
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix S – 

Comments from Agencies and Tribes 



F-001-001

Comment noted.

 

Federal Agency Comments S-1



F-002-001

The USACE involvement regarding the Section 10 and Section 404

permits is summarized in Section 1.2.2.1, Table 1-1 and Section 3.2.2.3.

A statement about the USACE multiple analyses for evaluation of

Section 10/404 permits has been added to Section 1.2.2.1.  Section 404

permitting is discussed in more detail in Section 3.5.1.3 and Section

3.5.3.3.
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F-002-002

Comment noted.

 

F-002-003

Comment noted.

 

F-002-004

Comment noted.

 

F-002-005

Federal regulations regarding practicability have been added to Section

3.5.3.3 (Under subheading Permit Considerations).

Regarding the differences in wetland impacts among the Wisconsin

routes, these criteria are taken into account in identification of the

preferred alternative.  The PSC in its permitting process is essentially

bound by the same considerations, as the WDNR water quality

certification has essentially the same standards as the Section 404(b)(1)

guidelines regarding practicability [Wis Adm Code NR103.08(4)(a)(1).]

 

F-002-006

RUS previously responded to these requests, in March 2012.  The

requested information is included in Appendix Y.  The draft

programmatic agreement, with revisions based on comments, is included

in Appendix W.

 

F-002-007

We understand that Tom Hillstrom of Xcel has initiated correspondence

with the USACE regarding the requirements of the permit application.
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F-003-001

Wetlands.  As discussed in the Draft EIS, transmission lines can be

constructed with very little wetland impact because of the small footprint

of the poles and the ability to span wetlands that are less than 1,000 feet

across. The total discharge of dredged or fill material to waters of the

U.S. as defined in 40 CFR 230.10(a), and requiring a permit under

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act for the Proposal would be

approximately 0.2 acre.  In addition, the Proposal would also result in

temporary impacts to between 13.7 and 16.3 acres of wetlands, and

conversion of approximately 52 to 80 acres of forested wetland to

emergent wetland.  In almost all cases the impacts to forested wetlands

would result from widening of an existing transmission line corridor. 

Locations and acreages of the permanent and conversion impacts are

illustrated and tabulated in the Draft EIS.  Mitigation will be implemented,

as described in the Draft EIS.

Wetland resources and impacts are detailed in the Draft EIS.  See

repsonses below to items under EPA heading Wetland/Waters Concerns

for details.  RUS is cooperating fully with the USACE (a cooperating

agency on the Draft EIS) to ensure full compliance with Section 404 of

the Clean Water Act.

Wildlife Refuges.  The only direct impact to a wildlife refuge from the

Proposal would be the crossing at an existing transmission line located

at Dairyland’s Alma generating plant, which is adjacent to the Upper

Mississippi River National Wildlife and Fish Refuge (UMRNW&FR).  (As

discussed elsewhere in these responses, the Q1 Rebuild, which was

included in the Draft EIS, and currently crosses the UMRNW&FR, is not

included in the Final EIS). 
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A crossing of the UMRNW&FR is unavoidable, as the refuge follows the

river for 261 miles, the Proposal must cross the river, and a bypass of

the refuge is not feasible.  The Draft EIS includes an evaluation of

placing the line underground at the river.  All impacts associated the

proposed Mississippi River crossing are detailed in the Draft EIS, and

summaries of impacts are included in Tables ES-1, ES-2, and ES-3 in

the Executive Summary (the same tables are in Section 2). This same

information is included in the Final EIS.

The USFWS’ main concern with the Proposal, as expressed in letters

and oral communication, is the potential for impacts to birds (both on and

near the refuge), as the Upper Mississippi Refuge is an internationally

recognized important bird area (IBA).  Over the past several years RUS

and the Applicants have worked closely with Refuge personnel to

develop various alternative plans for the Mississippi River crossing that

will minimize the potential for impacts to birds.  The results of these

efforts are summarized in the analysis of the three potential river

crossings (Draft EIS Section 2.3.1.1, pp. 94-99) and in the analysis of the

alternative structure types and details that would be used at the crossing

(Draft EIS Section 2.4.2.1, pp. 114-118 and Appendix M).  This same

information is included in the Final EIS.

In response to USFWS comments on the preliminary Draft EIS that

USFWS reviewed, RUS prepared, and included in the Draft EIS, an in-

depth evaluation of potential impacts to Refuge-monitored bird species

(note that as described on p. 223 of the Draft EIS, the USFWS is

required by law to monitor species on refuges).  This analysis is included

in Section 3.5.1.4 (affected environment), pp. 214-236; Section 3.5.2.4

(consequences), pp. 257-267 and Appendix N; and Section 3.5.3.4

(measures incorporated into the Proposal to reduce impacts and

additional potential mitigation), pp. 271-273. This same information is
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included in the Final EIS. In addition, the Applicants have conducted an

assessment of golden eagles, bald eagles and herons at the direction of

Margaret Rheude, the USFWS eagle permits coordinator. In comments

on the Draft EIS, the Department of Interior recommended that the

Applicants continue to work with Ms. Rheude.  The results of this work

has been incorporated into the Final EIS.  RUS has received comments

on the Draft EIS from the Department of Interior, and has addressed

those comments in the Final EIS.

 

F-003-002

Based on the detailed comments provided, it appears that the reviewer’s

conclusion that the “Draft EIS does not fully evaluate and characterize

environmental impacts” may have resulted from the reviewer’s difficulty

finding information in the Draft EIS and/or a misunderstanding of the

information presented.  Similarly, it appears that the reviewer’s

conclusion that the Draft EIS does not “define and illustrate the scope of

the project as a whole” may be based on a misunderstanding of

information presented.  All components of the Proposal were described

in the Draft EIS Executive Summary, pp. 5-6, and shown in Figure ES-1

(same for Final EIS).  The same information is included in Section 1.1.1

(in both the Draft and Final).

To respond to these concerns, in the Final EIS, where applicable, RUS

has added repetition of information, more cross-references and other

small edits to help make navigation of the document easier.  See also

the responses to detailed comments below.

In addition, as explained in the responses to the detailed comments, the

Q1 Rebuild is not included in the Final EIS.  This should help clarify

misunderstandings about the scope of the Proposal. 

 

F-003-003

Note that for elimination of alternative routes from detailed evaluation,
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the same criteria were not necessarily applied in every situation.  For

example, the Mississippi River crossing alternatives were evaluated

using their own set of criteria (summarized in Tables ES-1 and 2-1),

because the issues at the river are different from those elsewhere in the

Proposal.  Another example: the Bluff Route in Wisconsin was eliminated

from detailed consideration because it did not meet the legally-

enforceable State of Wisconsin criteria for siting a transmission line

(Section 2.3.2.1 in the Draft EIS, Section 2.2.6.5 in the Final EIS).  It was

not necessary in this case to, for example, calculate wetland impacts or

determine acres of farmland impact.  This approach is consistent with

the CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.14).

Based on the detailed comments provided (responses below), the

reviewer’s general statement of concern about elimination of alternative

routes are appears to be related to the elimination of the Blair Route

from detailed consideration, and a misunderstanding regarding the

Arcadia-Ettrick and WI-88 routes.

The comment regarding elimination of the Blair Route appears based on

the reviewer’s belief that the Blair Route would provide some unique

benefit to the Upper Mississippi Refuge and “Van Loon State Park” (the

reviewer apparently meant to refer to the Van Loon Wildlife Area) that no

other alternatives would provide and that the Blair Route is somehow

related to the question of whether or not the Q1 161-kV line is likely to

remain within its current right-of-way on the Upper Mississippi Refuge. 

These assumptions are addressed in responses to detailed comments

regarding the Blair Route, below.

Comments related to the Arcadia-Ettrick and WI-88 Routes being

eliminated from detailed consideration in the Draft EIS are inaccurate, as

these alternatives are evaluated in detail in the EIS.  See responses to

detailed comments below.
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F-003-004

Refer to Sections 2 and 3 of the EIS, and detailed comment responses

below.  To further address the reviewers concerns in the Final EIS,

Section 2  Summary of Alternatives has been re-organized to include all

(both transmission and non-transmission) alternatives considered but not

studied in detail in Section 2.2, and the descriptions of alternatives

studied in detail in Section 2.4.  The previous contents of Section 2.3

have been re-allocated to these two sections.  In addition, most of the

alternatives proposed during the Minnesota DEIS scoping process are

not evaluated in detail in the Final EIS.  The reasons for the elimination

of each of these alternatives are included in Section 2.2..

 

F-003-005

The reviewer recommends re-evaluating the decision to eliminate the

Blair Route, “especially as this route alternative could reduce impacts to

the Upper Mississippi River National Fish and Wildlife Refuge and the

Van Loon State Park.”  Additional clarification of the rationale for

elimination of the Blair Route has been added to Section 2.2.6.4 of the

Final EIS; however this information is unrelated to possible reductions in

impacts at other locations.  The reviewer does not explain the basis for

the conclusion that use of the Blair Route could reduce impacts

elsewhere, however, this position may be based on earlier statements by

USFWS staff; this issue is addressed in detailed comments below.  Note

that there is no Van Loon State Park; presumably the reviewer is

referring to Van Loon Wildlife Area.  Also, the refuge is the Upper

Mississippi River National Wildlife and Fish Refuge (emphasis added).

 

F-003-006

RUS had not identified a preferred route at the time the

referenced discussions were held.  In accordance with 40 CFR

1502.14(e), RUS has identified its preferred alternative in the Final EIS.
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F-003-007

Revisions to the EIS have been made, related to avoidance,

minimization, and/or mitigation.  See responses to detailed comments

below.

 

F-003-008

RUS provides responses to these general issues as they appear in the

detailed comments below.

 

F-003-009

Please refer to Draft (and Final) EIS Section 1.1.2 and also Section

1.1.2.3, which describes Midwest Independent System Operator (MISO)

member transmission owner’s (of which Dairyland is one) legal obligation

to “make a good faith effort to design, certify, and build” transmission

facilities that MISO has determined are needed.  The Alternatives

Evaluation Study (AES) and the Macro-Corridor Study (MCS), which

were reviewed, modified and approved by RUS and are available on the

RUS website (link provided in Executive Summary on p. 4 of Draft EIS),

were incorporated by reference into the Draft EIS (p. 54).  The AES

contains extensive details on project need, including Dairyland’s.

In the Final EIS, more information has been added from the AES,

including figures.  The information has also been updated with new

information that became available after publication of the Draft EIS.  The

discussion of Jeffrey Webb’s testimony (Section 1.1.2.3) has been

expanded to provide more detail.

An estimated schedule has been added as Section 1.1.1.1.

Note that CEQ regulations direct agencies to incorporate by reference

when appropriate, to reduce paperwork (40 CFR 1500.4).  In compliance

with this section and 40 CFR 1502.21, RUS incorporated the AES and

MCS by reference into the EIS.  In compliance with 40 CFR 1502.21, the
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AES and MCS were (and still are) “reasonably available for inspection by

potentially interested persons within the time allowed for comment.”  The

AES and MCS were made available for comment during public scoping

March-July of 2009.  The comment period for the Draft EIS was

December 16, 2011 to February 13, 2012.

 

F-003-010

For a definition of reliability and a description of U.S. electric system

reliability, see Draft (and Final) EIS Section 1.1.2.1 Electric System

Reliability and Planning, which began on p. 47 of the Draft EIS.  This

section also describes the Midwest ISO’s legal authority and

responsibility for “planning, and for directing or arranging, necessary

transmission expansions, additions, and upgrades that will enable it to

provide efficient, reliable and non-discriminatory transmission services.” 

The discussion on pp. 55-56 of the Draft EIS actually begins on p. 54,

with a cross-reference to Section 1.1.2.1.

The reviewer may have missed the main part of the reliability discussion

in the Draft EIS if he/she concluded that the only information provided is

reference testimony.  The referenced testimony is a single paragraph on

p. 56.  Because of the centrality of reliability to the need for the project,

there are extensive discussions of reliability earlier in the document, as

noted above.

Draft EIS Section 1.1.2.1 Electric System Reliability and Planning, (pp.

47 to 53), includes the following references for support (see Draft EIS

reference section for full citations):

NERC 2011a; E•

IA 2011a; •

Energy Policy Act of 2005; •

FERC regulations 18 CFR 35, 39 and 40 (incl. various

subsections); 

•
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FERC 2006b; •

NERC standards (incl. website); •

Midwest Reliability Organization (MRO) 2010; •

Midwest ISO  (referenced as MISO in the Final EIS) 2011a, 2011b; •

INFORMS 2011; •

Minn Rules ch. 7843 and 7848; •

Minn. Stat. 216B.2425; •

Wis. Stat 196.491; •

WI Public Service Commission (PSC) 2011a; •

NREL 2011.•

The reliability discussion specific to Dairyland, on pp. 55-58 of the Draft

EIS, is supported with the following references:

Midwest ISO 2008, 2010a, 2006, 2007•

NERC 2011b•

Webb 2008 (the testimony referenced in the EPA comment) •

To help clarify, in the Final EIS, the sentence with the cross reference to

Section 1.1.2.1 (on Draft EIS p. 54) was begun with a new paragraph so

that it stands out more, and a second sentence with additional detail of

the contents of Section 1.1.2.1 was added.

 

F-003-011

RUS was unable to locate the requested map in any of the referenced

MISO documents or on MISO website. It’s unlikely that such a map

would be informative to anyone but a highly specialized expert. We

considered including in the Draft EIS the tabulation of the top 10 binding

constraints, which was included in the MISO 2008 reference, however,

this information would likely be meaningful only to a specialist. RUS

could provide this table to EPA, if desired.It is within RUS’ purview to

question Dairyland’s stake in the Hampton – Rochester – La Crosse

project, and its share. However, because of MISO’s legal authority and

responsibility for transmission (as described in Sections 1.1.2 and

1.1.2.3 of the Draft and Final EIS, and summarized in a response
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above), it is not within RUS’s purview to question MISO’s decisions

regarding the need for new transmission systems.  Transmission

systems are highly complex, governed by thousands of pages of

standards and tariffs, and run by many trained and specialized technical

experts.  The Draft EIS, in Section 1.1.2.3, explains, on a conceptual

level, the needs that the MISO has identified.  This approach appears to

be consistent with the CEQ directive of “emphasizing the portions of the

environmental impact statement that are useful to decisionmakers and

the public…and reducing emphasis on background material” [(40 CFR

1500.4(f)].

 

 

F-003-012

As noted in earlier comments, it appears the reviewer may have

overlooked the discussion in Section 1.1.1.2.1 Electric System Reliability

and the discussion in Section 1.1.2.3 under Community Reliability.  In

particular, see the discussion of Category B and C events in the

Community Reliability discussion.  In the Final EIS, the Community

Reliability discussion has been expanded to incorporate more

information from the AES, including figures, and 2012 information has

been added.

 

F-003-013

Regarding alternatives eliminated from detailed consideration: This is

included in the Draft EIS.  The re-organization of Section 2 of the Final

EIS, as described in Response F-003-004 above, should assist the

reviewer in finding the information.  Refer to the table of contents for the

various categories of alternatives considered but not studied in detail. 

 Note that except for the Mississippi River crossing, route options are

discussed by state. Alternatives eliminated from detailed consideration

are discussed in Section 2.2.6.3 for Minnesota and in Section 2.2.6.4 for

Wisconsin. Regarding the number of alternatives considered for each

portion of the project:  We assume “portion” refers to the four segments
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of route alternatives.  See Draft EIS p. 126 for Segments 1 and 2, p. 128

for Segment 3 and p. 130 for Segment 4.   This information is also

included in the Final EIS; however, since most of the Minnesota DEIS

scoping alternatives are not evaluated in detail, the total numbers have

changed.

 

 

F-003-014

Appendix R - Rationale and Comparative Information for MN DEIS

Scoping Alternative Routes.  This appendix includes information on

route alternatives that were developed during the Minnesota DEIS

scoping process.  The Minnesota scoping process provides the

opportunity for the public to propose alternative routes.  As discussed in

Section 1.4.2.2, forty-four alternative routes from the Minnesota scoping

process were retained for detailed analysis by the State of Minnesota for

evaluation in the Minnesota EIS.  For the most part, these alternatives

are short segments that would replace a portion of Route P or A (the

routes identified by the utilities, through the process described in Section

2).  For consistency with the Minnesota process, and because a few of

these alternatives appeared to potentially have overall reductions in

impacts compared to the section they would replace, these alternatives

were included in the detailed analysis in the Draft EIS (however, for

clarity and to reduce bulk they are not included in the main summary

tables in the Executive Summary and Section 2 but are rather

summarized separately in Appendix R).  The Draft Executive Summary

(pp. 16 and 17) identifies and summarizes the few (among 44) of these

alternatives that may represent reduced impact in comparison to the

section of Route P or A they would replace.RUS attempted to determine

the rationale for the MN DEIS scoping alternatives through review of

documents in the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission docket for the

route permit application, but this information was not always available. 

The rationale for these routes was not addressed in the Minnesota EIS. 

To the extent that rationale information was available, it was summarized
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in Table R-1 in Appendix R. To help clarify, a cross reference to Section

2.5.1, where the MN DEIS scoping alternatives are described (and

Appendix R is first mentioned), has been added to Section 1.4.2.2

Scoping for the MN DEIS.    In addition, in the Final EIS, only those

Minnesota DEIS scoping alternatives identified in the Draft EIS Executive

Summary as potentially having reduced impacts were included for

detailed analysis in the Final EIS.  The rationale for eliminating the

majority of the Minnesota DEIS scoping alternatives from detailed

consideration is included in Section 2.2.6.3 of the Final EIS.

Appendix L – Q1 Rebuild Comparison of Alternatives. Appendix L of

the Draft EIS does not address the Wisconsin alternatives for the

Proposal (as the reviewer seems to suggest), but rather a very small

segment of the Q1 Rebuild.  As explained in Section 1.1.1 (p. 44) of the

Draft EIS, in Wisconsin the Draft EIS includes an evaluation of the

rebuild of Dairyland’s existing Q1 line from Alma to La Crosse (Q1

Rebuild).  This rebuild was included in the Draft EIS for two reasons: 

one of the alternatives for the HRL 345 kV project would incorporate the

rebuild and 2) Dairyland proposes to apply for financing assistance from

RUS for the two projects in a similar timeframe, and location. Because of

USFWS concerns about re-issuing a permit for the one-mile portion of

the Q1 line through the refuge, the Draft EIS includes a detailed analysis

(in Appendix L) of alternative routes that avoid the existing segment that

passes through the refuge property (See discussion and references in

Draft EIS Section 2.3.2).  As explained in the Final EIS, Section 1.1.1,

the Q1 Rebuild is not included in the Final EIS.  Therefore, the analysis

of Q1 Rebuild alternatives and impacts that was included in the Draft EIS

is not in the Final EIS.  This should help clarify for the reviewer what the

Proposal alternatives for Wisconsin are.  Because the Q1 Rebuild is not

included in the Final EIS, Appendix L is not included in the Final EIS.
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F-003-015

Linear projects present challenges for presentation of information.  The

typical convention, followed in the Draft EIS (and the Final EIS), is to

include small-scale figures to show the overall project and major

components, and then to include a series of sheets (letter or ledger size)

to show details.  With a project as long as the Proposal, where many

sheets are needed for details (e.g., more than 100), the detailed sheets

are generally included as an attachment or appendix.  The detailed

sheets are included in Appendix E for Minnesota and in Appendix G for

Wisconsin.  For consistency and to aid the public and agencies involved

in all three EIS documents, the maps in Appendix E are from the

Minnesota Final EIS and the maps in Appendix G are from the Utilities

CPCN application.  To aid the reader, there are more than 75 sheet-

specific references to these detailed sheets in Sections 2 and 3 of the

Draft EIS. These same appendices are included in the Final EIS.

Note that the use of the exhibits prepared by others and verified is

consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR 1506.5(a).  Note also that

publically available GIS files from agencies are used as-is; there is no

practicable way to verify this type of information.

 

F-003-016

The three responses immediately above address the concerns in this

item.

 

F-003-017

Requested information can be found in the Draft EIS as follows:  For

the Mississippi River crossing, see Table ES-1 and Table 2-1; Figures 2-

3, 2-4 and 2-12; and Appendix M.

For alternatives evaluated in detail:

Maps and figures:  See Table of Contents and Response F-003-•
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013.

Narrative description:  See Draft EIS, Section 3.•

Summary tables of impacts:  For all routes except the Minnesota

scoping routes (discussed in response to EPA Item 1 under

Alternatives and Presentation of Information) and the Q1 161-kV

alternatives at the Black River (also discussed in Item 32), see

Tables ES-2, ES-3, 2-4 and 2-5.  For Minnesota scoping routes see

Tables R-2 through R-7 in Appendix R.  For the Q1 161 kV

alternatives at the Black River, see Tables 2-7 and 2-8.

•

For alternatives eliminated from detailed evaluation, see Response F-

003-013.

The same information, with changes noted in earlier responses, is

included in the Final EIS.  Refer to the table of contents.

 

F-003-018

In the Draft EIS, see Description of Proposal (pp. 5 and 6 and Figure ES-

1) in the Executive Summary and Section 1.1.1 Description of Project

Area and Proposed Action (pp. 45-46).  See also Response F-003-013. 

Note that the Draft EIS did not include “pursuing re-approval of the

existing 161 kV Q1 line in its current location.”

The same information is included in the Final EIS.  The removal of the

Q1 Rebuild from the Final EIS should help the reviewer understand what

the Proposal components are.

 

F-003-019

The basis for elimination of the Blair Route is described on pp. 103 and

104 of the Draft EIS.  Some additional explanatory information has been

added to the Final EIS, in the Executive Summary and in Section

2.2.6.4.  However, this added information is unrelated to the items

outlined in the reviewer’s comment. 
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Note that the USFWS letter did not state that among the routes

considered, the Blair Route “will reduce avian mortality,” but rather that it

would reduce the risks.  The USFWS has no data on avian mortality

related to power lines at the UMRNW&FR.  Potential impacts to birds are

discussed in depth in the EIS in Section 3.5.2.4.  Based on the analysis

in Section 3.5.2.4, a transmission line near the bird high-use area at the

UMRNW&FR may present more of a collision risk to certain collision-

prone species.  It is USFWS’ opinion that the Blair Route has the lowest

risk of negatively impacting birds using the UMRNW&FR, because it is

the greatest distance overall from the UMRNW&FR of all the routes.

 However, RUS found no basis for any quantitative or qualitative

differences between the Arcadia Route and the Blair Route in terms of

potential for impact to birds in general.

The USFWS argument for Blair in comment Item a (there is an existing

161 kV line; impacts already present) could as easily be made for the Q1

Route, which USFWS opposes.  Regarding Item c of the comment, the

USFWS letter prefaced the statement with “As with the Arcadia Route…”

(i.e., FWS believes the Arcadia Route, which is evaluated in detail, also

has the advantages it lists). 

Based on discussions with USFWS at a cooperating agency meeting on

January 11, 2011, RUS concluded that the USFWS is not requesting

detailed evaluation of the Blair Route.  The Department of Interior, Office

of the Secretary comments on the Draft EIS (which included input from

the USFWS) did not mention the Blair Route.

The Blair Route had the potential for fewer impacts to residences than

the Arcadia Route because it did not pass by the populated area at

Galesville.  At the request of the State of Wisconsin, the Arcadia-Ettrick

Route, which is shorter than the Blair Route, but had the fewest

residences within 300 feet of the centerline, was included for detailed
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analysis in the Utilities’ Wisconsin permit application, and in the Draft

EIS.

In the Wisconsin Final EIS, the USFWS comment requesting re-

evaluation of the Blair Route was acknowledged.  The Blair Route was

not evaluated in detail in the Wisconsin Final EIS.

CEQ regulations require evaluation of a range of reasonable

alternatives.   [40 CFR 1505.1(e) and CEQ’s 40 FAQs].  RUS believes

the Draft EIS (and the Final) demonstrate that the full range of

reasonable alternatives has been addressed.

 

F-003-020

This comment reflects a number of misunderstandings related to the Q1

Rebuild.  As the Q1 Rebuild is not included in the Final EIS, no

clarification is needed.

Note that the Draft EIS does not include an RUS preferred alternative;

the various alternatives are described and their impacts are analyzed.

 Also, the federal action under consideration is providing financing

assistance to Dairyland, not construction transmission lines.   

 

F-003-021

The USFWS letter, which is unclear about the difference between the

345 kV alternatives and the Q1 Rebuild, appears to have resulted in

confusion on the reviewer’s part regarding the alternatives evaluated in

the EIS.  While the USFWS letter does make the statement noted in the

comment, use of the Blair Route for the 345 kV line would have no

bearing on the practicability of removal of the 161 kV line from the

Refuge property.

 

F-003-022
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In accordance with 40 CFR 1502.14(e), RUS’ preferred alternative is

identified in the Final EIS.

 

F-003-023

The Arcadia-Ettrick and WI-88 alternatives have not been excluded as

reasonable alternatives and are evaluated in detail in the Draft EIS.  For

example, see the Executive Summary, Figure ES-1 and Table ES-3

(impact summary for Wisconsin routes) in the Draft EIS. These

alternatives are also evaluated in detail in the Final EIS.

 

F-003-024

This refers to existing 69-kV lines within the 345-kV ROW, which would

be removed from their existing structures and added to the new structure

(as explained in Section 2.4.2.1 Transmission Lines).  There would be no

additional impacts.  In the Final EIS, a cross reference to Section 2.4.2.1

has been added at the referenced location. See also Response F-003-

062.

 

F-003-025

The North Rochester alternative substation locations are shown in the

Draft EIS in Figures ES-1, 1-1, 2-13, 2-14 and 2-15.  In the Final EIS, a

reference to Figure 1-1 (which shows the substation locations) was

added to the referenced discussion.

 

F-003-026

See Draft EIS, p. 122:  “…the Proposal includes approximately 40 acres

to provide adequate buffer and to allow for transmission lines to connect

to the substation.” This is common practice for substation locations in

general, where large vegetated areas typically surround substations.

 

F-003-027

The impacts of all parts of the Proposal are evaluated, including the
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Briggs Road Substation.  The Proposal is described in Section 1.1.1, pp.

44-46.  Please refer to Draft EIS p. 46: “Substation construction and

modification is also included as part of the Proposal.”

 

F-003-028

The North Rochester alternative substation locations are shown in the

Draft EIS in Figures ES-1, 1-1, 2-13, 2-14 and 2-15. The Briggs Road

location is shown in Figures ES-1 and 1-1. Detailed potential substation

locations on aerial photo backdrops are included in the detailed maps

(Appendices E and G).

These figures are included in the Final EIS.  In the Final EIS, a reference

to Figure 1-1 (which shows the substation locations) was added to the

referenced discussion.

 

F-003-029

The impacts of all parts of the Proposal are evaluated, including the

Briggs Road Substation.  The Proposal is described in Section 1.1.1, pp.

44-46.  Please refer to Draft EIS p. 46: “Substation construction and

modification is also included as part of the Proposal.”

 

F-003-030

As explained in the Draft EIS, p. 129, the “tap” locations are just points

where the 161 kV line would tie into the 345 kV line; these tap points do

not have impacts of their own.  A small-scale map of the tap locations is

shown in Draft EIS Figure 2-16 (Final EIS Figure 2-17) and detailed

maps are included in Appendix P.

 

F-003-031

The Draft EIS addresses potential impacts to Lake Byllesby Regional

Park from various route alternatives in Section 2.5.1.1 (on pp. 133, 134,

and 136), in Section 3.5.2.4 (p. 267), and in Section 3.6.2.3 (p. 285). 
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The discussion on p. 285 identifies and describes the 11 route

alternatives that would either cross through portions of the park or border

the western edge.  The Draft EIS addresses potential avoidance

measures in Section 3.5.3.4 (p. 273) and Section 3.6.3 (p. 286).

RUS’ preferred alternative would not impact Lake Byllesby Regional

Park.

 

F-003-032

In the Draft EIS, the Executive Summary (p. 16) and Section 2.5.1.3

identify Route 3B-003 as an option that avoids the McCarthy Lake

Wildlife Management Area (WMA), the associated Biodiversity Sites of

High Significance (as designated by the State of Minnesota), and several

thousand feet of wetland crossing. It follows MN-42 instead of the

existing transmission corridor. As shown in the Final EIS, Figure 3-16,

none of the alternatives avoid  the statutory boundary of the RJD Forest. 

The 3B-003 alternative is shown in detail in the sheet maps in Appendix

E (Sheets MR37 through MR42).

For Routes P and A, as described in Section 3.6.3, impacts on the RJD

Sate Forest and the McCarthy Lake WMA would be minimized by

“following an existing transmission line corridor, by use of the single pole

structure, and by maximizing span lengths.”  In the Final EIS, a

statement has been added to Section 3.6.3 indicating that removal of the

existing line and placing it on the Proposal line would be an additional

mitigation measure.

The biological sites of medium significance (BSMS) are within the RJD

State Forest; thus Alternative 3B-003 would avoid these impacts and the

measures to minimize impacts to the RJD State Forest would include

those sites.

 

F-003-033

In the Final EIS, a reference to 40 CFR 230.91(c)(2) has been added in

Section 3.5.3.3.
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Mitigation for permanent wetland impact and for wetland conversion is

addressed in the Draft EIS (and Final) in Section 3.5.3.3.

 

F-003-034

In the Draft EIS, with 17 alternative routes in Segment 1, 16 in Segment

2, 31 in Segment 3, and 14 in Segment 4, the requested table would

have 118,048 columns.

On a project with many possible route alternative combinations, it is

practical only to compare impacts segment by segment, as presented in

the Draft EIS.

The Final EIS includes a summary table for the preferred alternative.

 

F-003-035

Refer to Draft (and Final) EIS Section 3.5.3.3 for a discussion of wetland

avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures for the Proposal. 

Regarding mitigation measures, as stated in the Draft EIS Section

3.5.3.3, “The required mitigation would be determined based on

consultation with the USACE. However, mitigation ratios are likely to be

2:1 for permanent impacts (loss of wetland). For conversions of forested

wetland to emergent or shrub/scrub, mitigation is likely to be 0.25:1 for

replacement in kind and 0.5:1 for other replacement.” This language was

revised slightly for the Final EIS. Note that the USACE is a cooperating

agency for the EIS.

Note that, as discussed in the Draft (and Final) EIS, transmission lines

can be constructed with very little discharge of dredged or fill material

into Waters of the U.S. because of the small footprint of the poles and

the ability to span streams and to span wetlands that are less than 1,000

feet across.
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F-003-036

In the Draft EIS, The estimates are included in Tables ES-2, ES-3, 2-4,

and 2-5.

 

F-003-037

As discussed in the Draft EIS Section 3.2.2.5, floodplains less than 1,000

feet wide can be spanned. For all routes, Section 3.2.2.5 lists the

floodplain widths greater than 1,000 feet.   If the floodplain can be

spanned, there will be no permanent impacts to the floodplain, unless it

is forested.  Impacts to floodplain forests are discussed in Section 3.5.

Even when non-forested floodplains cannot be spanned, the only

permanent impact is the footprint of the pole.  Measures incorporated

into the Proposal to reduce impacts and potential additional mitigation for

floodplains from pole placement and from construction are discussed in

Section 3.2.3.2.

 

F-003-038

Sensitive wetland information is not currently available for the WI-88

connector options or the Arcadia-Ettrick connector options.  When the

WDNR requested these alternatives be included, they did not require

sensitive wetland information. Neither of these options are included in

RUS' preferred alternative. If either route is identified as part of the

selected alternative, this information would be collected and evaluated,

and presented in RUS' Record of Decision.  As shown in the Draft EIS

Figure ES-1, these options represent a very small percent of the total

length of routes under consideration.

 

F-003-039

CEQ regulations define cumulative impacts as “the impact on the

environment which results from the incremental impact of the action

when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future

actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person
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undertakes such other action. Cumulative impacts can result from

individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a

period of time” (40 CFR 1508.7).  Regarding wetlands, large losses have

occurred in the past.  However, based on available data (Section 4.4.1.1)

and as a result of regulations requiring mitigation for impacts, wetland

areas in the U.S. were unchanged from 1997 to 2007; while more recent

data is not available, it is likely that wetland areas have not declined

since 2007, and that this situation will continue into the future, assuming

existing laws and regulations remain in place.  The maximum possible

total permanent wetland impacts from the Proposal are approximately

0.2 acre (an area approximately 93 feet square), and will be mitigated. 

Based on current trends, the minimal impacts from the Proposal, and the

mitigation that will be done, the Proposal is not expected to contribute to

any cumulative wetland loss.  This discussion has been added to the

Final EIS, Section 4.4.2.4.

 

F-003-040

There will be no permanent direct impacts to surface water bodies,

because they will all be spanned (mentioned at many locations in the

Draft EIS, and included in the summary tables (Tables ES-2, ES-3, 2-4,

and 2-5).  A Section 10 permit will be required for major rivers (as

mentioned in several locations and also included in the summary tables)

and other permits from the states will be required for crossings (Table 1-

2 and 1-3).  Potential impacts from construction are discussed in Section

3.2.2.2.  Some additional impact information has been added to the Final

EIS, in Sections 3.2.2.3 and 3.2.2.4.

 

F-003-041

See responses immediately above.

 

F-003-042
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No wetland impacts will occur as a result of the 1-acre expansion of the

Chester Substation.  This has been added to Section 3.5.2.3.

 

F-003-043

In the Draft EIS, these are discussed in Section 3.2.1.3 Surface Water –

Impaired Waters, p. 186, with a reference to Figure 3-3, where they are

shown.  In the Final EIS, the color of the impaired streams has been

changed and labels identifying stream names have been added to all

streams, not just the major streams as was done in the Draft EIS.

 

F-003-044

Regarding rivers and streams, as discussed in Draft EIS Section 3.2.3.1,

no structures would be placed in streams and no direct impacts to lakes

or streams are anticipated (this was revised slightly in the Final EIS as

noted below).  Surface water impacts are summarized in Tables ES-2,

ES-3, 2-4 and 2-5: “Minimal impacts to water resources are expected

with any alternative. Some short-term impacts to surface water bodies

from runoff from disturbed areas may occur during construction;

however, the required SWPPPs and BMPs will minimize these impacts.

All water bodies will be spanned, and construction equipment will not

enter water bodies. The only potential post-construction impacts would

be related to line repair and maintenance, which would not result in any

direct impacts to water bodies, but could result in minor soil disturbance

that could have short-term and minor impacts on surface water runoff.” 

Note that the Final EIS has been revised to include potential impacts

associated with the use of a barge on the Mississippi River (Section

3.5.1.5).

Additional information in response to this comment has been added to

Sections 3.2.2.3, 3.2.3.1, 3.5.2.3 and 3.5.3.3 in the Final EIS.

RUS believes the discussions are consistent with 40 CFR 1502.2(b):
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“Impacts shall be discussed in proportion to their significance. There

shall be only brief discussion of other than significant issues.”

 

F-003-045

The following has been added to Section 4.2.2: “Construction of the

Proposal will require a stormwater discharge permit and a CWA Section

404 permit for discharge of fill to approximately 0.2 acre of wetland. 

However, once constructed…”

 

F-003-046

In Minnesota alone, there are approximately 300 miles of route

alternatives under consideration.  Given the 1,000 foot Minnesota

permitted route width, the total area in Minnesota under consideration is

over 36,000 acres.  By comparison, the estimated total maximum area of

wetlands to be filled (permanent impacts) in Minnesota is less than 0.1

acre (Tables ES-1 and ES-2).  It does not appear that requiring

delineation of all the alternative routes would justify the cost and

attendant project delays.

RUS recommends continuing the on-going consultation with the USACE,

who will be issuing the Section 404 permit, and conducting wetland and

Waters of the U.S. delineations as recommended by the USACE.  Note

that the USACE is a cooperating agency for the EIS.

 

F-003-047

In the Draft EIS, IBAs are discussed in detail in Section 3.5.1.4 (affected

environment), 3.5.2.4 (consequences), and 3.5.3.4 (measures

incorporated into the Proposal to reduce impacts and other potential

mitigation measures).  Biodiversity and Natural Heritage sites are

discussed in Section 3.5.1.1 (affected environment), 3.5.2.1

(consequences) and 3.5.3.1 (measures incorporated into the Proposal to

reduce impacts and other potential mitigation measures).
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Additional information on birds and other wildlife issues related to the

Upper Mississippi River National Wildlife Refuge has been added to the

Final EIS based on comments from the Department of Interior.

 

F-003-048

According to the USFWS Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) for

the Upper Mississippi River National Wildlife and Fish Refuge (USFWS

2006 reference in Draft EIS), the resource classification system “was

developed in the 1987 Master Plan for the Refuge” (USFWS 2006,

Appendix G, p. 547).  It’s possible that the system may be out of date or

no longer used, as these maps were not included in the 2006 CCP.  The

2006 CCP did identify certain species by resource classification, and this

was included in the Draft EIS analysis (Sections 3.5.1.4 and 3.5.2.4), but

the 2006 CCP did not discuss land-based resource classification. These

maps were not requested for inclusion in the Department of Interior

comments on the Draft EIS, nor had the USFWS as a cooperating

agency mentioned them.  RUS requested them from USFWS, based on

this comment.  The maps provided by the USFWS are included in

Appendix Z.  These maps are included because EPA has requested

them.  RUS does not consider the maps necessary for impact

assessment.

Measures to avoid impacts to USFWS lands and resources are

discussed in Sections 3.5 and 3.6 of the EIS.

 

F-003-049

See Final EIS Section 3.5.1.5, including revisions based on comments

from the Department of Interior.  Note that the USFWS is a cooperating

agency for the EIS.
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F-003-050

See Draft EIS Figure 2-12 for the location of the Mississippi River

crossing, and Appendix M, pdf page 2 of 5, for the pole placement near

the river.  In the Final EIS, a cross-reference to the figure (now Figure 2-

13) and Appendix M has been added to Section 3.5.2.5

 

F-003-051

The routes proposed during the Minnesota EIS scoping process were

included in the Draft EIS, but were not evaluated for all the same criteria

as the routes proposed by the Applicants.  See also Responses F-003-

013, F-003-014, F-003-015, and F-003-016 for a discussion of the routes

proposed during the Minnesota EIS.  State-listed species information

was not obtained for these routes.

If any of the routes proposed during the Minnesota EIS scoping process

are identified as part of the preferred alternative, they will be evaluated

for potential impacts to state-listed species.

 

F-003-052

In the Draft EIS, see Section 3.5.1.5 (pp. 238-239) for information on

state listed species that may be present within route corridors.  Note that

a number of species, including the paddlefish, are present only in

streams and would not be impacted because streams will be spanned (p.

239).  See Draft EIS Section 3.5.2.5 (p. 268) for impacts and Section

3.5.3.5 for measures incorporated into the Proposal to reduce impacts.

Additional information has been added in the Final EIS, Section 3.5.3.5.

 

F-003-053

See added discussion in Final EIS, Section 3.5.3.1.
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F-003-054

See Draft EIS Section 3.5.3.1 (p. 269).  Note that longer spans also

mean taller structures.

 

F-003-055

See added discussion of tree mitigation in Section 3.5.3.1.

 

F-003-056

In the Draft EIS, biodiversity sites are discussed in Section 3.5.1.1

(affected environment), 3.5.2.1 (consequences) and 3.5.3.1 (measures

incorporated into the Proposal to reduce impacts and other potential

mitigation measures).  In Draft EIS Section 3.5.2.1, detailed descriptions

of potential impacts to MnDNR biodiversity sites by route alternate are

found on pp. 240-249.

 

F-003-057

See added discussion for Minnesota in Section 3.5.3.2.

 

F-003-058

Draft EIS Section 2.4.2.3 discusses power pole installation and where

guy wires could be used.  However, the proposed method of installation

does not require guy wires (Draft EIS Section 2.4.2.3, p. 120 and 3.5.2.4,

p. 259).  As noted, a few areas with difficult access may require guy

wires.  As noted in the Draft EIS p. 259, guy wires, similar to other wires,

can present bird collision hazards.

In the Final EIS, the use of self-supporting poles has been added to the

discussion in Section 3.5.3.4.

 

F-003-059

In the Draft EIS, see discussion of planned use of bird flight diverters in

Section 3.5.3.4, p. 272.  Additional information has been added to the

Federal Agency Comments S-31



Final EIS based on comments from the Department of Interior.

As a cooperating agency for the EIS, USFWS reviewed and provided

comment on the preliminary Draft EIS.  The Draft EIS includes the

revisions based on comments from USFWS.  The Department of Interior

has provided additional comments on the Draft EIS.  Responses to these

comments have been incorporated into the Final EIS. The USFWS is

particularly concerned about potential impacts to eagles.  As discussed

in Section 3.5.2.4 the USFWS has worked with RUS and the Applicant to

obtain additional information about the eagle areas of concern.

 

F-003-060

The MDNR has not identified any trumpeter swan populations of concern

for the Proposal.  The referenced sentence has been deleted from the

Final EIS.

 

F-003-061

In the Draft EIS, see discussion of planned use of bird flight diverters in

Section 3.5.3.4, p. 272.  Additional information has been added to the

Final EIS based on comments from the Department of Interior.

As a cooperating agency for the EIS, USFWS reviewed and provided

comment on the preliminary Draft EIS.  The Draft EIS includes the

revisions based on comments from USFWS.  The Department of Interior

has provided additional comments on the Draft EIS.  Responses to these

comments have been incorporated into the Final EIS. The USFWS is

particularly concerned about potential impacts to eagles.  As discussed

in Section 3.5.2.4 the USFWS has worked with RUS and the Applicant to

obtain additional information about the eagle areas of concern.

 

F-003-062

As discussed in the Draft EIS Section 3.5.3.4, APLIC guidance for
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mitigation of collisions (APLIC 1994) will be followed in general, and

APLIC guidance for mitigation of electrocution (APLIC 2005) will be

followed for 69-kV lines.  Because of the distance between conductors

on the higher-voltage lines, electrocution is not of concern for the 345 kV

line.

Refer to the description of the Proposal in Draft EIS Section 2 for

locations of rebuild of 69 kV lines.  As explained in Section 2.4.2.1,

summarized in Table 2-2 and illustrated in Figure 2-11, when the

proposed 345-kV (or 161 kV) line is collocated with an existing line

(including 69 kV), the existing poles will be removed and the existing line

will be placed on the new poles.  Locations where alternatives are within

69-kV corridors are identified in Section 2.4.2.5.

In the Final EIS, additional discussion has been added to Section 3.5.3.4

to clarify the difference between the purpose of the APLIC 1994 and

2005 guidance.

 

F-003-063

As discussed in Draft EIS Section 2.4.2.1, all proposed pole heights are

less than 200 feet, the height at which FAA regulations require lighting. 

In the Final EIS, a discussion has also been added to Section 3.5.3.4.

 

F-003-064

The North Rochester to Chester 161-kV line and the Chester Substation

have been added to the referenced figure (Figure 2-7 in the Final EIS).

 

F-003-065

All impacts from the Chester line have been included in the Final EIS.

 

F-003-066

In the Draft EIS, see Figure 2-12 for the location of the Mississippi River
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crossing (on an aerial photo base), and Appendix M, pdf page 2 of 5, for

a more detailed depiction (on an aerial photo base).

 

F-003-067

See Responses F-003-013, F-003-014, F-003-015, and F-003-016,

above, regarding figures.

 

F-003-068

In the Final EIS, additional information has been added to Section 3.3.3

regarding dust mitigation during construction and low-sulfur and ultra-low

sulfur diesel fuel requirements (assuming this is what the reviewer

means by “low diesel fuel”).

 

F-003-069

On March 8, 2012, RUS requested that EPA provide the basis for the

concern that the Proposal could potentially result in impacts to the

NAAQS and may therefore warrant monitoring or the implementation of

“BMPs for NAAQS.”  RUS has not received a reply.  RUS found no data

regarding either the Proposal or the NAAQS attainment status of the

Proposal area to suggest potential impacts to the NAAQS.

 

F-003-070

See Responses F-003-068 and F-003-069 above.

 

F-003-071

In the Draft EIS, expected noise levels from operation are presented in

Section 3.4.1 and Table 3-3.  In the Final EIS, a table of typical

construction noise levels has been added.

Given that there are over 400 miles of alternative routes and, as

described in the Draft EIS, Section 3.4.1, operational noise is expected

to be barely perceptible, the requested level of analysis does not appear

Federal Agency Comments S-34



to be warranted and has not been included.  See 40 CFR 1502.2(b) and

1502.5.

 

F-003-072

In the Final EIS, agency and tribal consultation is summarized in Section

3.9, with details in Appendix Y.

 

F-003-073

The Draft EIS figures appear to be adequate for analysis. Based on

previously addressed comments, it appears that the reviewer may not

have noticed the detailed sheet maps included for routes under detailed

consideration.  See also Responses F-003-013, F-003-014, F-003-015,

and F-003-016, above, regarding figures.
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F-004-001

Potential bird collision impacts are discussed in EIS Section 3.5.2.4 and

measures to reduce impacts and other potential mitigation measures are

discussed in Section 3.5.3.4.  Sections 3.5.2.4 and 3.5.3.4 of the EIS has

been expanded to incorporate information from those references

provided in the comment that are not already included in the Draft EIS

discussion.
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F-004-002

In the Draft EIS, the BGEPA and publicly available information on bald

and golden eagles (as well as other raptors and other nesting birds) are

summarized in Section 3.5.1.4, potential for impact (by species) and

coordination with USFWS on obtaining additional eagle information are

discussed in Section 3.5.2.4, and preconstruction surveys, take permits,

measures to reduce impacts and other potential mitigation measures are

discussed in Section 3.5.3.4.  These sections have been expanded to

incorporate additional information provided in the comment, as well as

information obtained from eagle research conducted in February 2012. 

It should be noted that there are existing eagles nests within two miles of

the existing transmission route that is the preferred alternative for

crossing the Mississippi River.
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F-004-003

The information provided in the comment has been added to Section

3.5.2.5.
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F-004-004

The words “or by the USFWS” were added at the end of the referenced

sentence at both locations.

 

F-004-005

The following was added to the referenced table (Table 2-6 in the Final

EIS):  “In addition, both Routes 1P and 1A pass through an area that

may contain unrecorded populations of the federally endangered

Minnesota dwarf trout lily (Erythronium propullans).”

The dwarf trout lily range map included with the comments has been

added to Section 3.5.1.5 (as Figure 3-14).
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F-004-006

The noted language has been added to Table 1-1.

 

Federal Agency Comments S-42



F-004-007

The Q1 Rebuild is not included in the Final EIS; therefore, the reference

text has been deleted.

 

F-004-008

A complete list of birds from the USGS Breeding Bird Survey routes

within or near the Proposal Area has been added to the EIS, as Table N-

3 in Appendix N, and a discussion has been added to Section 3.5.1.4

(Other Birds).  For each species, this table includes the USGS category

(wetland, woodland, successional/scrub or urban), the most recent

USGS trend analysis, and information from the USFWS utility bird

fatality/injury report.  The requested assessment of effects relative to

trends is included in Section 3.5.2.4 (Other Birds).

 

F-004-009

The referenced discussion has been corrected as noted and expanded

to incorporate the information provided in the comment (Section 3.5.1.5).

 

F-004-010

The text has been revised as noted (Section 3.5.1.5).
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F-004-011

The information provided has been added to Section 3.5.2.4 of the EIS,

and the noted missing punctuation has been corrected.

 

F-004-012

The information provided has been added to Section 3.5.2.4 of the EIS.
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F-004-013

The boundaries of Whitman Dam Wildlife Area on the referenced figures

(now Figures 3-10 and 3-11) have been highlighted and a reference to

this area has been added to the text.  The requested analysis has been

added to Section 3.5.2.4, using information from the Wisconsin DNR, the

Wisconsin Bird Conservation Initiative, the Wisconsin Final EIS for the

project (prepared jointly by the Wisconsin DNR and the Wisconsin PSC),

and USFWS bird monitoring data.
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F-004-014

The quoted statement has been revised and the applicable discussions

in Section 3.5.2.4 have expanded to incorporate the other areas listed.
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F-004-015

This statement has been deleted and the discussion expanded to identify

those areas that pose higher risks for bird collisions (Section 3.5.2.4).

 

F-004-016

The referenced discussion has been expanded to include the information

provided in the comment (Section 3.5.2.5).

 

F-004-017

The discussion has been revised as noted in the comment (Section

3.5.3.4).

 

F-004-018

The stated USFWS conclusion has been added to Section 3.5.2.4.  The

information regarding follow up review has been added to Section

3.5.3.4.

 

F-004-019

While the landowner submitted this comment on the Proposal, his

property is not actually within any alternative ROWs.  This has been

clarified in the Final EIS (Section 3.5.3.5).
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F-004-020

The noted information has been added to Section 3.5.2.5 and cross-

referenced in Section 3.6.1.3.
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S-001-001

Regarding the McCarthy WMA, the Applicants are currently reviewing

the existing Dairyland Power easements to confirm that the proposed

345 kV double circuit transmission line can be constructed and

maintained in compliance with these existing easements and would not

require the taking or conversion of Pittman-Robertson grant funded

lands.  If the taking or conversion of Pittman-Roberson grant-funded

lands would be required, the Applicants would continue to work with both

MDNR and USFWS.  This information has been added to the Final EIS

(Sections 2.6.1, 3.6.2.3 and 3.6.3).

Impacts to the Douglas Trail area would be minimized by locating the

transmission line right of way outside of the trail right-of-way, thus

avoiding tree clearing along the trail. The Applicants would work with the

MDNR during the detailed design and permitting stages to develop a

mitigation plan that would minimize the loss of trees.  In addition, the

Proposal would not cross the trail or have other direct impacts to it;

therefore the conversion or taking of Land and Water Conservation

Fund land would not be required.  This information has been added to

the Final EIS (Section 3.6.3).
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S-001-002

The Public Waters Work permit is addressed in Table 1-2.  The

Applicants are aware of the requirements.

 

S-001-003

Avoidance measures related to the fen along the 3A/3P Kellogg

Alternative are not included in the Final EIS, as this route is not part of

RUS’ preferred alternative.  Should this route be selected, avoidance

measures would be included in RUS’ Record of Decision.

 

S-001-004

The provisions related to tree preservation and planting of low or slowing

growing trees in the ROW that are included in the Minnesota route

permit for the Proposal have been described in Section 3.5.3.1.  The

Applicants are required to comply with applicable local ordinances.

 

S-001-005

Information related to MDNR’s responsibility under Minn Stat 84.94 to

“conduct a program of identification and classification of potentially

valuable publicly or privately owned aggregate” has been added to

Section 3.1.1.3.  A general discussion of aggregate encumbrances has

been added to Section 3.1.2.1.  However, because no aggregate

resources identified by MDNR as “containing significant aggregate

deposits” under Minn Stat 84.94 would be impacted by any of the

alternative routes (Section 3.1.2.1), a map showing impacts is not

included.
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S-002-001

Water resources and associated impacts and requirements, including

construction stormwater permits, are discussed in Section 3.2.

 

State Agency Comments S-53



S-003-001

Comment noted.

 

State Agency Comments S-54



S-004-001

Comment noted.

 

State Agency Comments S-55



S-005-001

Changed as requested, except for addition related to Form DT1812 as

there are no wildlife tunnels included in the project.

 

State Agency Comments S-56



S-005-002

Comment noted.

 

S-005-003

Corrected to 80 ft.

 

S-005-004

Changed as requested.

 

S-005-005

Corrected to Table 2-5.

 

S-005-006

The referenced text was changed as follows:  “Current miles of

transmission line paralleling the GRRNSB along Q1-Highway 35.”  This

allows a clear, standard comparison among the alternatives.  Information

regarding screening effects is addressed in Section 3.7.2.

 

S-005-007

Comments have been incorporated into Section 3.7.2.

 

State Agency Comments S-57



S-005-008

Information from the FHWA letter and the referenced regulations has

been added to Section 3.7.2.

 

S-005-009

WisDOT’s determination has been added to Section 3.7.3.

 

S-005-010

Changed as requested.

 

S-005-011

Information has been added to Section 3.7.2.

 

State Agency Comments S-58



S-005-012

Comment noted.

 

S-005-013

Comment noted.

 

State Agency Comments S-59



State Agency Comments S-60



State Agency Comments S-61



State Agency Comments S-62



State Agency Comments S-63



S-006-001

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A01-Miscellaneous.

 

State Agency Comments S-64



S-006-002

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category F: Water

Resources, F02-Surface Water.

 

S-006-003

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category C:

Alternatives, C07-Opposition to or Preference for a Specific Alternative.

 

State Agency Comments S-65



S-006-004

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category I: Biological

Resources, I01-General/Other.

 

S-006-005

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category J:

Land Resources, J05-Other Public Lands.

 

S-006-006

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category E:

Geology and Soils, E02-Mines/Quarries, General.

 

State Agency Comments S-66



S-006-007

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category C:

Alternatives, C07-Opposition to or Preference for a Specific Alternative.

 

S-006-008

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category J:

Land Resources, J05-Other Public Lands.

 

S-006-009

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category I: Biological

Resources, I03-Birds.

 

S-006-010

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category I: Biological

Resources, I08-Vegetative Management Practices.

 

S-006-011

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category C:

Alternatives, C07-Opposition to or Preference for a Specific Alternative.

 

S-006-012

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A01-Miscellaneous.

 

S-006-013

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category C:

Alternatives, C10-Mississippi River Crossing.

 

State Agency Comments S-67



S-006-014

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category I: Biological

Resources, I04-Special Status Species.

 

S-006-015

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A06-Comments Unrelated to RUS Draft EIS.

 

S-006-016

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category I: Biological

Resources, I04-Special Status Species.

 

S-006-017

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A01-Miscellaneous.

 

State Agency Comments S-68



S-006-018

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category I: Biological

Resources, I09-Conservation Easements.

 

S-006-019

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A06-Comments Unrelated to RUS Draft EIS.

 

S-006-020

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category F: Water

Resources, F02-Surface Water.

 

S-006-021

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A01-Miscellaneous.

 

S-006-022

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category I: Biological

Resources, I05-Invasive Species.

 

State Agency Comments S-69



S-006-023

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A01-Miscellaneous.

 

S-006-024

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A06-Comments Unrelated to RUS Draft EIS.

 

State Agency Comments S-70



S-006-025

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A06-Comments Unrelated to RUS Draft EIS.

 

S-006-026

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A01-Miscellaneous.

 

S-006-027

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category I: Biological

Resources, I04-Special Status Species.

 

State Agency Comments S-71



S-006-028

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A01-Miscellaneous.

 

S-006-029

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category J:

Land Resources, J05-Other Public Lands.

 

S-006-030

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category C:

Alternatives, C07-Opposition to or Preference for a Specific Alternative.

 

S-006-031

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category J:

Land Resources, J05-Other Public Lands.

 

State Agency Comments S-72



S-006-032

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category C:

Alternatives, C07-Opposition to or Preference for a Specific Alternative.

 

S-006-033

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category D:

Consultation, Coordination, and Public Involvement, D01-General/Other.

 

S-006-034

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category C:

Alternatives, C07-Opposition to or Preference for a Specific Alternative.

 

S-006-035

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category J:

Land Resources, J05-Other Public Lands.

 

State Agency Comments S-73



S-006-036

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category C:

Alternatives, C01-General/Other.

 

S-006-037

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A06-Comments Unrelated to RUS Draft EIS.

 

State Agency Comments S-74



S-006-038

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A06-Comments Unrelated to RUS Draft EIS.

 

S-006-039

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category J:

Land Resources, J01-General/Other.

 

State Agency Comments S-75



L-001-001

Comment noted.

 

Local Agency Comments S-76



Local Agency Comments S-77



Local Agency Comments S-78



L-002-001

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A11-General Environmental Impact.

 

L-002-002

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category K:

Visual Resources, K01-General/Other.

 

L-002-003

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category B: Purpose &

Need, B02-Need Questioned.

 

L-002-004

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category C:

Alternatives, C01-General/Other.

 

L-002-005

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A13-General Comments not Requiring Response.

 

L-002-006

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category J:

Land Resources, J01-General/Other.

 

L-002-007

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A02-General Opposition.

 

Local Agency Comments S-79



L-002-008

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category N: Public

Health and Safety, N02-Health Effects of EMF.

 

L-002-009

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A01-Miscellaneous.

 

L-002-010

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A02-General Opposition.

 

L-002-011

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A06-Comments Unrelated to RUS Draft EIS.

 

L-002-012

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category B: Purpose &

Need, B03-Benefit to Local Customers Questioned.

 

L-002-013

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category B: Purpose &

Need, B02-Need Questioned.

 

L-002-014

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category C:

Alternatives, C01-General/Other.

 

Local Agency Comments S-80



L-002-015

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A06-Comments Unrelated to RUS Draft EIS.

 

Local Agency Comments S-81



Local Agency Comments S-82



L-003-001

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A02-General Opposition.

 

L-003-002

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category B: Purpose &

Need, B02-Need Questioned.

 

L-003-003

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category B: Purpose &

Need, B03-Benefit to Local Customers Questioned.

 

L-003-004

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category N: Public

Health and Safety, N01-General/Other.

 

L-003-005

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category O:

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice, O05-Property Values.

 

L-003-006

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category C:

Alternatives, C01-General/Other.

 

L-003-007

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A02-General Opposition.

 

Local Agency Comments S-83



L-004-001

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A13-General Comments not Requiring Response.

 

L-004-002

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category C:

Alternatives, C08-Use of Existing Corridors.

 

Local Agency Comments S-84



Local Agency Comments S-85



L-005-001

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category K:

Visual Resources, K01-General/Other.

 

L-005-002

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category B: Purpose &

Need, B02-Need Questioned.

 

L-005-003

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category O:

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice, O05-Property Values.

 

L-005-004

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category C:

Alternatives, C01-General/Other.

 

Local Agency Comments S-86



L-005-005

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category B: Purpose &

Need, B02-Need Questioned.

 

L-005-006

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category K:

Visual Resources, K01-General/Other.

 

L-005-007

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category O:

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice, O05-Property Values.

 

L-005-008

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category O:

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice, O07-Tourism.

 

L-005-009

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category N: Public

Health and Safety, N02-Health Effects of EMF.

 

L-005-010

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category C:

Alternatives, C01-General/Other.

 

L-005-011

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category C:

Alternatives, C08-Use of Existing Corridors.

 

L-005-012

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category C:

Alternatives, C07-Opposition to or Preference for a Specific Alternative.

Local Agency Comments S-87



Local Agency Comments S-88



Local Agency Comments S-89



L-006-001

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A11-General Environmental Impact.

 

L-006-002

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category K:

Visual Resources, K01-General/Other.

 

L-006-003

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category B: Purpose &

Need, B02-Need Questioned.

 

L-006-004

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category C:

Alternatives, C01-General/Other.

 

L-006-005

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A13-General Comments not Requiring Response.

 

L-006-006

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category J:

Land Resources, J01-General/Other.

 

L-006-007

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A02-General Opposition.

 

L-006-008

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category N: Public

Health and Safety, N02-Health Effects of EMF.

Local Agency Comments S-90



L-006-009

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A01-Miscellaneous.

 

L-006-010

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category C:

Alternatives, C08-Use of Existing Corridors.

 

L-006-011

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A02-General Opposition.

 

L-006-012

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A06-Comments Unrelated to RUS Draft EIS.

 

L-006-013

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category B: Purpose &

Need, B03-Benefit to Local Customers Questioned.

 

L-006-014

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category B: Purpose &

Need, B02-Need Questioned.

 

L-006-015

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category C:

Alternatives, C01-General/Other.

 

L-006-016

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A06-Comments Unrelated to RUS Draft EIS.

Local Agency Comments S-91



Local Agency Comments S-92



Local Agency Comments S-93



L-007-001

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category J:

Land Resources, J02-Land Use and Zoning.

 

L-007-002

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A06-Comments Unrelated to RUS Draft EIS.

 

Local Agency Comments S-94



L-007-003

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A06-Comments Unrelated to RUS Draft EIS.

 

Local Agency Comments S-95



L-008-001

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category K:

Visual Resources, K01-General/Other.

 

L-008-002

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category I: Biological

Resources, I01-General/Other.

 

L-008-003

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category K:

Visual Resources, K01-General/Other.

 

L-008-004

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category O:

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice, O05-Property Values.

 

Local Agency Comments S-96



L-008-005

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category N: Public

Health and Safety, N01-General/Other.

 

L-008-006

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category O:

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice, O07-Tourism.

 

L-008-007

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category C:

Alternatives, C01-General/Other.

 

L-008-008

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category B: Purpose &

Need, B02-Need Questioned.

 

L-008-009

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A11-General Environmental Impact.

 

L-008-010

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category O:

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice, O05-Property Values.

 

L-008-011

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category O:

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice, O07-Tourism.

 

L-008-012

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category N: Public

Health and Safety, N01-General/Other.

Local Agency Comments S-97



L-008-013

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category C:

Alternatives, C07-Opposition to or Preference for a Specific Alternative.

 

Local Agency Comments S-98



L-009-001

The resolution is discussed in the Final EIS, as are potential impacts to

Lake Byllesby Regional Park.

 

Local Agency Comments S-99



Local Agency Comments S-100



Local Agency Comments S-101



L-010-001

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A11-General Environmental Impact.

 

L-010-002

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category J:

Land Resources, J02-Land Use and Zoning.

 

L-010-003

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category B: Purpose &

Need, B04-Dairyland Power Corporation Need Questioned.

 

L-010-004

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category C:

Alternatives, C01-General/Other.

 

L-010-005

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category O:

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice, O05-Property Values.

 

L-010-006

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category O:

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice, O07-Tourism.

 

L-010-007

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category B: Purpose &

Need, B02-Need Questioned.

 

Local Agency Comments S-102



L-010-008

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category N: Public

Health and Safety, N01-General/Other.

 

L-010-009

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category A:

General/Other, A11-General Environmental Impact.

 

Local Agency Comments S-103



L-011-001

The Proposal purpose and needs are discussed in Sections 1.1 and 1.2

and the comparative impacts of alternatives studied in detail are

discussed in Section 2.5.

 

Local Agency Comments S-104



T-001-001

Please refer to Appendix C, Table C-4, Comment Category M: Historic

and Cultural Resources, M02-Archaeological.

 

Tribal Comments S-105
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