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INTRODUCTION

A. Background

Basin Electric is proposing to construct, operate, and maintain a new electrical transmission line
connecting the existing Antelope Valley Station (AVS), Charlie Creek, Williston, and Neset
substations with five newly proposed delivery substations. The overall project area identified for
this project proposal encompasses parts of Mercer, Dunn, McKenzie, Williams, and Mountrail
counties in North Dakota. The proposed project includes the construction of 345-kilovolt kV)
transmission line facilities from Basin Electric’s AVS generation facility located in northwestern
North Dakota to increase the capacity and reliability of the electricity transmission infrastructure
of the region. The line would connect AVS with Basin Electric’s Charlie Creek and Neset
substations and Western Area Power Administration’s (Western) Williston Substation. It would
also provide new substation facilities to connect the proposed line into the current transmission
system and provide locations for load-serving connections. Several alternatives, including a no-
action alternative and three different build alternatives were evaluated in the Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS).

The Rural Utilities Service (RUS) issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
evaluating the environmental implications of Basin Electric’s AVS to Neset Transmission
Project in November 2012. The originally proposed project, as evaluated in the DEIS,
considered the development of a single 345-kV transmission line and two new substations in one
of two alternative routes. The project was proposed to increase transmission line capacity to
meet the expected increase in load. However, subsequent to the issuance of the DEIS, a new
load forecast showed the load increasing above and beyond the original forecast by nearly 50
percent (Kardmas, Lee & Jackson, Inc. [KLJ], 2012). Therefore the original project as described
in the DEIS would not achieve capacity needs or reliability standards.

RUS prepared a Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Supplemental DEIS) for
the AVS to Neset Transmission Project proposal to evaluate project changes that occurred after
the DEIS was published and the comment period closed. To accommodate additional load
requirements, new alternatives were evaluated in the Supplemental DEIS that included building a
transmission line on both routes A and B (now identified as Alternative C) and two additional
alternatives, similar to the alignment of Alternative B. The primary difference is a double-circuit
345-kV line (Alternative D) or two parallel lines (Alternative E) running 63 miles from the Red
Substation near Killdeer to the new White Substation and on to the Blue Substation and the
additional Killdeer South Substation would be required. The Killdeer South Substation would
interconnect the Red Substation to the existing AVS to Charlie Creek 345-kV transmission line
by 12 miles of parallel 345-kV single-circuit transmission line. Additional project components
including substations were evaluated under each of these alternatives in the Supplemental DEIS.
The Supplemental DEIS was published in December 2013 and the Final EIS was published in
May 2014. A detailed description of the project alternatives is included in the FEIS.
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B.  NEPA Compliance

Basin Electric has requested financial assistance from RUS to construct the AVS to Neset
Transmission Project proposal. RUS determined that the agency’s decision to finance the project
would constitute a major federal action that may have a significant impact on the environment
within the context of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). RUS is serving as
the lead federal agency for the EIS of the project, and Western and the United States Forest
Service-Dakota Prairie Grasslands, McKenzie Ranger District(USES) are serving as cooperating
agencies. . RUS, in cooperation with Western and USFS, prepared an EIS in compliance with
the requirements of NEPA and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for
implementing NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500-1508). Western is serving as
the lead federal agency for compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act (NHPA) and its implementing regulations (36 CFR 800) to take into account effects to
historic properties and consultation under Sect10n 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) for
threatened and endangered species.

A Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS was published in the Federal Register on November 2,
2011, informing the public of the intent by RUS to prepare an EIS. The notice initiated the 30-
day public scoping period and included the dates for public scoping meetings that were held
November 15 and 16, 2011 in Williston and Killdeer, North Dakota, respectively. A Notice of
Availability of the DEIS for the AVS to Neset Transmission Project was published in the Federal
Register on December 7, 2012. Two public hearings were held on January 15 and 16, 2013, in
Killdeer and Williston, North Dakota, respectively. A Notice of Availability of the
Supplemental DEIS was published in the Federal Register on December 20, 2013, followed by a
public hearing held in Watford City, North Dakota on January 16, 2014. The notice of
availability of the FEIS was published in the Federal Register on May 30, 2014.

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

The federally preferred alternative includes approximately 278 miles of transmission line,
including 265 miles of new 345-kV transmission line and 13 miles of new 230-kV line, five new
substations and additional equipment, but no expansion, to four existing substations. The
federally preferred alternative includes the following project components:

e 45 miles of 345-kV transmission line connecting the existing AVS Substation to a new
Red Substation near Killdeer, including an approximately 3/4 mile segment immediately
west of AVS Substation where the proposed line would be double-circuited with an
existing line

e 21 miles of 345-kV transmission line connecting the new Red Substation to the existing
Charlie Creek Substation
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e 27 miles of 345-kV transmission line connecting the new Red Substation to the new
White Substation and 36 miles of 345-kV transmission line connecting the White
Substation to the new Blue Substation

e 51 miles of 345-kV transmission line from the Charlie Creek Substation to the Blue
Substation

* 24 miles of 345-kV transmission line from the Blue Substation to the proposed Judson
Substation

¢ Two 230-kV single-circuit transmission lines running parallel for S miles connecting the
Blue Substation to Western’s 230-kV transmission line

* 2 miles of 230/115-kV double-circuit transmission line connecting the proposed Judson
Substation to the Williston Substation

* 61 miles of 345-kV transmission line connecting the proposed Judson Substation to the
" proposed Tande Substation, approximately 31 miles of which would be double-circuited
with a MWEC 115-kV line associated with other regional improvement projects

* 1mile of 230-kV transmission line connecting the proposed Tande Substation to the
Neset Substation .

* Ten temporary equipment laydown/material and staging areas of approximately five acres
each will be located along the transmission line route. These locations include Tande,
Daniel, Jackman, Judson, Patent Gate, Tarnavsky, Charlie Creek, J epson, Gaugler and

AVS.
Judson, Tande, and Blue 345/230-kV Substations

The proposed Judson and Blue substations would be constructed to interconnect the proposed
345-kV lines to Western’s Williston Substation and to Western’s Williston to Charlie Creek 230-
kV transmission line along U.S. Highway 85 south of the Missouri River, respectively. Basin
Electric’s Tande Substation would be constructed to interconnect the 345-kV transmission
system to the existing 230-kV system at Basin Electric’s Neset Substation located near Tioga.
The Judson and Tande substations would each occupy approximately 12 acres of land. The Blue
Substation consists of both 345/230-kV and 345/115-kV equipment, therefore a 25 acre parcel
would be required.

Red, White, and Blue 345/115-kV Substations
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To interconnect the proposed 345-kV lines into the local 115-kV system and serve the load
demands of the Williston Load Pocket and surrounding area, three new 345/115-kV substations
would be constructed along the 345-kV system The Red Substation would be located near
Killdeer. The White Substation would be located north of the Red Substation and east of
Watford City. The Blue Substation would be located south of the Missouri River. The Red
Substation and White Substation would occupy approximately 12 acres of land each. The Blue
Substation site would be approximately 25 acres because it would also include a 345/230-kV
component as noted above.

Route Alignment

The alignment for the 345-kV lines and associated facilities are shown on Figure 2-3.
Throughout the environmental review process, Basin Electric continued engineering
development and worked with agencies and landowners to address potential project-related
concerns. As final design, ROW acquisition, and construction progresses, Basin Electric will
continue to work with agencies and landowners to address site-specific concerns. Minor project
adjustments are likely to occur and would address concerns and minimize overall impacts,
resulting in few if any changes to the potential impacts of the ‘project.

DECISIONS TO BE MADE/AUTHORITIES

This Record of Decision (ROD) documents findings specific to potential RUS financial
assistance for the proposed project and specific terms and conditions that will apply. The RUS
ROD is based on the environmental, engineering, and economic acceptability of the project. The
RUS decision centers around a review of the project proposal’s technical and economic
justification, reliability, and environmental issues, and the location, in its entirety (both federally
managed lands and private property).

The Forest Service (USFS) and Western Area Power Administration (Western) have issued their
decisions in separate RODs specific to the decisions associated with the project proposal. The
Forest Supervisor for the Little Missouri National Grasslands (LMNG) is responsible for
deciding whether to issue a Special Use Permit (SUP) under the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act, with terms and conditions for the construction, maintenance, and operation of
a transmission line through lands administered by USES on LMNG. Western is responsible for
considering the interconnection request in accordance with its General Requirements for
Interconnection and the Federal Power Act. Western is also serving as the lead federal agency for
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compliance with Section 106 of NHPA for historic properties and for consultation regarding
Section 7 of the ESA.

ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

In accordance with the provisions of NEPA, 40 C.F.R. §1502.14(e), the Final EIS identifies the
environmentally preferred alternative. Based on the analysis and consideration of public
comments on the Draft EIS and the Supplemental Draft EIS, the environmentally preferred
alternative was identified as Alternative D (construction of a double circuit line). The
environmentally preferred alternative is similar to the federally preferred alternative with the
primary differences being the construction of a 345/345-kV double-circuit lines north of Killdeer
for 63 miles to the Blue Substation, the additional Killdeer South 345-kV Switchyard, a 345-kV
transmission line connection between the Red Substation and the Killdeer South Switchyard, and
no line construction between the existing Charlie Creek Substation and the new Blue Substation.
The environmentally preferred alternative would include construction of approximately 251
miles of transmission line beginning at the AVS Substation and ending at the Neset Substation,
including 13 miles of new 230-kV line and 238 miles of new 345-kV transmission line, of which
65.3 miles would be 345/345-kV double-circuit. The environmentally preferred alternative
would also include construction of five new substations, one switchyard, and additional
equipment but no expansion to the four existing substations. The environmentally preferred
alternative would include the following project components:

e 45 miles of 345-kV transmission line connecting the existing AVS Substation to a new
Red Substation near Killdeer, including 2.3 miles immediately west of AVS substation
where the proposed line would be double-circuited with an existing line to facilitate
future coal mine operations

e 21 miles of 345-kV transmission line connectmg the Red Substation to the existing
Charlie Creek Substation

¢ A new Killdeer South Switchyard south of Killdeer along Basin Electric’s existing AVS
to Charlie Creek 345-kV transmission line

e Two 345-kV single-circuit transmission lines running parallel for approximately 12 miles
between the Red Substation and the new Killdeer South Switchyard

e 27 miles of 345/345-kV double-circuit transmission line connecting the Red Substation to
the new White Substation and 36 miles of 345/345-kV double-circuit transmission line
connecting the White Substation to the new Blue Substation

e 24 miles of 345-kV transmission line from the Blue Substation to the proposed Judson
Substation
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e Two 230-kV, single-circuit transmission lines running parallel for 5 miles connecting the
Blue Substation to Western’s 230-kV transmission line

* 2 miles of 230/115-kV double-circuit transmission line connecting the proposed Judson
Substation to the Williston Substation

* 61 miles of 345-kV transmission line connecting the proposed Judson Substation to the
proposed Tande Substation, approximately 31 miles of which would be double-circuited
with a MWEC 115-kV line associated with other regional improvement projects

e 1 mile of 230-kV transmission line connecting the proposed Tande Substation to the
Neset Substation

Additional substation facilities for the environmentally preferred alternative would be the same
as those discussed previously for federally preferred alternative.

RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

A. Action Alternatives

Originally, two alternatives, A and B, and a no-action alternative were considered and evaluated
in the DEIS. Due to increased electricity demand projections required to meet the need for the
project, particularly in McKenzie County, a Supplemental DEIS was prepared to address the
increased demand. Alternatives A and B were eliminated from further consideration in the
Supplemental DEIS because they no longer satisfied the purpose and need for the project as a
result of the increased load demand. The Supplemental DEIS evaluated three alternatives and a
no-action alternative. These alternatives included:

* Alternative C (the federally preferred alternative), which combined Alternative A and
portions of Alternative B (as identified in the DEIS)

* Alternative D (the environmentally preferred alternative), which included the
construction of 345-kV double-circuit lines north of Killdeer for 63 miles along
Alternative B (as identified in the DEIS)

* Alternative E, which is similar to Alternative D except for the construction of two
345-kV lines running parallel north of Killdeer for 63 miles

Of all the corridors and alignments considered, the corridors and alignments for Alternatives C,
D, and E were determined to best avoid physical and environmental constraints. Route
alignments within these corridors are considered fully in the EIS. Constructing the AVS-to-
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3

Charlie Creek-to-Judson-to-Tande-to-Neset transmission line with the North Killdeer Loop using
345-KV transmission lines with associated substations and inter-connections was determined to
best satisfy the project’s purpose and need. Table 1 provides a comparison of project components
by alternative.

B. The No Action Alternative

The no-action decision means that the RUS would not provide financial assistance for the project
proposal. Under the no-action alternative, the AVS to Neset Transmission Project would not be
constructed. It should be noted that Basin could seek financial assistance for the project from
another source. The existing environment within the project area would remain the same and no
land would be used for transmission lines, facilities, or substations. The no-action alternative
does not meet the identified purpose and need for the project. Under this alternative, it is
expected that load growth will increase beyond the load-serving capacity of the existing
transmission system for the Williston/Tioga region by 2016, resulting in transmission system
reliability issues and violating te criteria established by North American Electric Reliability
Corporation (n\NERC) for transmission reliability in the region. Moreover, if the transmission
lines are not built, it is probable that oil and gas operations would develop alternative sources of
electrical power, including the use of diesel generators, which could potentially lead to greater
environmental impacts.
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Table 1: Components of Project Alternatives

| Alternative C

Alternative D

Alternative E

Transmission Line Segments‘ - Kllovolts Mlles l Miles, ~ Miles
AVS Substation to Red Substatioﬁ V 345  45 45 45
Red Substation to Charlie Creek 345 21 21 21
Switchyard
Red Substation to Killdeer South 345 N/A 24 24
Switchyard
Charlie Creek Substation to Blue 345 51 N/A N/A
Substation
Red Substation to White Substation 345 27 27 54
White Substation to Blue Substation 345 36 36 72
Blue Substation to Western's 230-kV Line 230 10 10 10
Blue Substation to Judson Substation 345 24 24 24
Judson Substation to Williston Substation 230 2 2 2
Judson Substation to Tande Substation 345 61 61 61
Tande Substation to Neset Substation 230 1 1 1
Total miles 278 251 314
Substations/Switchyards -
Acres Acres Acres
AYVS Substation (345kV) Existing 19 19 19
Red Substation (345kV) Proposed 12 12 12
Charlie Creek Substation | Existing 10 10 10
(345/230/115kV)
White Substation (345/115kV) Proposed 12 12 12
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Alternative C

Alternative D

Alternative E

Blue Substation (345/230/115kV) Proposed 25 25 25
Judson Substation (345/230kV) Proposed 12 12 12
Williston Substation (230/115kV) Existing 9 9 9
Tande Substation (345/230kV) Proposed 12 12 12
Neset Substation (230/115kV) Existing 8 8 8
Killdeer South Switchyard (345kV) Proposed N/A 12 ‘12

Cost Analysis

Total Cost Transmission

$352 million

$374 million

$399 million

Total Cost Substation

$155 million

$188 million

$188 million

Total Project Cost

$507 million

$562 million

$587 million

Incremental Cost from Alternative C

$55 million

$80 million

Discussion:

Preferred based
on higher
reliability
rating at a
lower cost,
provides future
growth

Removed from
consideration
due to failure to
achieve stated
purpose and
need due to
lower
reliability and
redundancy at
higher cost

Removed from
consideration
due to failure to
achieve stated
purpose and
need due to
lower reliability
and redundancy
at much higher
cost

DECISION AND REASONS FOR DECISION

A. Decision

RUS has made the following decisions with respect to this project proposal:

e RUS has determined that the NEPA process has been satisfied with respect to a potential
request for financial assistance from Basin Electric for this project.
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* RUS has reviewed the proposed project’s justification and associated engineering studies
and agrees that the proposed project meets the stated purpose and need. The engineering
design of the proposed project, with all overhead construction, was approved by RUS.

 The line would be constructed in accordance with the FEIS. RUS has determined that the
proposed project would be approximately 278 miles of transmission line, including 265
miles of new 345-kV transmission line and 13 miles of new 230-kV line, five new
substations and additional equipment, but no expansion, to four existing substations. The
proposed project includes the construction of 345-kilovolt (kV) transmission line facilities
from Basin Electric’s AVS generation facility in northwestern North Dakota to increase the
capacity and reliability of the electricity transmission infrastructure of the region. The line
would connect AVS with Basin Electric’s Charlie Creek and Neset substations and Western
Area Power Administration’s (Western) Williston Substation. It would also provide new
substation facilities to connect the proposed line into the current transmission system and
provide locations for load-serving connections.

* Historically, RUS has not approved financing of underground transmission systems in rural
areas. RUS prefers overhead transmission line construction for this project due to length of
the transmission line and higher costs associated with underground transmission line -
construction. RUS has reviewed Basin Electric's Underground Policy that states that Basin
will consider construction of underground high voltage facilities when the local jurisdictions
or landowners agree to bear the increased cost of the underground facilities. RUS has found
this policy to be both reasonable and prudent. The policy is also in agreement with other

major utilities

e  This decision is based on the following documents:

® Macro-Corridor and Alternatives Evaluation Study for the AVS to Neset 345-kV
Transmission Line Project, October, 2011.

» Antelope Valley Substation to Neset Transmission Project Draft Environmental
Impact Statement, November 2012,

» Antelope Valley Substation to Neset Transmission Project Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, December 2013.

o Antelope Valley Substation to Neset Transmission Project Final Environmental
Impact Statement, May 2014.
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B. Reasons for the Decision

RUS’s decision is to select the federally preferred alternative. The primary reasons for this
decision are explained below.

The federally preferred alternative (Alternative C from the FEIS) is consistent with the purpose
and need of the proposed project and complies with applicable laws and regulations. Route
characteristics and potential impacts of each of the alternatives are discussed in more detail in
Chapter 3 of the FEIS.

RUS concluded that this federally preferred alternative best meets the project’s stated purpose
and need while minimizing or mitigating potential impacts. This project is critical to serve the
growing load of electric consumers in western North Dakota and eastern Montana in the vicinity
of the Bakken oil fields. The preferred alternative best meets both the capacity needs (a
forecasted load of 909 MW expected to occur by 2018-2019 winter season) and reliability
standards (adequacy and security). Given the possibilities of transmission line outages and the
required application of NERC/Midwest Reliability Organization (MRO) standards, a looped
system like the one provided by the federally preferred alternative C is much more reliable than
either a double-circuit transmission line as presented in Alternative D of the FEIS (the
environmentally preferred alternative) or two parallel lines as presented in Alternative E.

It is likely that over time an event, like a tornado in summer or ice storm in the winter, will occur
in the area of the proposed project. While it is less likely that such an event would affect a single
area when it occurs, it is likely to take out a portion of the double-circuit line (Alternative D) or
both the parallel lines (Alternative E). Such a loss of both 345-kV lines to the load centers near
Watford City and Williston, North Dakota, would result in interruptions to large numbers of
electrical customers. In contrast, with the looped system proposed under the federally preferred
alternative, the likelihood of a severe event resulting in an outage of both 345-kV lines
proceeding northward would be greatly reduced because the critical high-voltage lines are not on
common structures or near each other. This aspect of the federally preferred alternative, as well
as the fact that it is the lowest cost alternative, were significant considerations in identifying it as
the preferred alternative. Further the federally preferred alternative presents geographical
separation that provides for future growth in western McKenzie County.

Western and USFS concur with RUS’ selection of the federally preferred alternative. ‘
Concurrence of both agencies is dependent on the project proponent implementing all mitigation
measures outlined in Appendix A of the FEIS and obtaining a SUP from USES for portions of
the line that cross the LMNG. -
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OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND ELIMINATED

This section discusses the alternatives that have been considered throughout the planning process
but were eliminated for various reasons from further consideration. These alternatives, as well as
other alternatives considered as a result of the revised purpose and need for the project, are
summarized below and are discussed in detail in the Macro-Corridor and Alternatives
Evaluation Study for the AVS to Neset 345-kV Transmission Line Project.

System Upgrades

As an alternative to constructing a new line, numerous operating scenarios and system facility
upgrades were developed and evaluated for the Integrated System (IS). For the Basin Electric
service area, the designated Reliability Coordinator is the IS. The IS consists of the Western
Area Power Administration, Basin Electric, and Heartland Consumers Power District and is the
backbone of the high-voltage transmission grid in the upper Great Plains. These scenarios were
modeled with different line ratings, line carrying capacities, and system contingencies. The
initial effort to improve the area transmission system focused on upgrading local equipment to
reduce system limitations. These improvements included a second 230/115-kV transfornier at
the Williston Substation and second 345/230-kV transformers at both Belfield and Charlie Creek
substations.

Area line ratings are increased by upgrading terminal equipment or actually raising transmission
line structures to increase clearances to improve the line rating. These line rating increases have
already or are scheduled to occur on the Richland-Williston 115-kV line, the Baker-Hettinger
230-kV line, and the Mandan-Dickinson-Belfield 230-kV line. To improve voltage profile,
several capacitor bank installations are underway at the existing Watford City, Kennaston,
Grenora, Minot SW, and Logan substations.

In addition, 115-kV line improvements are underway. These include a new 115-kV line
connecting the Blaisdell to Berthold Substations and a new 115-kV line connecting the Snake
Creek Pump Station to the Blaisdell and Tioga Substations. These projects are being
implemented through a shared effort of Basin Electric, its membership, and Western. However,
evaluation of these system upgrades indicate that this alternative would not meet the increased
load forecast.

Additional 115-kV Lines

Constructing and operating several additional 115-kV lines based on predicted load growth were
considered. Basin Electric member cooperatives identified these proposed new lines to serve
specific loads. These transmission lines would not have been operated as part of the overall
electricity transmission network and are needed with or without the proposed project. Identified

lines include:
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* Mountrail-Williams Electric Cooperative (MWEC) 115-kV lines to serve the Tioga
and Blaisdell areas

* MWEC 115-kV line between Watford City and Swenson
* MWEC 115-kV lines between Charlie Creek and Halliday

* 115-kV line connection between Snake Creek Pumping Station and Parshall with an
interconnection at Blaisdell

Construction and operation by the different member cooperatives of these 115-kV facilities
would mitigate many of the existing system limitations through 2014. These facilities would
reduce loading on the McHenry-Souris 115-kV line, Logan-Tioga 115-kV line, and Charlie
Creek-Williston 230-kV line, which could be transmission constraints during peak load
conditions. However, many of the current system limitations, such as the potential for low
voltages, voltage collapses, and transmission line overloads could still occur even with the
construction and operation of the proposed new lines as early as 2015. The critical outage is the
loss of the Charlie Creek-Watford City 230-kV line, which results in low voltages across
northwest North Dakota and also overloads the Richland-Williston 115-kV line.

Based on the limitations of the system even with the proposed new lines and the subsequent
NERC criteria violations, these projects would not fully meet the need of the proposed project in
creating system reliability and therefore were not carried forward for analysis.

Alternative Corridors

Potential alternatives to address the inability of the current system to meet projected load
forecasts beyond the 2014-2016 time period were identified and analyzed. These alternatives
included an evaluation of numerous macro-corridors, as discussed in the Macro-Corridor and
Alternatives Evaluation Study for the AVS to Neset 345-kV Transmission Line Project, October,
2011, for constructing additional 345-kV or greater voltage. Corridors for the development of
alternative routes for project construction were identified in the macro-corridor analysis. Other
macro-corridors were dismissed. A summary of these corridors and reasons for dismissal are
provided below.

One macro-corridor that was evaluated and eliminated would run north from the AVS Substation
to the existing Neset Substation near Tioga. This alternative would require the line to cross both
the Fort Berthold Reservation and Lake Sakakawea. Crossing the Fort Berthold Reservation
would involve a lengthier approval process that would likely delay the project well beyond 2016,
leading to declines in the electric reliability of the region. Based on the project load growth of
increases of approximately 15 percent in 2014 and 2015, the timeliness of project completion is
critical, and this route creates a scenario that does not meet the need of the proposed project.
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In addition, crossing Lake Sakakawea presents some significant engineering challenges. The
line would have to be placed at significant depths in the lake and would require specialized
equipment that is normally used for ocean work and not available within the region. This would
add significant costs and logistical issues to the project. For these reasons, this north corridor
was eliminated from further consideration.

An additional macro-corridor that was considered and subsequently eliminated included a
corridor that would have extended westward from the existing Charlie Creek Substation. This
corridor would cross a significant distance of very rough terrain with limited access for structure
placement. It would also cross significant areas of the LMNG and increase overall project
length. This corridor would increase costs and create logistical obstacles for the project.
Therefore, it was eliminated from further consideration.

Another corridor evaluated and eliminated connected the Leland Qlds Station to the Neset
Substation by routing a 345-kV line around the east side of Lake Sakakawea. Leland Olds
Station is located near Stanton, North Dakota approximately 18 miles east of AVS. This corridor
would extend northward towards Minot, connecting at the existing Logan Substation, extending
westward to connect with the proposed Tande Substation, and finally terminating at the existing
Neset Substation. This alternative would cross the Missouri River, be adjacent to significant
U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) wildlife refuge complexes,
and cross hundreds of miles of the Missouri Coteau region that includes significant wetland
resources and migratory waterfowl nesting and stopover habitat. Although the electrical delivery
capacity of this alternative to the Tioga area is similar to the alternatives being carried forward,
this alternative would not address the added load-serving capacity in McKenzie County and
Alternatives C, D, or E would still be required to meet the overall project purpose and need. As
a result of the additional infrastructure required, length of line, and the potential for additional
environmental impacts, this alternative was eliminated from further consideration.

All routes considered would cross the Missouri River and/or Lake Sakakawea. In addition,
several of the corridors eliminated would cross significant areas of topographic relief with
limited access, as well as more remote, undisturbed natural areas. The construction of the AVS-
to-Charlie Creek-to-Judson-to-Tande-to-Neset 345-kV transmission lines with associated
substations and interconnections was determined to best satisfy the project’s purpose and need.

One alternative to constructing and operating the single 345-kV North Killdeer. Loop circuit
between the Red and Blue substations would be to construct two parallel 345-kV lines between
the Charlie Creek Substation and the Blue Substation. These parallel lines would follow the
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proposed alignment of Alternative C between the Charlie Creek and Blue substations. This
alternative would provide adequate power delivery to McKenzie County. The primary obstacle
for construction of two parallel lines from Charlie Creek Substation to the Blue Substation would
be their placement on USEFS managed lands east of U.S. Highway 85 and east of the Theodore
Roosevelt National Park (TRNP). To maintain power delivery in the event that one line fails as
part of a catastrophic event or natural disaster, such as tornadoes or icing, the two circuits would
need to be constructed on separate poles on separate alignments. The separation between the
lines would need to be a minimum of 150 feet—centerline to centerline (NERC, 2014). Two sets
of structures would increase the visual impact of the project, and in addition, it is likely that one
set would be located outside the USFS preferred utility corridor (as considered in the Northern
Great Plains Management Plan Revision FEIS [USFES, 2001]) along the east side of U.S.
Highway 85. Furthermore, the terrain east of U.S. Highway 85, which cuts into the Little
Missouri River Valley, would force a second parallel line up to higher ground adjacent to the
road corridor causing the second line to be more visible from the TRNP and the USFS

designated Roadless areas (Lone Butte and Long X Divide). North of this area, the parallel lines
would also cross LMNG parcels that were avoided or minimized in the routing of Alternative C
as a single 345-kV line. Most notably, a parallel line further east of the Alternative C alignment
would extend into the Lone Butte designated Roadless area and would not be consistent with
USFS management activities for that area. Additionally, having two 345-kV lines within relative
proximity increases the risk of regional power delivery failure to this critical area from a
catastrophic event.

Alternative Routes Near the Killdeer Mountain Battlefield Study Area

Basin’s proposed corridor passed near the Killdeer Mountain Battlefield (KMB) Historic Site. Several
routes were located within the corridor. At the North Dakota Public Service Commission (NDPSC)
hearing in September 2013 for Basin’s route application (DEIS Alternative A), several members of the
public expressed concern about possible impacts to the KMB site and the American Battlefield
Protection Program’s defined study area. The original location in the corridor was futher south from the
KMB. The NDPSC approved Basin’s route. Subsequent to issuing the SDEIS, Basin met with landowners
in the area and the landowners preferred line location was closer to KMB historic site (approximately 1%
miles south). RUS has received comments on both the SDEIS and FEIS regarding the location of
the preferred Alternative (Alternative C) through the Killdeer Mountain Battlefield Study Area.
These comments indicate that an additional alternative should be developed that would eliminate
the need to route the transmission line through the study area. During the initial review of
alternativeroute locations in the area were identified and evaluated, however, based on the
meetings with the affectd landowners the present location was identified as acceptable.

New 500-kV Line AVS to Williston Area to Neset

Several alternatives were considered that evaluated constructing a 500-kV line. These included a
single 500-kV line within a retained macro-corridor or a combination of single 345-kV lines
between AVS and Charlie Creek and Judson and Tande along with a single 500-kV line between
Charlie Creek and Williston to provide additional capacity within the service area. While the
construction of a 500-kV line could address the system capacity needs of the project purpose and
need, no other 500-kV facilities are present in North Dakota. Thus, development of a 500-kV
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line would require significant expansion and possible relocation of numerous substations
throughout the area to accommodate the 500-kV transformers and other equipment, including
AVS, Charlie Creek, and Judson, which increase project cost and timeline. In addition,
constructing a 500-kV line would require a larger ROW and increased tower height.
Construction of 500-kV facilities was eliminated from further consideration because of the
increased environmental impact, cost, and schedule.

Additional Generation

The results of the power supply study (IS, 2011) indicate that sufficient regional electrical
generation is available to serve the region. However, limited transmission capacity prevents it
from being accessible to serve the regional demand. As a result, additional generation is not
required, nor would it meet the purpose and need for the project. The IS did indicate, however,
that between 2012 and 2016 several local distribution transmission line projects will be required
to correct deficiencies at specific locations. In addition, the study notes that voltage support,
provided through new generation, would be required at strategic locations to prevent any
interruptions of service on the existing transmission lines that would result from the increased
thermal loading because of voltage or current flow fluctuations on the lines due to the increasing
electrical demand. In response to those studies, Basin Electric is developing the Pioneer
Generation Station, near Williston and the Lonesome Creek Station, near Alexander to provide
the necessary voltage support during periods of peak demand in the region.

Phase I of both projects includes a 45-MW simple cycle combustion turbine that was brought
online in 2013. Phase II of both projects consists of placing two additional 45-MW simple cycle
combustion turbines at each location. At the present time, the Pioneer Phase II project is
operational, while Lonesome Creek Station Phase II is under construction and expected to begin
initial commercial operations in December 2014. These projects, consisting of approximately
270 MW of capacity, are needed to protect the reliability of power delivery and load-serving
capacity in the region of the proposed AVS to Neset Transmission Project. Further, because
these facilities are intermediate and peaking resources that can chase load, they are ideal for
addressing the immediate power needs in this area and providing reliable peaking power for the
whole IS once the AVS to Neset Transmission Project is completed. This is an ideal
complementary form of generation to any additional wind generation that is added to the IS in
the future. Because most of the new load in northwest North Dakota is of a 24-hour-a-day, 7-
days-a-week, 365-days-a-year variety, wind is a not an available option to supply this new load.
Thus, complementary generation such as natural-gas-combustion-turbines would also need to be
developed along with the available wind resources.

Further, this new generation would avoid and displace portable generation and combustion-
engine-driven oil and gas extraction engines at the wells. It would also hasten the capture of
more of the natural gas at the well-heads, and avoid both the flaring and release of natural gas
during the oil extraction process.
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New generation built to serve the growing load on the IS since 2000 has been almost exclusively
wind and natural gas, including:

* More than 700 MW of new wind generation capacity owned or purchased through
power-purchase contracts by Basin Electric.

* Approximately 300 MW of natural-gas-combined-cycle generation owned and
operated by Basin Electric that began commercial operation in August 2012 near
White, South Dakota.

" Approximately 380 MW of natural-gas-combustion-turbine generation owned and
operated by Basin Electric near Groton, South Dakota, and Culbertson, Montana.

The purpose of the AVS to Neset Transmission Project is to increase high-voltage transmission
line system reliability and the transmission load-serving capacity in the region. Once the AVS to
Neset Transmission Project is completed, new additional natural-gas-peaking power would
become more readily available to all IS customers, not just the customers in northwest North
Dakota. As such, development of additional generation, without considerable additional
transmission capacity, would not meet the regional load requirements. Except for voltage
support type projects, sufficient regional electrical generation is available to serve the region.
However, limited transmission capacity prevents it from being accessible to serve the regional
demand. As a result, additional generation is not sufficient to meet the purpose and need for the
project, and was therefore dropped from further consideration.

Alternative C Variations

To address the concerns of USFS and commenters regarding the potential impacts of the
Project to LMNG, an additional alternative was evaluated that would double circuit a
portion of Alternative C along the U.S. Highway 85 corridor (see Figure 2-1).

This modification of Alternative C investigated the potential to double circuit the
proposed 345-kV line with an existing Western 230-kV line located within the U.S.
Highway 85 corridor area. Double-circuiting focused on the area of the Little Missouri
River Badlands.

While different voltages, the 345-kV Basin Electric line and the Western 230-kV line
would provide system redundancy and back up for each other. Double-circuiting these
lines present the potential for both lines to be out of service at the same time as a result
of maintenance requirements, a weather event, or other circumstances. Basin Electric
and Western are required to comply with the reliability standards of the NERC/MRO.
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A loss of both lines to the load centers near Watford City and Williston, North Dakota,
would result in interruptions to large numbers of electrical customers. To prevent such
reliability failures, the MRO standard for reliability limits the length of double circuit
segments of transmission lines to less than 1 mile for any transmission segment.

One option for double-circuiting in this area was to relocate the alignment of
Alternative C to follow the alignment of the existing 230-kV line and rebuild the
existing 230-kV line as a double circuit 345/230-kV line. This alternative was
eliminated from consideration for several reasons.

* The existing 230-kV line could not be taken out of service to allow
construction of the double circuit line, requiring the new line to be constructed
while the existing line was still energized. Such construction poses
considerable safety risks and therefore significantly increases construction
time and cost.

* The double-circuit structures would be approximately 25 feet taller than the
single circuit 345-kV structures and approximately 50 to 60 feet taller than
the existing 230-kV structures and increase potential visual impacts,
particularly for the TRNP, which the existing line crosses.
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Figure 2-2: Alternative C Variations
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* While double circuiting the line segment through the Little Missouri River Badlands
would address considerations of impacts to USFS and the U.S. Department of the
Interior, National Park Service (NPS) lands, it would not be viable because the
modification would not be compliant with MRO standards as noted above.

Consideration was also given to building a new 345/230-kV double-circuit line parallel and
adjacent to the existing Western 230-kV line. This option would avoid the construction
difficulties and safety concerns with construction in an energized transmission ROW and also
enable the Western line to stay in service until construction was completed. At that time, with
Alternative C completed, it would be possible to take the 230-kV line out of service for a short
period to transfer it to the new double-circuit structures. The portion of the existing 230-kV line
transferred could then be removed and the ROW restored. This alternative was also eliminated
from further consideration because of potential impacts associated with acquiring and
constructing a new ROW across the TRNP and associated impacts from removal of the existing
line. The new double-circuit line would also be considerably taller (approximately 50 to 60 feet)
than the existing 230-kV structures, contributing to greater visual impacts.

Finally, construction of several miles of a 345/230-kV double circuit line along the alignment of
Alternative C within the U.S. Highway 85 corridor was considered. For this modification,
Alternative C would be constructed along the proposed alignment, but would include double-
circuit structures for several miles in the U.S. Highway 85 corridor. Following construction, the
230-kV line corresponding to the section of double-circuit 345/230-kV line would be transferred
to the 345-kV structures. These structures would need to be approximately 25 feet taller than the
single circuit 345-kV structures. Once transferred, the 230-kV structures would be removed and
the ROW restored. This modification was also eliminated from further consideration because it
would not meet the overall purpose and need for the project of increasing system reliability
because it would fail to meet MRO standard TPL-503-MRO-01. This standard requires that a
double-circuit transmission line be less than 1 mile long to maintain system reliability. These
system reliability standards would apply to both Western’s 230-kV line and the 345-kV line
proposed by Basin Electric. In addition, this option would have an additional administrative
burden under the Federal Land Policy Management Act, which governs the issuance and
management of ROWs on federal public lands.

Additional Alternative C Variations

In the Little Missouri River Badlands area, the alignment of Alternative C would cross
approximately 2.6 miles of LMNG within the U.S. Highway 85 corridor. Several commenters
expressed concern for the potential visual impacts of locating Alternative C along the east side of
the highway, while a Western 230-kV line currently exists along the west side of the highway.

In response to these concerns, vatiations of double-circuit and parallel alignments and
configuration of Alternative C were considered in this limited area where the line crosses LMNG
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lands to better compare and assess the potential impacts, including visual impacts. Those
variations are described below.

Alternative C is located on the east side and parallel to U.S. Highway 85 for approximately 1
mile in T147N; R99W; Section 24. The area in Section 24 is a topographical ridge that separates
two large drainages; the larger basin to the west represents a much larger viewshed from a
highway traveler’s perspective. To the east of U.S. Highway 85, the drainage is much smaller
and falls to the east prior to turning north toward the Little Missouri River. Immediately on the
west side of the highway there is a generally flat area approximately 700 feet wide that is
occupied by U.S. Highway 85, the USFS Summit Campground and Trailhead Park, and
Western’s existing north to south aligned 230-kV transmission line. Immediately west of this
area the topography falls off quickly in a large heavily eroded area of the Little Missouri River
Badlands. Conversely, the east side of the highway looks into the side-hill of the engineering cut
created in the construction of the highway grade.

Three variations of a proposed double-circuit alignment are possible in this area. A map of the
double circuiting is shown on Figure 2-2. For simplicity, only the east side double circuiting is
visually depicted on the figure. Alignments on the west side of U.S. Highway 85 would follow
the existing Western 230-kV line.

The three variations that were evaluated to possibly minimize the visual impacts to LMNG lands
are described as follows. Each of these variations involved less than 1 mile of double circuit to
remain compliant with MRO reliability requirements. A double-circuit segment could be
constructed on the west side of U.S. Highway 85 that would eliminate the need for any structures
on the east side of the highway for this particular segment. The second variation to Alternative C
would be to place a single circuit 345-kV line parallel to the existing 230-kV segment on the
west side of U.S. Highway 85. Under this scenario, no structures would be placed on the east
side of the segment in question. The single circuit structures would not require the additional 25
foot structure height. However because there is insufficient room between the existing 230-kV
line and the existing U.S. Highway 85 Highway, the parallel 345-kV alignment would be
required to be constructed to the west of the existing 230-kV line. To accomplish this, the
proposed 345-kV line would pass over the existing 230-kV line and the corresponding structure
height would be increased approximately 20 feet. This alternative would require an additional
150 feet of ROW within the USFS Summit Campground and Trailhead Park.
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Figure 2-2: Alternative C-1

_Alternative C - Revision A - East Side Double Circuit

The west side double-circuit and west side single-circuit alternatives present additional

construction, engineering, operational safety complexities, increased costs, and visual impacts
that are not present on the east side alternative. Therefore these alternatives were considered but

dismissed from further consideration,

A third variation considered included constructing Alternative C along the proposed alignment
east of U.S. Highway 85, using double-circuit structures for approximately 1 mile. Following
completion of construction, the corresponding section of Western’s 230-kV line along the west
side of the highway would be relocated onto the 345/230-kV double circuit structures. This
variation of Alternative C was retained for further consideration in the FEIS and is discussed in

Section 2.4.2 of the FEIS.
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Undergrounding All or Portions of Transmission Line

Underground construction of electricity transmission lines, particularly extra high-voltage lines
is generally considered as part of the evaluation of project alternatives for the routing and
development of new EHV transmission lines. Construction of underground transmission lines
has been effectively used for many years in a number of specific applications and circumstances
around the country. These applications include:

= areas of considerable congestion where new, undeveloped ROW is unavailable or so
limited that the reduced ROW width for undergrounding presents not just a viable
alternative, but in many cases, the only practical alternative;

\

* areas where height restrictions (such as on or around airports) prevent use of
overhead lines;

* areas of considerable visual sensitivity (such as nationally designated scenic resources
or National Register historic properties) where overhead lines would significantly
impact the visual setting of the area; and

* areas of significantly elevated land values where large portions of the additional costs
of underground construction can be off-set by significant reductions in overall project
cost obtained through the use of much narrower ROW.,

The AVS to Neset Transmission Project area in North Dakota presents none of these challenges
or constraints. While there are areas with height restrictions, these have been easily avoided
through route development. Additionally, areas of scenic value would be crossed by the
proposed project and may affect certain viewsheds but others can be avoided. The abundance of
open, undeveloped land creates no compelling reason to consider underground construction and
its associated costs, challenges, and impacts; therefore, undergrounding has not been considered
as a viable alternative for this project.

AGENCY AND PuBLIC INPUT

A Notice of Intent to Hold Public Scoping Meetings and Prepare an EIS was published in the
Federal Register on November 2, 2011, informing the public of the intent by RUS to prepare an
EIS and to hold public scoping meetings. The notice initiated the 30-day public scoping period
and included the dates for public scoping meetings that were held November 15 and 16 in
Williston and Killdeer, North Dakota, respectively. The purpose of the public scoping meetings

_was to provide the public with information regarding the proposed project, answer questions,
identify concerns regarding the potential environmental impacts that may result from
construction and operation of the project, and gather information to determine the scope of issues
to be addressed in the RUS environmental review process and documentation of the project
(RUS, 2012). The notification process, public scoping meeting materials, and the process for
collecting public comments are described in more detail in the Public Scoping Report (RUS,
2012). '

RUS RECORD OF DECISION Page 24




AVS-NESET TRANSMISSION PROJECT

A notice of availability of the DEIS for the AVS to Neset Transmission Project was published in
the Federal Register on December 7, 2012. Two public hearings were held on J anuary 15 and
16, 2013, in Killdeer and Williston, North Dakota, respectively. Approximately 30 comments
were submitted to RUS on the DEIS during the public comment period that ended on J anuary 22,
2013. These comments are summarized in Appendix B of the FEIS. No comments regarding
impacts to historic resources were submitted.

A notice of availability of the Supplemental DEIS was published in the Federal Register on
December 20, 2013, followed by a public hearing held in Watford City, North Dakota on J anuary
16, 2014. Public comments were accepted on the document until February 3, 2014.
Approximately 45 comments were received on the document; these comments and responses are
summarized in Appendix C of the FEIS.

A notice of availability of the Final EIS was published in the Federal Register on May 30, 2014.
Six comments were received on the document. Eight comment letters were received and are
included in Appendix-1.

FINDINGS REQUIRED BY OTHER LAWS

Numerous laws require that decisions be consistent with their provisions. The FEIS and
ROD complies or is consistent with all applicable laws including but not limited to those
listed below. In addition, a number of federal, state and local permits and approvals would
be required prior to construction. A complete list is found in the FEIS on Table 6-1.

A. National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)

The analysis in support of RUS's decisions was performed under statutory requirements
and regulations set forth under NEPA. All appropriate steps of the NEPA process were
followed including public scoping, identification of issues, development of alternatives,
disclosure of environmental consequences, and public comment periods. The entirety of
documentation for this project supports compliance with NEPA.

B. The Endangered Species Act

The proposed project is subject to compliance with the Endangered Species Act (ESA). The ESA
of 1973 designates and provides for the protection of threatened and endangered plants and
animals and their critical habitat. For the proposed project, Western acted as the lead agency for
Section 7 consultation under the ESA. Throughout this process, Western consulted with the U.S.
Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to establish a list of protected
species; prepare a Biological Assessment (BA) of the potential for the proposed project to
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adversely affect listed species; provide coordination between state and federal biological
resource agencies to assess impacts and propose mitigation; and develop appropriate mitigation
strategies for all adverse impacts on federally listed species. Western determines in its BA the
proposed AVS project would have "no effect" on the threatened gray wolf (Canis lupus), the
endangered pallid sturgeon (Scaphirhynchns albus), or the endangered black-footed ferret
(Musleia nigripes). In addition, Western has determined that the project "may affect, but is not
likely to adversely affect" the Sprague's pipit, the threatened piping plover (Charadrius melodus),
designated critical habitat for the piping plover, the endangered interior least tern (Slernula
antillarum), the endangered whooping crane (Gray americana), the Northern long-eared bat, the
Dakota skipper, and the red-knot. In addition, Western provided an in depth analysis of a Line
Marking Plan which proposes to mark approximately 93 percent of the total alignment (over 253
miles of the line, with exception of 21 miles through the Badlands) with bird flight diverters on
the static wire. The line marking measures proposed are expected to increase the visibility of the
tap line to enhance visual cues for migrating whooping cranes, piping plovers, interior least
terns, and Sprague's pipit and, therefore, minimize the potential for collision with the line.

Based upon the project description, conservation measures identified the analysis of potential
effects to each species and associated avoidance and minimization measures, and the Line
Marking Plan and associated rationale, the USFWS concluded that the effects to the above-
mentioned federally-listed species are either insignificant or discountable and therefore
concurred with the analysis provided in the March 2014, Biological Assessment submitted to

USFSW by Western.

C. Clean Water Act

Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 authorizations may be required for the project, because its
construction may result in discharge of dredged and/or fill material into waters of the United
States. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is the agency responsible for determining
whether to issue a permit for wetland impacts associated with the project. Receipt of a Section
404 permit and adherence to the terms and conditions of the permit, including any associated
compensatory mitigation and best management practices (BMPs) to reduce sedimentation and
erosion control, would demonstrate the project’s compliance with the CWA. Specific permit
conditions, including the quantity or extent of compensatory mitigation and specific BMPs,
would be determined by USACE after a project alternative has been selected. Field inspections
of the project would evaluate and verify compliance with permits and the CWA.

D. Clean Air Act

There are no significant effects on any aspect of air quality covered by the Clean Air Act or
associated regulations from this decision.
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E. National Historic Preservation Act

Section 106 of NHPA requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their
undertakings on historic properties and seek to accommodate historic preservation concerns
through consultation among the agency officials and other parties. The goal of consultation is to
identify historic properties potentially affected by the undertaking; assess effects; and seek ways
to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any adverse effects on historic properties.

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires federal agencies to take
into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties and provide the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) a reasonable opportunity to comment on such effects.
The regulations (36 CFR Part 800), implementing Section 106 establish the procedures through
which the statutory requirements are met. In order to reach a decision regarding an undertaking,
a federal agency is required to implement the regulatory procedures in consultation with
nonfederal parties, including the North Dakota State Historic Preservation Office (NDSHPO),
Indian tribes, the applicant, Basin Electric, and others with an interest in the project. RUS,
Western and the USES have determined that the individual federal action, which each may take,
makes the AVS to Neset Transmission Project an undertaking subject to Section 106 review.

To meet their collective responsibilities, RUS was designated as the lead for NEPA review
because its financial assistance will affect all aspects of the AVS to Neset Transmission Project.
For Section 106, RUS and USFS agreed, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.2(2)(2), to designate Western
as the lead federal agency because of the availability of its regional staff to actively direct and
participate in consultation. In accordance with 36 CFR § 800.8(a)(1), RUS and Western have
coordinated implementation Section 106 regulatory procedures with the steps taken to fulfill the
requirements of NEPA. As part of this coordination, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.2(d)(3), Western
relied on implementation of the RUS NEPA procedures to meet the agencies’ collective Section
106 requirements for public involvement.

Section 106 review was initiated with the participation of the NDSHPO in one of the NEPA
Scoping meetings held in November 2011. Indian tribes also were invited to participate in these
NEPA scoping meetings, but none attended. Therefore, by letter dated January 31, 2012,
Western invited fourteen Indian tribes with a possible interest in the project’s effects on historic
properties, including the Standing Rock Sioux Tribe (SRST), to participate in Section 106
review. Only two tribes responded to this invitation, and neither wished to participate directly in
Section 106 review.

None of the commenters on the DEIS, which was issued in December 2012, expressed concerns
about impacts to cultural resources, including historic properties. However, in February 2013,
the SRST asked to become a consulting party in Section 106 review. Western granted this
request.

The 1864 Battle of Killdeer Mountain is regarded as a highly significant engagement between
the U.S. military and the Sioux Nation during the Dakota Wars. A one acre State Historic Site
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‘commemorating this battle is located in Dunn County, North Dakota approximately one and one
half miles north of the proposed transmission line. However, in a 2010 report the American
Battlefield Protection Program (ABPP), which is part of the National Park Service, identified
approximately 17, 000 acres+ as a study area in which activities related to this battle may have
occurred. Approximately eight miles of the proposed transmission line passes through the ABPP
Killdeer Mountain Battlefield (KMB) study area. These entire eight miles are privately owned
and Basin Electric has obtained all the necessary easements from the private landowners.

During the September 2013 North Dakota Public Service Commission (PSC) hearing for Basin
Electric’s route application (DEIS Alternative A), several members of the public expressed
concern about possible impacts to the ABPP defined battlefield study area. In addition to these
objections the United Tribes of North Dakota issued a resolution (#9-13-10) opposing Basin
Electric’s project and any further development at the site of the Battle of Killdeer Mountain.

In response to September 3, 2013 SHPO recommendations to the PSC, the federal agencies
agreed to move a proposed substation out of the KMB study area, and to conduct study of the
eight miles of transmission line right-of-way crossing through the KMB study: area to determine
if material evidence of the battle is present. The agencies also conducted additional study and
analysis to better assess possible the visual effects of the project. In order to ensure the
identification of historic properties of religious and cultural significance to Indian tribes, Western
hosted a meeting in September 2013 between the federal agencies and the SRST. The Sisseton
Wahpeton Oyate (SWO), which had requested and been granted consulting party status, also
participated in this consultation meeting. Along with these two Indian tribes, the North Dakota
SHPO and Basin Electric, Western granted consulting party status to the following additional
parties - the Killdeer Mountain Alliance (KMA), the ABPP, Mr. and Mrs. Craig Dvirnak
(private landowners), and the Center for Heritage Renewal at North Dakota State University.

Because the project will cover a large land area to which access, in some cases, has been
restricted, the federal agencies determined it appropriate to use a phased approach to the
identification and evaluation of historic properties and the assessment and resolution of adverse
effects to them. Therefore, since effects on historic properties cannot be fully determined prior to
federal action, the agencies determined that, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.14(b)(1)(ii), execution of
a Programmatic Agreement (PA) to be appropriate to fulfill the requirements of Section 106
review. RUS agreed to assist Western in managing PA preparation and consultation.
Accordingly, RUS prepared the first draft of the PA, which it then submitted to the consulting
parties in March 2014 along with a schedule for concluding Section 106 review. In accordance
with 36 CFR § 800.6(a)(1)()(C), RUS invited the ACHP to participate in consultation, The
ACHP provided RUS with an informal affirmative response on April 10, 2014.

Starting on April 16, 2014, RUS, with the assistance of Western and USES, hosted several
meetings with consulting parties to establish the terms of the PA and consider the possible
effects of the project on certain historic properties. The primary issue considered was the level of
effort needed to reasonably understand the nature and geographic scope of the KMB, and the
possible impact of the project on it. As a result of this consultation effort, the federal agencies
and the SHPO agreed to treat the Killdeer Mountain, Medicine Hole and, as described in the
FEIS, the KMB historic property as eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic
Places. On July 2, 2014, Section 106 review concluded with the execution by RUS, Western,
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USFS, the ACHP and the North Dakota SHPO of the PA titled, Programmatic Agreement
Among the Western Area Power Administration, the Rural Utilities Service, the U.S. Forest
Service, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the North Dakota State Historic
Preservation Office Regarding the AVS-Neset 345 kV Transmission Line Project to be
Constructed in Mercer, Dunn, Billings, McKenzie, Williams and Mountrail Counties, North
Dakota. With its execution, the federal agencies are now legally committed to the
implementation of the terms of the PA.

In accordance with the terms of the PA, the federal agencies proposed that the AVS-Neset
Transmission Line Project would have no adverse effect on Killdeer Mountain, Medicine Hole
and, as described in the FEIS, the KMB historic property. On August 4, 2014, the NDSHPO
concurred with this proposed finding of no adverse effect with the correct understanding that it
applies only to the three historic properties and not to the undertaking in its entirety. The KMA
filed an objection to this finding of no adverse effect dated August 22, 2014. In accordance with
the terms of the PA, the federal agencies will resolve this objection, seeking the advice of the
ACHP, through the established procedures in 36 CFR § 800.5(c).

F. Energy Policy Act

The Energy Policy Act of 2005 granted the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) the
authority to impose mandatory reliability standards on transmission systems. To accomplish
this, FERC designated NERC as the Electric Reliability Organization with the authority to
establish, approve, and enforce the reliability standards. NERC then delegated the authority for
proposing and enforcing the reliability standards to particular regions. For the Basin Electric
service area, the MRO was designated. The MRO accomplishes its monitoring and enforcement
obligations by designating Reliability Coordinators. For the Basin Electric service area, the
designated Reliability Coordinator is the IS. The IS consists of the Western Area Power
Administration, Basin Electric, and Heartland Consumers Power District and is the backbone of
the high-voltage transmission grid in the upper Great Plains. It is the responsibility of the IS to
adhere to the reliability standards by providing a high-voltage transmission system grid in the
region of eastern Montana, North Dakota, and South Dakota.

G. Executive Order 12898 (Environmental Justice)

Executive Order 12898 (February 11, 1994, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations) directs each federal agency “to make
achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate,
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disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs,
policies, and activities on minority populations and low income populations.” In July 1999, the
EPA issued its Final Guidance for Consideration of Environmental Justice in Clean Air Act
Reviews. The concepts explained in this guidance are applicable beyond Clean Air Act reviews.

The EPA’s guidance has been applied to the public analysis and decision processes in coming to
this decision. The AVS to Neset Transmission Project do not disproportionately impact any
minority or low income populations; and the project complies with Executive Order 12898.

H. Important Farmland

The AVS to Neset Transmission Project ROW is expected to cross approximately 88 acreas of
farmland that is designated by the National Resource Conservation Service as prime farmland,
1,604 acres of farmland of statewide importance and 62 acres of prime farmland if drained or
irrigated. Together these lands constitute 35 percent of the lands in the ROW. The permanent
disturbance occurring from placement of structures within the ROW constitutes less than 1
percent of total land within the ROW. This includes approximately 0.88 acres of prime
farmland.

Impacts to important farmland will be avoided to the greatest extent possible through careful
pole placements. Due to the minor amount of important farmland potentially affected, RUS has
determined that the AVS to Neset Transmission Project will not significantly impact important
farmlands.

L Executive Order 11990 (Wetlands) of May, 1977

This Executive Order directs RUS to take action to minimize the destruction, loss, or degradation
of wetlands and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands. In
compliance with this Order, RUS evaluated the proposed project’s potential to adversely affect
wetlands [insert the finding] (see Final EIS Table 3-13). This decision is in compliance with this
Otrder.

J. Executive Order 11988 (Floodplains) of May, 1977

This Executive Order directs the RUS to provide leadership and to take action to (1) minimize
adverse impacts associated with occupancy and modification of floodplains and reduce risks of
flood loss, (2) minimize impacts of floods on human safety, health, and welfare, and (3) restore
and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains. ApproximatEley 14.3 acres
of open water occur within the right-of-way. Nineteen perennial waterways and 16.5 acres of
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) designated floodplains would be crossed by
the proposed project. All open water, waterways and floodplains will be spanned. Basin will
obtain a Section 10 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for crossing of the Missouri
River. The transmission line will cross the Missouri River adjacent to an existing transmission
line within a utility corridor. RUS has anticipated that there will be no impacts to floodplains.
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K. North Dakota Energy Conservation and Transmlsslon Facility Siting Act
(Public Service Commission)

In addition to compliance with all applicable federal regulations and permits, approvals
must be granted by the state of North Dakota. The North Dakota Energy Conversion
and Transmission Facility Siting Act states that it is necessary to ensure that the
location, construction, and operation of energy conversion and transmission facilities
will produce minimal adverse effects on the environment and on the welfare of the
citizens of the state by providing that no energy conversion or transmission facility
shall be located, constructed, and operated within North Dakota without a certificate of
site compatibility and a route permit acquired pursuant to Chapter 49-22 of the North
Dakota Century Code (North Dakota Century Code, 2011a). It is state policy to site
energy conversion facilities and to route transmission facilities in an orderly manner
compatible with environmental preservation and the efficient use of resources. To
comply with the North Dakota Energy Conversion and Transmission Facility Siting Act,
sites and routes shall be chosen to minimize adverse human and environmental impacts
while ensuring continuing system reliability and integrity and ensuring that energy
needs are met and fulfilled in an orderly and timely fashion. The Certificate of
Corridor Compatibility establishes a corridor through which the proposed facilities may
be routed. The Route Permit is acquired through a pre-application route development
phase, a review of completeness, a public meeting process, and finally a route approval
that is contingent on adherence to other federal, state, or local permitting considerations
(North Dakota Public Service Commission [NDPSC], 2012).

The North Dakota Public Utility Commission approved AVS to Neset Route (Alternative A) on
April 23,2014,

L. Required Permits, Licenses, Grants and Authorizations

Prior to construction, Basin Electric will need to acqliire a number of permits from other federal,
state and local agencies. Permits are listed in the FEIS, Table 6-1.

CoNsISTENCY WITH RUS PoOLICIES

In accordance with the Rural Electrification Act of 1936, as amended, (7 United States Code
[U.S.C.] 901 et seq.), RUS is authorized to make loans and loan guarantees to finance the
construction of electric distribution, transmission, and generation facilities including system
improvements and replacements required to furnish and improve electric service in rural areas, as
well as demand side management, energy conservation programs, and on- and off-grid renewable
energy systems. Basin Electric is requesting financial assistance from RUS for the proposed
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345-kV transmission line(s) and substations in Mercer, Dunn, McKenzie, Williams, and
Mountrail counties. RUS’s proposed federal action is to decide whether to provide financial
assistance for the project; accordingly completing the NEPA process is one requirement, along
with other technical and financial considerations in processing Basin Electric’s application.

RUS’ agency actions include the following;:

* Provide engineering reviews of the purpose and need, engineering feasibility, and cost
of the proposed project.

* Ensure that the proposed project meets the borrower’s requirements and prudent
utility practices.

* Evaluate the financial ability of the borrower to repay its potential financial
obligations to RUS. ‘

* Review and study the alternatives to mitigate and improve transmission reliability
issues.

* Ensure that adequate transmission service and capacity are available to meet the
proposed project needs.

* Ensure that NEPA and other environmental laws and requirements and RUS
environmental policies and procedures are satisfied prior to taking a federal action.

RUS LoAN REVIEW

This ROD is not an approval of the expenditure of federal funds. The ROD concludes the
agency’s environmental review process in accordance with NEPA and RUS’s Environmental
Policies and Procedures (7 CFR Part 1794). The ultimate decision as to loan approval depends
upon the conclusion of this environmental review process plus financial and engineering
analyses. Issuance of the ROD will allow these reviews to proceed.

RIGHT TO ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW

This Record of Decision concludes the agency's environmental review process pursuant to the
National Environmental Policy Act and the RUS's Environmental Policies and Procedures

(7 CER Part 1794). There are no provisions to appeal this decision. Legal challenges to the ROD
may be filed in federal district court under the Administrative Procedures Act.

RUS RECORD OF DECISION Page 32




AVS-NESET TRANSMISSION PROJECT

APPROVAL

This Record of Decision is effective on signature,

Dated: SEP 13 2014

4
' %CQUELINE M. PONTI-LAZARUK

Acting Administrator
Rural Utilities Program

Contact Person -

For additional information on this Record of Decision or the Environmental Impact
Statement, please contact Mr. Dennis Rankin, Environmental Protection Specialist, at
USDA, Rural Utilities Service, 1400 Independence Avenue, SW., Room 2244, Stop
1571, Washington, D.C. 20250-1571; telephone: (970) 403-3559; fax: (202) 720-1953;

or e-mail: dennis.rankin@wdc.usda.gov.
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APPENDIX 1. AVS-NESET 345 KV TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

- COMMENT LETTERS & RESPONSES

NORTH DAKOTA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH (JUNE 18, 2014)
KILLDEER MOUNTAIN ALLIANCE (JULY 1, 2014)

BADLANDS CONSERVATION ALLIANCE (JUNE 27, 2014)
VALERIE BLUEMLE (JUNE 30, 2014)

TERRY MOORE (JUNE 8, 2014)

ARLEN D. DOMINEK (JUNE 13, 2014)

WAYNE HAUGE (JUNE 14, 2014)

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION (JULY 8, 2014)




ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SECTION

h Gold Seal Center, 918 E. Divide Ave.
ﬁ NORTH DAKOTA Bismarck, ND 58501-1947

DEPARTMENT of HEALTH 701.328.5200 (fax)
www.ndhealth.gov -

June 18, 2014

Mr. Dennis Rankin

Environmental Protection Specialist
USDA, Rural Utilities Service

1400 Independence Ave, SW, Stop 1571
Washington, DC 20250-1571

Re: Final EIS for Basin Electric’s Proposed
Antelope Valley Station to Neset 345-kV Transmission Project
Dunn, McKenzie, Mercer, Mountrail & Williams Counties in North Dakota

Dear Mr. Rankin;

This department has reviewed the information concerning the above-referenced project submitted
under date of May 23, 2014, with respect to possible environmental impacts.

This department believes that environmental impacts from the proposed construction will be
minor and can be controlled by proper construction methods. With respect to construction, we

have the following comments:

1. All nece 3 ary meas::"'i:es must be taken to minimize fugmve dust emissions created during
: constructlon act1v1f1es Any pqmplalnts tha’c may arlse are to be dealt W1fh m an efﬁ01ent and

effeotwemanner R o L

2. Care i$ to be taken during consfruction activity, near any water of the state to minimize
adverse effects on a water body. This in¢ludes minimal disturbance of stream beds and banks
to prevent excess siltation, and the replacement and revegetatlon of any disturbed area as
soon as possible after work has been completed. Caution must also be taken to prevent spills
of oil and grease that may reach the receiving water from equipment maintenance, and/or the
handling of fuels on the site. Guidelines for minimizing degradation to waterways during
construction are attached

3. Projects disturbing one or more acres are required to have a permit to discharge storm water
runoff until the site is stabilized by the reestablishment of vegetation or gther permanent
cover. Further information on the storm water permit may be obtained from the
Department’s websité or by calling the Division of Water Quality (701-328-5210). Check
w1th the local ofﬁc1als to be sure any local storm watel management cons1derat1ons are

\ r) Extra care should be taken to ensure construchon acthlty does not

..L

affect the Water body
i R
Environmental Health,; . . . Dlwslon of " ;Division of : " Division of | : Division of
Section Chief's Office =~ Air Quallty . Municipal Facilities Waste Management . Water Quality
701.328.5150 - * | 701.328.5188 © v 701.3285211 ' 701 3285166 © © ' '701.328.5210

Printed on rec‘ycled paper.
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Mr. Dennis Rankin " 2. ' June 18, 2014

4. Noise from construction activities may have adverse effects on persons who live near the
construction area. Noise levels can be minimized by ensuring that construction equipment is
equipped with a recommended muffler in good working order. Noise effects can also be
minimized by ensuring that construction activities are not conducted during early morning or
late evening hours.

The department owns no land in or adjacent to the proposed improvements, nor does it have any
projects scheduled in the area. In addition, we believe the proposed activities are consistent with
the State Implementation Plan for the Control of Air Pollution for the State of North Dakota.

If you have any questions regarding our comments, please feel free to contact this office.

Sincerely,

L. David Glatt)RE-, Chief
Environmental Health Section

LDG:cc
Attach.




% ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SECTION
: Gold Seal Center, 918 E. Divide Ave.

5 NORTH DAKOTA , " Bismarck, ND 58501-1947
é DEPARTMENT of HEALTH 701.328.5200 (fax)
www.ndhealth.gov

Construction and Environmental Disturbance Requirements

These represent the minimum requirements of the North Dakota Department of Health.
They ensure that minimal environmental degradation occurs as a result of construction
or related work which has the potential to affect the waters of the State of North Dakota.

- All projects will be designed and implemented to restrict the losses or disturbances of
soil, vegetative cover, and pollutants (chemical or biological) from a site.

Soils

Prevent the erosion of exposed soil surfaces and trapping sediments being transported.
Examples include, but are not restricted to,sediment dams or berms, diversion dikes,
hay bales as erosion checks, riprap, mesh or burlap blankets to hold soil during -
construction, and immediately establishing vegetative cover on disturbed areas after
construction is completed. Fragile and sensitive areas such as wetlands, riparian
zones, delicate flora, or land resources will be protected against compaction, vegetation
loss, and unnecessary damage.

Surface Waters

All construction which directly or indirectly impacts aquatic systems will be managed to
minimize impacts. All attempts will be made to prevent the contamination of water at
construction sites from fuel spillage, lubricants, and chemicals, by following safe storage
and handling procedures. Stream bank and stream bed disturbances will be controlled
to minimize and/or prevent silt movement, nutrient upsurges, plant dislocation, and any
physical, chemical, or biological disruption. The use of pesticides or herbicides in or
near these systems is forbidden without approval from this Department.

Fill Material

Any fill material placed below the high water mark must be free of top sails,
decomposable materials, and persistent synthetic organic compounds (in toxic

- concentrations). This includes, but is not limited to, asphatt, tires, treated lumber, and
construction debris. The Department may require testing of fill materials. All temporary
fills must be removed. Debris and solid wastes will be removed from the site and the
impacted areas restored as nearly as possible to the original condition.

Environmental Health Division of Division of Division of Division of
Section Chief's Office Air Quality Municipal Facilities Waste Management Water Quality

701.328.5150 701.328.5188 701.328.5211 701.328.5166 701.328.5210

Printed on recycled paper.




Rankin, Dennis - RD, Washington, DC

From: : Rob Sand <killdeermtn@gmail.com>

Sent: ‘ Tuesday, July 01, 2014 12:01 AM

To: Rankin, Dennis - RD, Washington, DC

Cc: G. Edward Dickey

Subject: ' Killdeer Mountain Alliance Comments on the FEIS, AVS-NESET 345 kV TRANSMISSION

HNE PROJECT and PA

Mr.Dennis Rankin

"Environmental Protection Specialist

USDA, Rural Utilities Service

1400 Independence Avenue, SW, Stop 1571
Washington, DC 20250-1571

Killdeer Mountain Alliance (KMA) Comments on the FEIS

The Killdeer Mountain Alliance has faithfully participated in the meetings regarding the AVS-NESET 345 kV
TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT and the Programmatic Agreement process (PA) that followed the release of

the SDEIS, We believe that the final EIS minimizes well-documented impacts that the proposed transmission line would
have on the Killdeer Mountain Battlefield, in order to avoid developing an alternative route, as required by NEPA.

In other words, we believe that the purpose of the PA has been to pave the way for approval of the route across the
historic Killdeer Mountain Battlefield, regardless of the cultural and historical issues raised by many expert parties. The
Agencies have achieved this by declaring that the Battlefield has already been so degraded that another intrusion will

have no significant impact.

One of the guidelines for determining that a site has lost its integrity is that the area would no longer be recognizable by
someone who had been there at the time of the historical event. Despite the present limited oil field development, the
terrain is still very recognizable. Ms. Dean, the RUS lead on this effort, has largely dismissed the concerns and objections
of the Killdeer Mountain Alliance, the United Tribes of North Dakota, and the NPS-Battlefield Protection Program.

The Killdeer Mountain Alliance has repeatedly asked the participating agencies to require Basin Electric to present an
alternative route for public consideration, to no avail. it appears that the Department of Agriculture wants this project to go
forward as designed, and that the NEPA requirement to develop an alternative route that would avoid obvious further
degradation of the documented confines of the Battlefield has been ignored.

How ironic it will be if the 150th anniversary of the Battle of Killdeer Mountain is commemorated by the RUS funding
degradation of a site clearly documented by the expert agency of the Federal Government, the National Park Service, as
a site of particular historic and cultural importance to the Nation.

We are disappointed in the process.

Sincerely,

Rob Sand and G. Edward Dickey
Killdeer Mountain Alliance
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Badlands Conservation Alliance
, . Field Office e
T P S ~80LNorth 10 Street ~ " ... .
LR .~ | ... Bismarck, ND_5850% & =~ - o
ST 70i~255-4958 badlanolsconservatlonall|ance org
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) Emnronmental Protection Specrallst

U8, Deépartment-of Agrlculture

~"Rural Utilities Service e

1400 Independence Avenue S\N R

CiStep 57 L - o L e T
Washlngton DC 20250 1571 . PR

, .
Y

'RE Proposecl Antelope Valley Statlon o Nesec 345 k\! Transmxss:on PrQJect
‘ :Fmal Enwmnmental Impact Statement (FEIS) PR

L r

K .Badlands Conservatlon Alllance (BCA) isa western North Dakota based non-prof it orgamzatlon o

\ ‘ focused on public lands-ahd public.riatural resoutces in Western North' Dakota, particularly -

.. Theodore Raosevelt National Park argd. the Little l\’lrssoun National, Grassland The mhajofity of
- our members, andg certalnly the chartér témbefs, live irr or onglnated in the small commumtlesj
-+ " andrural landscipes surroundlng these public'lands. Members. hold Slgnlf icant familiarity with -

" these lahds and value them for a host of ecologlcal hentage and personal reasons,'frequently '

‘through multlple generatlons REPRRT

o BCA attended the open house for thls pmject in Kllldeer, ND on November 16 2011 and

submll:ted comments during the scoping period. We again had representation at the publlc

L : heanng inn Killdeer, ND on January 15 2013 and submrtted comments on the Draft EIS dated
.January 21, 2013 : B S CoL

_ ‘,We attendecl and testlf“ ed at North Dakota Publlc Servuce Commlssmn (NDPSC) hearmgs ln‘ o
,Klllcleer ND on September 2613 and llkvese in. lellston ND on September 12 *2013

- Under all nf the above descnbed crrcumstances we vonced opposatlon to any route that passed )
. within or nearthg North Unit of ‘Theadore Roosevelf National Park as well as, the Long X Dlwcle i

- - and l.one Butte roaclless areas on the thtle Mlssoun Nauonal Grassland .- oA

“In an attempt to fi nd resolul:ron for Basm Electncs proposed llne we nﬁered a number‘ ol"
opporl:unltles and mltlgatlon strategles ' , . S .

In comments on the Supplemen’cal Dralt Enwronmental Impact SLatement Badlands
Conservatlon Alllance asked that Alternative D, lncludmg rouie correctlons for the Killdéer
: ':Mounl:am Battlefield study area, be selected asthe Preferred Alternative. - BCA maintainsthe . *;

‘ . sanctity, of Theodore Roosevelf Natlonal Park angl the sighificance that the USESmanaged;

. uriroaded aréas Lohe Butte and Long X Divide bnng to that Park’s. future, £o,our wildlife .
* - populations, and to historic, and future quality of life issues. These mcreasmgly rare: parcels are
templates for. future Oll and gas reclamatlon We urged the Rural Utllltles Serwce the USFS o




' Westél?n, and‘"Bé;;'in Electric to pursge:an al‘cemétive {‘fof‘.th,é 'pFoposed trénsmiséioﬁ line on that. .
 basis and'with solidarity that a. solution satisfactory:to @l ihterests might be adopted. . .-

It was not.

- While Atternative [J is the Eriviranmentally Preferred: Alternative,. Alternative C is the FEIS -

. Preferred Alternative for reasons of reliability and-redundancy.. Additions havé been made to
. the FEIS that support this selection, but the conclusion doges not: address our concerns.-Indeed,

+ -the FEIS suggests that Alterriatives D and E were included with a pre-determination that they " - -
.-did not satisfy Purpose and Need and served only.as placeholdeérs for the requiréd range of -

" . reasonable alternatives. _ - -

BCA a_ipbr.eciates'athat-;zna[ysis fo@md in this F:EIS Aiaick,no'WIédge's cqncéa_ms.BCA.ha's equ(és?sgd for
negative Impacts to Theodore Roosevelt National Park, the Little Missourl National Grassland’s :
roadless areas Lone Butte and Long X Divide, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, Biological

""" Resources including wildlife habitat, and. Recieation and Tourism.” However, manipulation of the .

.-findings in the FEIS fils to accurately weigh the essential:valte; the current and future .. -
significarice, and what BCA would describe as the ‘.pur.pose';and"heed", for protéctingand .

+ . sustaining these resourges.

The p"rop'd‘s{éd _An‘t"elopeVaiileY Station to Neéét.345~kV"Trénsh%is‘s'i,ohj'Projeéi; is a’r"najor; S o
. . Undertaking. As we have stated previously, there-were fallibilities expressed. in the SBEIS that
., rare‘continued in the FEIS and skew assessfnents. . = © - R oL

. Tﬁe exten’d_df industr_iélldevélbpmént in .Westeﬁn Northbakota be‘g's;theﬁNEPA' pfdpés‘é to "
.address on the grourid realities. “To conclude that a 278 mile transmission. line impacts 1.4 :
acres-of surface land use (plus 73 acres for substation development) is a farce. . It is typical " *

gy NEPA language, but it s a farce.

. To state: Because the proposed piaject would support flrihier development in the. study area, "
 indirect curmulétive impacts o wildiife are fikely-to occur fFom additional developmient in the -
. area; however; the project’s contribution to these impacts is expécted to be minimal (FEIS,.
~ Cumulative Impact, page 4-27) is shallow. analysls. - This proposed. transmission ling is being” .
~ " “built to service the.oil and gas industry. If there were no'line, development would either slow
“to'meet supply of find another form of.power as reflected by. the FEIS statemerit'on page 4-41
of the FEIS: The dities:snd industrial developers would likely firid another soirce of électric .© .
. power, such as sélf-generation, If the proposed action were not bui. : T N

© BCA'Is neither.apposing adequate eléctric transmission in western North Dakota, rigr denying the.

need. -However, we are empliatically voicing our responsibility to defend the iftegrity and _
significance of Theodore Roosevelt Natiorial Park, Lone Butte roadless area and Long X. Divide .
-suitable for.wilderness. Construction of Alternative C through'the“éye of the needle’ would' -

‘result ih dramatic long term negative impacts, For many, even a majority of these invested ifr

thése management designations, the proposed project: would cause permianent impairmentofa .
. degree that could provoke permanent dis-use for.the life of the individual, a scenari¢ that often =~

becomes generational by default. .

. The FEIS repeatedly attempts to. point out the limited length.of Alternative C's passage through- -
+ the valley of the Little Missouri State Scénic River and frames that rilleage ini terms. of the larger
278 mile project, degrading its importance. To the contrary, it is rather due to the very
compactness and adjacency. of these parcels that'they hold such significance. There is NO

other place on the 1 million acre Little Missouri: National Grassland where this circumstance . .

' arises. It is unique and irreplaceable.

1




It is th'is\_.'a'réa. of the Affacted Eﬁi/iran/ﬁeﬂf Where Aesthetics and Visua/ /;’?eéourcés‘nﬁost bvérlap:-' T
With Recreation and-Tourism.- Table F-11 Cumulative Impact Boundéries by Résource Areaon:.
page 4-2 of the FEIS states that the Aesthetic and Visual Resouices spatial.boundary for this, :

project will be 10 miles around the proposed route : That:parameter. would encompass. hearly -
. the entirety of Long X Divide siitable for wilderness and Lofie Butté roadless area, :
- The spatial bouridary for. Recreation and Tourisi In the sameé table is defined as 1 mife of the: + ..
" dransmission line; an/or extent of visuaj; air quality, Water guality, trafic and nolse impacts. - -
© Consitering the uniqueness of USFS mahagement description and rarity of acréage under said -+ -
* designation, the néed to.preserve current qualities is. parapnount. BCA finds that FEISTanguage- -
under 4.4.10 Recreation-and Tourism on page 4-43-is tatally disingentious . -Under Alteratives -
C, 0, and ;' the proposed project would avoid the TRNP and the Lone Butte and Long X Divide .-+ .
" . manggement ateas of the LMNG, Therefore, it woilld not be éxpected ta have any cumuiative -
- Impacts op recreational use of those areas. . . o A

I reference to[.USFS‘”éégni’c integrity objectives; the FEIS usés Lene Butte itself at a distarice of |

" 3.8 miles from the proposed Alternative C to allow the, statement: .Only: very djstant giiews'qf' -

L he corridor would bé neticeable from this vantage point (FEIS, page 3-75).. It avoids”

acknowledgmenit in this section that the proposed tiansmission line runs immediately at the .. .. -

" western Boundary, of the equally significant and-Jargér Loné Bltte roddless area.” Thecapadity - = - + .

' -.Reliability, Ofganization stahdard TPL-5

" for this ‘eye of the needle’ to *absorh” the proposed 345KV tranisthission.line i a-corifradiction S
" Such.examples.a  th g there is hould & -~ ©
- disruptive facility be erected down-the centerling of the: public sidewalk crossing.her. property s

. especially if she-sta\‘/fs: away froim the sidewalk and safely up-on the front porch.- Contéxt” SR

. matfers, - - R I _ N

* Such.examples.as the abiové are likke saying there.is noimpact to the homeowner should

: 'Céns‘ide.rabl’e'"effortuhas._been ‘macle in ‘tﬁe_z FEIS to expaﬁ‘d t'héidistuésiqr} on reljabflity a'r‘*gd. AR
- fedundancy, Among other-referencés; included are the Energy Policy Act-of 2005 and Midwest -~ -~
O3_=.MRO_-O_1-,.-System:_Pérfdrmance, S'ec,_tionRi-;Z. L. s o

*_BCA reviewed the USFS Sp'ec‘:ia:l. Use Permit ij_rafﬁ: Record of Decosm dn'this:érojecﬁt‘_ﬁxl‘idk fo: LTy
submitting these’ comments. The USFS document refers to the October 2009, Memorandum of - .

* Understanding for transmilssion siting ori federal lands. |

' Tlf;ié; MOU appears to be -a_cbmpli.catéd‘ prpéééé’pf’determination With Very spééiﬁf:’- : sl
- requirements. It appéars to’ have played & major part i the selection oF Alternative Casthe =™ =~
‘Federally Préferred Altemative. -~ 7. e , Do e e

It necessary that thé interested public have-a clear undérstanding of the process and the N
rasponsible authorities participating. We request that a tmeline of project meelings arid - -~ e

" consultations and the Consolidated Administrative Record be madé available.,
. An.alternative nbted as Alternative C-1 is a-new addition to the FEIS. .While it may be an effort - .7
- to diminish the Impacts to the proposed corfidor hetween Long X Divide suitable for . ‘

| Willlerness ahd Lone Butté foadless area, the.FEIS does not supply the viewshed analysis - .
hecessary to detérmine its effectivenéss. An analysis.of impacts on Lone Butte, Long X Divide
.and the North Unit of Theodore Rabsevelt-National Park st be completed and ‘submitted to
‘the public for consideration. The above mentioried MOU should make this practicableand "~ -
+ Furtheriore, mention is made on page 2-34 of the FEIS that Alternative € would-include 2.3
- mités immedligtely west of A V& Substation where the propased line would be double circuited




P

. with an: ex/st/ng //ne to faa//z‘aie fufure coe/ mine operaz‘/’ons “The foomofe mcluded states:
. Midwest Reliability Organization (MRQ) standard TPL~503~MRO—UJ System Pe/formance

" Section-R1.2 provides for a vériance from-the 1 mile limitation on double C/rcwt/ng on a case- -

. by-case baS/s /nc/ua’/ng at subsratlon entrances asin t/7/s case. .. S

'BCA found tha‘t MRO Sectlon Rl 2 cr’ced states Any two circuits of a mu/t/p/e arcuzf tower//ne .
excludes i‘/’&'ﬂSﬂ?/SS/Oﬂ circuits where miuftiple cireuit-towers are used pver.a cumulative distance -

" of I'mile.or less in' lengtth. Planning Coordihator. and/or Transtriission Planner may ask for a_ -
_ variance to the multiple: circuit towerling exclusion from. the MROon & case.by, case basis or
short distances that are /onger than 1 m//e (e g.; sraf/on enz‘rance, river crossmgs) Underl mlng

-|s BCA'

. F/gure 2—1 A/z‘emar/ve C Vanat/ons on page 2-26 of the FE.lS shows the potentlal for double

© . crcuiting. of the existing WAPA. line with the proposed Basin Electrrc line thfough the ‘eye of the )
needle’ and across the Little Mlssourl River valley, ultlmately removmg ’che problematlc and L

'eX|stmg WAPAthroughthe Park R ) , ST

s,

Page 3~ 26 of the FEIS states ]n pO/f/ons of z‘ne prOJe(:L‘ area Where the proposed z‘rensmlsslaﬁ

e firie transects areas with moderefe scenic /m‘egr/lj/ levels,-special mitigation sz‘rez‘eg/es could be

. - employed to reduce /mpaCfs or wsue/ and eesz‘heuc resources Th ree. stral:egles are bullel:ed
" _the thlrd being:-
Oﬁ%ers Correcf/ng an eX/st/ng aesf/?ez‘/c prob/em /denhf ed W/fh/n z‘he wews/zed ofa
o proposed project may. qua//ﬁ/ as an.ofiset-or compensez‘/on for project impacts. A
decline iri the /ena’scape quality-associated with a proposed project can, at least
. parz‘/a//y, be offset by z‘he correa‘/on fn some arcumstances @ net /mprovemenf may be

: rea//zee’

L "Pl‘lOl‘ l:o any dec15|on regardmg thls proposed prOJect full conSIderatlon and analySls must be A

.given to the alLernatlve |llustrated in. FAgure 2-1. If the Transmission MOU process adequgtely
communicated between lmpacted agenoes this alternatlve should have been fully consrdered

e If 2,3 Miles of double clrcmtlng is an acceptable vatiance “to-facilitate future coal mine . ;.
operatlons" then certainly 3 Variance is-valid “compensatlon’f for a Natlonal Parl\ the eye of the '

needle, and che L|t"le MlSSOLlrl State Scemc Rlver valley

: Agam BCA has consrsten’cly ancl in good falth partlcrpa’ced in the publlc NEPA process
throughout the life of this proposed project. The easy dismissal of Environmentally Preferred

: Alternatlve D'based solely on industry is beyond disappointing. - Alternative C-1 cannot be -
- accepted-or rejected without a full wewshed -analysis. Selecnon of Alternatlve C. WIT H the full
oFset varlance lustrated in ngre 2-1 could be the solutlon thet lets this pro;lect move forward

"‘Respectfully, . |

T

. Jan! Swenson, ED - '
K Badlands Conservatlon Allrance -

- gt Thoras Tidwell, Chief, US Forest Sarvice

Dennis Neitzke, Superwsor Dakota Prairie Grasslands . R SR
Jay Fredenck McKenale Dlsl:ncl: Ranger, Dakota Prame Grasslands C




* June 30, 2014

Mr. Dennis Rankin

Environmental Protection Specialist

USDA, Rural Utilities‘Service

1400 Independence Avenue, SW, Stop 1571

Washington, DC 20250-1571

COMMENTS REGARDING THE FINAL EIS FOR THE AVS-NESET 345 kV TRANSMISSION LINE
PROJECT AND PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT (PA)

Mr. Rankin,

My name is Valerie Bluemle, I identify myself as a member of Killdeer Mountain Alliance, a fifth

~ generation North Dakotan, and am employed in Cultural Resource Management in ND. Reading the
one transcript available to the public regarding S. 106 consultation I disagree with the decisions

made regarding Killdeer Mountain Battlefield, Killdeer Mountain as a whole and sites within, and

the Diamond C Ranch, or I should say the complete lack of mentlon and regard to it. The following

are my comments by page number.
1-4

It seems rather peculiar to me that WAPA initiated consultation January 31, 2012 and not one tribe
was granted consulting party status until February 2013. It is not clear to me how it took over a
year for the tribes to become participants. Did the tribes initially deny any interest, was it certain to
the agencies that the tribes received or were aware of your initial attempt to consult them on this
project? They certainly raised opposition once they were granted consulting party status, so why is
it that it took one whole year for them to react?

1-6 and 1-7

Did Basin explore other energy alternatives, or is coal the only energy source examined. Why or
why not? These options could and should include wind, solar, water, and gas from the oil fields.

3-24

' The eastern segment is classified as having low scenic integrity? By whom? How7 Where is the
evidence to support this statement?

How would the Western segment not impact the overall scenic integrity, or scenic designation of
the highway? What is the cumulative impact? Where is the tipping point for this area? How does
.this affect the scenic aspect that the highway offers when considering the view the passerby has of

the Killdeer Mountains?




3-26

What does SIO mean, and how is the reader supposed to interpret what a high or moderate SIO is?
The average adult should be able to read an EIS and understand the language and analysis within.
http://www.shipleygroup.com/news/articles/0611.pdf

3-148

Why “probably”? Did anyone ask the tribes what spurred their participation? An EIS is supposed to
contain conclusions, not assumptions and guesses.

3-149

Was the corridor a six mile wide corridor, or six mile long corridor? If the corridor was six miles
wide I do not understand why Metcalf and ND SHPO failed to identify the battlefield, picket burials,
the Diamond C Ranch, and Medicine Hole as significant and potentially eligible sites to avoid. The
battlefield when it was recorded in 1993 was known to not be completely identified in the initial
inventory and that boundary was noted as likely being larger.

3-159

Do these recommendations follow the standards of NPS Bulletin 40 and KOCOA standards?
Wouldn't KOCOA be best employed to determine areas that warrant metal detection?

3-160

There is more to the history and meaning of Killdeer Mountains. In Josephine Waggoner’s book
Witness under the Chapter of Sitting Bull is a story about Sitting Bull and a Cheyenne friend. They
created a fence line to drive deer to a specific ledge and drove the deer off the top. This is the first
deer jump that I have been made aware of. LaDonna Brave Bull Allard has publicly shared
traditions about Killdeer Mountain publicly involving marriages, births, medicine, and hunting.

The North Dakota: A Guide to the Northern Prairie State by the Federal Writers Project is available
in the ND State Library and discusses Signal Rock and other geographic features of Killdeer
Mountain. Signal Rock appears to be especially significant to the tribes. It is noted that they carved
seats out of the rock and kept fires going there. A blogger also mentions Signal Rock.
http://www.pbi.50megs.com /pb3a.html

3-161

"Why was it that early on the KMB State Historic Site noted, but not the full boundaries of the
battlefield, or even that the full boundaries were unknown to the proponent?

3-162

‘Recently the SHPO designated the site lead? Recently is open to interpretation. When did they
designate it as a site lead? Please clarify. Also why did they only “recently” designate it as a site lead
instead of in 2010 when the document was released to the public? SHPO is noted as having been a
participant not only in the ABPP document, but also again by Kristen McMasters of the ABPP during

the S 106 consultation.




3-162

Why is it doubtful that the study of the battlefield would be completed before completion of the
FEIS. Did someone talk to Dr. Isern? Where is the proof and evidence to make this statement a fact?

3-164

How did the battle at Killdeer restore security in MN, IA and DT? Where is the evidence to support
that this statement is true?

SRST states that this is the largest battle fought between the military and the tribes? Where and
when? Citations? The first person that [ heard to publicly make the statement that this is the largest
military engagement on the N. Plains with tribes was by Dr. Isern before a ND legislative committee,

and then again by him in the local newspapers.

How did the battle at Killdeer Mountain restore agricultural and commercial productivity in the
region? How many white people were in Dakota Territory to farm, or commercially support the.

Union? Is there a citation to support this? )

Why is the battle only significant at the national level because of its association with the Civil War?
The mission was genocidal and scorched earth tactics to subdue the N. Plains tribes in order to
open up the territories for miners, ranchers and homesteading. Manifest Destiny was the
overarching theme. The North West Indian Expedition is a US military expedition as documented in
the War of the Rebellion: A Compilation of the Official Records of the Union and Confederate
Armies. This is one the largest battles of over a 1000 combat engagements to come, which were all
part of Federal Indian policy. Nothing about this battle is confined to only local and regional
31gn1f1cance Even Slttlng Bull himself is a global and natlonally SIgnlflcant figure.

tlme/ slide/ mttmg-bull/ This battle ties in to the Ft. Laramie Treaty, The Homestead Act and much
more.

Chief Medicine Bear is known to have been at the battle. Chief Gall is a well-known and fought at
Killdeer. http://www.amazon.com/Gall-Lakota-Robert-W-Larson-
ebook/dp/B0061S4Q58/ref=sr 1 1?s=books&ie=UTF8&qid=1404192948&sr=1-
1&keywords=chief+gall LaDonna Brave Bull Allard has stated publicly that her relative Rain-In-
The-Face fought at Killdeer, he is best known for having fought Custer at the Battle of the Little

Bighorn.

Criterion D could also include information for a KOCOA study and HALS documentation. The local
tribes have stated that this was a place of human activity where they gathered for many purposes;
camping, hunting, trading, prayer, ceremony, and so on. The research potential here goes beyond

just archaeology regarding the battle.

3-165

Why does the KOCOA method exceed a reasonable and good faith effort? Did SHPO, WAPA, RUS, or
USFS know about and consider KOCOA prior to S 106 consultation in which Kristen McMasters and
Dr. Rothaus mentioned KOCOA methods? Did anyone analyze the costs to present to the public in

this document?




Why is the landowner worried about a nomination to the NRHP? This is not relevant! A property
will not be placed on the NRHP if the landowner or the majority of landowners objects!!!

http://www.nps.gov/nr/national register fundamentals.htm

How are four oil wells a significant intrusion on the landscape? They are temporary intrusions for

one thing, and two - any person from the battle event or prior would still recognize the terrain and
landmarks. Where is the analysis to prove that this is a significant intrusion? Where is the analysis
to prove that the battlefield has lost integrity that it would no longer be recognizable to the people

at the battle?

The 2014 report suggests that the Sioux controlled and used the high ground to their advantage.
Suggests? Isn’t this supposed to be a conclusive and definitive document? Does historical evidence

and tribal input support what the report “suggests”?
KMB was the frontier? Whose frontier? To the N. Plains tribes this was their home.

Why is there no mention of the significance of the historic Diamond C Ranch and its association
with President Theodore Roosevelt?

3-167

Does a temporary mar on the landscape from resource extraction truly result in a devastating -
impact? Why is a temporary impact utilized as an excuse for a cumulative and permanent impact?

What additional analysis subsequent to the issuance of the Supplemental DEIS did the agencies
determine it inappropriate to treat the Study Area as if it were eligible for the NRHP? Where is the
analysis for the public to read in this document? The public deserves some evidence for the logic
usedinanElSand I hope itis based on something scientific rather than mere beliefs and feelings.

In regard to the United Tribes resolution this paragraph only discusses their point regarding the
burials, and in my opinion misses the whole point of the resolution. The resolution opposed all
development at Killdeer Mountain Battlefield and the mountain itself. I also question why the

“writer of the EIS is interpreting what the cultural importance is when the agencies are supposedly
doing S 106 consultation with the tribes. The tribes engaged could tell you whether or not the
burials enhance their significance.

http://www.indianz.com/News/2013/09/12 /unitedtribesresolution.pdf

Since the evidence found in archaeological testing has led to only speculative evidence is there a
method of work that would lead to more conclusive evidence of the battlefield boundaries? Isn't the
KOCOA method the leading standard for defining the boundaries of a battlefield, not metal

detecting?

3-168

Regarding public interest I would say there has been quite a lot for the low population state of ND. [
have never heard such a ruckus over preservation in ND except in the case of Elkhorn Ranch. How
much public interest does it take for the agencies to understand that this place is important to the
people and our national history for the agencies to recognize that we do not view this as a good
faith effort at identification, avoidance or mitigation? ND has few environmental and conservation
groups, small universities with small departments for the social sciences, and small scattered




groups that show interest in regional and state history. I would and should dare to call this an-
Environmental Justice issue. I'm not sure what a responsive public interest in ND should look like to
the federal agencies. Is there a chart for this, or some scientific basis for dismissing the groups that
stand for preservation of the battlefield and Killdeer Mountain? With as much public interest as
there has been why should there not be further study? Why are the landowner concerns relevant
when they can easily be resolved with proper information and why are the landowners false beliefs
promoted in this document more important than the public interest in preserving the battlefield?
Why do the agencies not consider a minor adjustment to the proposed alternative and move it out
of the study area? The agencies apparently have studied a 6 mile wide area which should offer some
flexibility. Is there no where within that 6 mile corridor that this decision would have less of a
“visual impact to the battlefield or at least to the core of the battlefield and Killdeer Mountain?

[ disagree with the use of the United Tribes of North Dakota statement saying they acknowledge the
state and federal agencies have little authority to protect this site. In this project the state and
federal agencies have total authority and jurisdiction with which to protect this site. In this project
the sites are being degraded by the use of federal funds as approved by the PSC NDSHPO, RUS,

WAPA and the USFS.

Why didn't the proponent in the Class [ and Class I identify all of the sites associated with the
battle that were already on record in the SHPO files? If it was a six mile wide corridor they should
have reviewed all the documents that supported the presence of the battlefield and it being largely

‘identified including Medicine Hole, picket burials, and the Diamond C Ranch. The site was already
known to exist regardless of the 2010 ABPP document.

3-169

4) Why only analyze the KMB state historic site and Medicine Hole? The whole Killdeer Mountain is
significant to the tribes and KMB is more than 1 acre, It was only partially identified in 1993 and it
was clear in the site files of SHPO to be larger.

3-170

Why are their findings more relevant than the investigations done by SHPO and NPS for the 2010
document? What changed that the boundaries are smaller? How are they so much smaller that
there is a finding of No Adverse Effect? Does the transmission line no longer go through what has
been defined as the Core Area? Does it no longer have a visual, direct or cumulative impact on any
area of the battlefield as defined by the ABPP and NDSHP(?

Where are the transcripts for the meeting held on May 9, 2014 with the consulting parties?

3-171

Consultation regarding the PA was positive? According to whom? Did anyone that requested
participation in S 106 consultation sign the PA? Killdeer Mountain Alliance did not sign. [ wouldn’t
even begin to suggest or interpret that as being positive or meeting a positive outcome.

3-172

Diamond C Ranch? Signal Rock? These places are also in the vicinity of Alternatives C, D and E.




3-175and 3-176

'Production facilities such as wells, tanks, gas and oil gathering lines are temporary intrusions and
their impacts vary. The land will be reclaimed according to ND law. The landscape is both industrial
and agricultural, but mostly agricultural. Despite the intrusions of the industry on the landscape I
firmly disagree that the KMB study area lacks integrity. The landforms are still intact that make
Killdeer Mountain and the points used in the battle identifiable and recognizable to anyone that had
been there in historic and prehistoric times.

4-39

So the agencies believe that there is NO ADVERSE EFFECT because the character, setting and feeling
are significantly altered. Does this mean that a soldier, warrior, or any other person present would
not recognize the battlefield today? I should think that unless the hills are all flattened and Killdeer
Mountain itself is removed from existence there is no way this statement is true. There is not nearly
enough development at Killdeer Battlefield to significantly alter the landscape. Who made this
opinion and where is the scientific proof that it is true?

4-40

How has the battlefield been detrimentally impacted? If the well pads were all reclaimed it would
just be farm fields and ranches once again and look the same as before oil and gas development.
Reclamation should be addressed in the EIS. This document is supposed to cover cumulative
impacts both positive and negative. The battlefield and Killdeer Mountain will likely exist forever
on a human time scale; this industrial development is a temporary intrusion that will maybe last a

generation.
Page 4 of the PA Identification and Treatment

Why do the agencies agree that the battlefield is smaller? Kristen McMasters stated in the meeting
that SHPOs were heavily involved in the defining and boundaries created for the Civil War sites.
This would mean the current ND SHPO would have been part of that process. Why do they feel
differently now? Kristen McMasters said the boundaries were conservative, as did Dr. Richard
Rothaus. Why is there suddenly so much disagreement between the agencies that was not apparent

when completing the 2010 study?

Why won't the agencies at least acknowledge the potential eligible boundary created by the NPS?
Why do the agencies continue calling this site by new names? The Battle of Killdeer Mountain is
how it has been known for 150 years, who are these agencies to change its name?

The transmission line is having a direct and visual impact on the battlefield. How is this no adverse
effect? What are the mitigation measures that have resulted in the No Adverse Effect? Kristen
McMasters proposed some good mitigation ideas. I especially liked the HALS documentation
recommendation, and interpretation suggestion. Why are the agencies not open to further
mitigation that would benefit the public?

Thank you for taking the time to address my comments.
Regards,

Valerie Bluemle




June 8,2014

USDA - RUS

1400 Independence Avenue SW
Stop 1571

Washington DC 20250-1571

To: Mr. Dennis Rankin, Environmental Protection Specialist
Re: Proposed AVS Electrical Power Transmission Line Location

With regards to the Basin Electric Power Cooperative Antelope Valley to Neset
transmission line in North Dakota, I want to urge that the final route be located such that
it is a respectful distance from the Killdeer Mountain Battlefield site (KMBS). This site
has special meaning for both immigrant and indigenous descendants of the battle and
should be regarded as a historical treasure.

I'have reviewed the FEIS dated May 2014 and in looking at the Fig.2-3 map of the
preferred proposed alternative C route it appears that the transmission lines could be in
the eastern view shed of the KMBS. It’s hard to get a perspective of scale from the map
but I would submit that ifthe KMBS view shed were to be affected by overhead power
lines on the eastern horizon that perhaps a 10 - 15 mile stretch of the line be placed
underground to eliminate view shed concerns.

Thank ymi for your consideration of this issue.
Sincerely,

5 -

e /Z%g‘
Terry Moore

301 Rodeo Drive Apt 305
Killdeer, ND 58640

mooretl 15@gmail .com




Rankin, Dennis - RD, Washington, DC

From: . Arlen D. Dominek <arlen.nodak32@nodakhalcyon.com>

Sent: Friday, June 13, 2014 1:32 PM

"To: Rankin, Dennis - RD, Washington, DC

Subject: FW: proposed Basin Electric power transmission between Antelope Valley Station and

Neset Substation in North Dakota

Dear Mr. Rankin:
I never received any response from you regarding my request for information.

Nor-have | received any subsequent updates from RUS regarding construction of this transmission line,

Please advise.

From arlen. nodak32@nodakhalcvon com
Sent: Thursday, 15 March, 2012 17:09

To: dennis.rankin @wdc,usda.gov
Subject: proposed Basin Electric power transmission between Antelope Valley Station and Neset Substation in North

Dakota

Déar Mr. Rankin:

| am contacting you with regards to the proposed construction of a transmission line by Basin Electric
between the Antelope Valley Station and Neset Substation.

Since this transmission line will apparently cross property which | own west of Williston, | am
interested in the criteria applied by the Rural Utilities Service in terms of limiting the impact of this line -
and the Service’s position overall with regards to the placement of power lines.

Since there are already numerous electrical power transmission lines coursing throughout western
North Dakota that serve the areas for additional power supplies have been proposed, | am trying to
understand the need to develop additional infrastructure that does not capitalize or leverage existing

infrastructure.

In particular, | am trying to understand if consideration has been given to
¢ the usage of existing easements for power line tfransmission to allow sharing of those

easements,
¢ the construction of new lines along easements paralleling exns’ung easements that would

support current and proposed transmission,
e or the construction along the most direct routes between suppller (Antelope Valley Station)

and consumers.

Construction of new power lines parallel to existing easements, presumably already having what was
considered to be the most expedient route at the time of construction, would allow for greater overall
transmission capabilities while minimizing the footprint of the transm|SS|on infrastructure, hopefully

accompanled by the abandonment of the old easements.




I'would like to learn the Service’s position on this, particularly with regards to the proposed
transmission line. :

. ' would also like to learn what requirements for incorporation of wind and solar power are being
established for construction of this project so as to promote our country’s becoming less dependent
upon foreign energy sources and increase our usage of more green power.

Respectfully submitted,
Arlen D. Dominek

50 East Road, 2G
Delray Beach, Florida 33483
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Rankin, Dennis - RD, Washilmon, DC

From: Wayne Hauge <whcpa@hotmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 14, 2014 8:21 AM

To: Rankin, Dennis < RD, Washington, DC
Cc: : 2 Brandon

Subject: , Basic Electric Eminent Domain Concern

To: Dennis Rankin, Engineering and Environmental Staff, Washington DC -
RE: Comment on Basin Electric Eminent Domain, 2014.

Dear Mr. Rankin:

A short comment about the pending eminent domain proceeding to be held by Basin Electric to cross my
family's original homestead with a 345kV high-energy transmission line.

Iagree there needs to be a dependable supply of stable energy to western North Dakota in order to extract
petroleum products and provide for working personnel for such effort, but simply object to the placement of
their line. ‘

It appears the line selected is in the form of a land grab to obtain a current easement in an area which has not yet
been developed, rather than provide some sort of intelligent tiered approach since there will in all likelihood be
several more such electric lines within the next 10 years.

Why not develop an energy grid utilizing a corridor into which such expansion could be built?

[ am not unreasonable in my request to leave alone my family's homestead land, and indeed offered other lands
to Basin Electric 1.5 miles south of the proposed route for the purpose of creating such energy corridor,
something I testified to at a PSC meeting held in Tioga, North Dakota last fall. Not that my words fell on deaf
ears, but there was never any interest by Basin Electric to deviate from their original path, because it would cost
about $1M per mile-to change their line. I my family's original homestead land worth $1M? Tt is to me, but I
am a small farmer who does not have friends in high enough places to make a difference.

My objection isn't as much about property rights and infringement by law of eminent domain as it is simple
objection to placement of something in an area not yet developed.

Although I've spent several thousand dollars in legal fees to put together a plan to fight this process, it has been
suggested by my attorneys that I look for the best deal rather than to fight to the end and lose. This land is
worth-more to me than money and I will do whatever I can as an individual to counter a large utility company
from forcing a multi-lifetime easement of 99 years upon my family's homestead land.

Perhaps by my objections, someone, somewhere will see what it is I am saying and actually start to have a
conversation to develop an energy grid with a level of intelligence, rather than just putting a high-energy
transmission line on undeveloped property. :

Where's the next line going to go? Or the one after that? Or the one after that? Mountrail/Williams REC of
western ND stated in the same PSC meeting mentioned above, that they conservatively project a "need" for 3
times the current proposed 345kV line by 2025.. Where are those lines going to go?

1




(v Great Lakes Region

. 2300 East Devon Avenue

U.s. Department ' Des Plaines, IL. 60018
of Transportation

Federal Aviation
Administration

JUL 08 2014

Mr. Mark Plank

United States Department of Agriculture
Rural Development

1400 Independence Ave, SW
Washington, DC 20250

Dear Mr. Plank,

Thank you for your letter dated May 23, 2014, requesting EIS comments on Basin Electric
Power Cooperative’s proposed Antelope Valley Station Transmission Project in North
Dakota, :
Upon review, we have determined there are a number of public use airports within your
study area. We do not anticipate any direct impacts to these airports. However, your
proposal may impact the airspace surrounding one or more of the public use airports in the
study area. Please refer to the Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA) Obstruction
Evaluation website at https://oeaaa.faa.,qov/oeaaa/extemal/portal.isp for information.

Thank you again for providing the FAA the opportunity to comment on your proposal. If
you or your staff, require further assistance, please contact me at (847) 294-7295.

Sincerely,

Regional Administrator
Great Lakes Region

il




