judge's December 22, 2010, Findings of Fact, Conclusions and Recommendation, and
December 23, 2010, Amended Findings of Fact, Conclusions and Recommendation are adopted
except as inconsistent with this Order or otherwise specified herein.

2. Specifically, the Commission declines to adopt Findings 38, 39, and 53; and
Conclusions 9 and 10 of the December 22, 2010, Findings of Fact, Conclusions and
Recommendation.

3. The Commission hereby grants the Applicants a Route Permit, in the form
attached, to construct Segment 4 of the high-voltage transmission line requested between
Brookings County, South Dakota and Hampton, Minnesota along the Alternate Route utilizing -
the Gibbon Crossover Route, with an aerial crossing of the Minnesota River at Belle Plaine.

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION

2esld I Lssy o

Burl W. Haar,
Executive Secretary

This document can be made available in alternative formats (i.e. large print or audio tape) by
calling 651.201.2202 (voice). Persons with hearing or speech disabilities may call us through
Minnesota Relay at 1.800.627.3529 or by dialing 711.



ROUTE PERMIT ADDENDUM
TO
STATE OF MINNESOTA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

ROUTE PERMIT FOR CONSTRUCTION OF A HIGH-VOLTAGE
TRANSMISSION LINE AND ASSOCIATED FACILITIES
IN

LINCOLN, LYON, YELLOW MEDICINE, CHIPPEWA, REDWOOD,
BROWN, RENVILLE, SIBLEY, LE SUEUR, SCOTT, AND DAKOTA
COUNTIES

ISSUED TO
GREAT RIVER ENERGY AND
NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY

PUC DOCKET No. ET2/TL-08-1474

In accordance with the requirements of Minnesota Statutes Chapter 216E and Minnesota
Rules Chapter 7850, this route permit is hereby issued to:

GREAT RIVER ENERGY AND NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY

Great River Energy and Northern States Power Company, d/b/a Xcel Energy, are
authorized by this route permit to construct the 240-mile segment located within the State
of Minnesota, of a new 345 kilovolt (kV) high-voltage transmission line from a new
Hampton Substation in Dakota County, Minnesota, to the Brookings Substation in
Brookings County, South Dakota.

The transmission line and associated facilities shall be built within the route identified in

this permit, as portrayed on the official route maps, and in compliance with the conditions
specified in this permit. '

Approved and adopted this 1% day of March, 2011

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION

Lo / L()ya% Yor

‘Burl W. Haar,
Executive Secretary




On page 2, under 1. Route Permit, revise as follows:

The Minnesota Public Utilities Commission (Commission) hereby issues this route
permit to Great River Energy and Xcel Energy (Permittees) pursuant to Minnesota
Statutes Chapter 216E and Minnesota Rules Chapter 7850. This permit authorizes the
Permittees to construct approximately +69 240 miles of new 345 kV transmission line
and associated facilities in Lincoln, Lyon, Yellow Medicine, Chippewa, Redwood,
Brown, Renville, Sibley, Le Sueur, Scott, and Dakota counties, Minnesota.

On page 2, under IL. Project Description, Section ILA., revise as follows:
A. High-Voltage Transmission Line

The route authorized in this Permit includes five six route segments (Segments 1,2,3.,4.5,
and 6) totaling approximately +69 240 miles, constructed between (1) the Brookings
County substation near White, South Dakota, and a new Hampton substation near
Hampton, Minnesota and (2) the Lyon County substation near Marshall, Minnesota, and
the Minnesota Valley substation near Granite Falls, Minnesota. See web links to the maps
for the approved route segments on Attachment A.

On page 2, under IL. Project Description, add the following paragraph immediately
preceding Section ILA.(5).

4, Cedar Mountain Substation to Helena Substation

This segment is approximately 71 miles long passing through Renville, Sibley,
and Scott counties. This segment will be constructed and operated as a double-
circuit 345 kV on double-circuit structures. '

On page 26, Attachment A, First sentence, revise as follows:

Web links to the maps for the five six route segments (Segments 1,2,3,4.5, and 6)
authorized in this Route Permit are:

On page 26, Attachment A, Web links to maps authorized by the route permit, add the
* following immediately preceding Segment 5 = HL on OES’s Overview Map (Helena
Substation to Lake Marion Substation):

Segment 4 = CH on OES’s Overview Map (Cedar Mountain Substation to Helena



Substation)
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