
198506513v2

Taft Stettinius & Hollister LLP / Taftlaw.com / The Modern Law Firm

Kodi J. Verhalen
612.977.8591
KVerhalen@Taftlaw.com

2200 IDS Center, 80 South 8th Street
Minneapolis, MN 55402-2210
Tel: 612.977.8400 | Fax: 612.977.8650
taftlaw.com

March 3, 2026

Sasha Bergman
Executive Secretary
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
121 Seventh Place East, Suite 350
St. Paul, MN 55101

Re: Reply Comments on Certificate of Need Application Completeness
In the Matter of the Application of Minnesota Power, Great River Energy, and
Otter Tail Power Company for a Certificate of Need for the Maple River - Cuyuna
345 kV Transmission Line Project
MPUC Docket No. E015, ET2, E017/CN-25-109

Dear Ms. Bergman:

Minnesota Power, Great River Energy, and Otter Tail Power Company
(collectively, the “Applicants”) respectfully submit this reply to the comments submitted in
response to the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission’s (“Commission”) Notice of
Comment Period on Application Completeness (“Notice”) for the Maple River to Cuyuna
345 kV Transmission Line Project (“Project”) by the Minnesota Department of Commerce,
Division of Energy Resources (“DOC-DER”), Commission Energy Infrastructure
Permitting Unit (“PUC-EIP”), Midcontinent Independent System Operator (“MISO”), and
Donna J. Andersen and Curtis Andersen and Donna’s Acres, LLC (“Andersens”).

On February 9, 2026, the Commission issued the Notice for the Project and
included the following topics for comment:

 Does the Certificate of Need Application contain the information required by
Minnesota Rule Chapter 7849.0220, subp. 2?

 Are there any contested issues of fact with respect to the representations
made in the [Certificate of Need A]pplication?

 Should the Commission stay the Certificate of Need [A]pplication, so that it
can be reviewed in a joint proceeding with the route permit application?
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 Are there other issues or concerns related to this matter?

On February 24, 2026, DOC-DER, PUC-EIP, MISO, and the Andersens filed
comments. No commenter identified any information required under Minn. R. 7849.0220,
subp. 2 that was omitted from the Certificate of Need Application.1 Accordingly, the
Applicants respectfully request that the Commission determine that the Certificate of
Need Application is substantially complete, stay the Certificate of Need proceeding until
the Applicants file the Route Permit Application, order that the Certificate of Need be
subject to the Commission’s comment and reply process, and grant the variance request
to Minnesota Rules 7849.1200 and 7849.1400 as requested by the PUC-EIP.

DOC-DER

The Applicants appreciate DOC-DER’s expedient review and verification that all
information necessary under Minn. R. 7849.0220, subp. 2 was included in the Certificate
of Need Application. DOC-DER recommended that the Commission accept the Certificate
of Need Application as substantially complete and that the Certificate of Need proceeding
be stayed until the Applicants file the Route Permit Application for the Project.2 The DOC-
DER also stated that the Commission’s process of comments and reply comments will be
sufficient to develop and address issues in this proceeding.3 The Applicants support
DOC-DER’s recommendations, believe that the Commission’s comment and reply
process will be sufficient to develop the record, and agree with the conclusion that the
Certificate of Need Application is substantially complete.

DOC-DER also identified several items for further inquiry during the proposed
process.4 The Applicants have provided initial responses at Attachment 1 to this filing.
Additional information that DOC-DER may need to evaluate the Project through the
proposed process can be addressed during a joint proceeding with the Route Permit
Application when that is filed with the Commission, including through Information
Requests, as DOC-DER has done in prior Commission Certificate of Need comment and
reply proceedings.5

1 The Andersens state: “While the Certificate of Need does arguably contain the information required, due
to the exemptions granted by the Commission, much information necessary to determine if the project is
indeed needed is not provided.” Initial Comments of Donna J. Andersen and Curtis Andersen, et. al. at 4
(Feb. 24, 2026) (eDocket No. 20262-228586-01) (“Andersens Initial Comments”). The Andersens do not
identify any information that is required by Minn. R. 7849.0220, supb. 2 for which the Commission did not
already grant an exemption.
2 DOC-DER Comments at 5-6 (Feb. 24, 2026) (eDocket No. 20262-228585-01).
3 Id. at 3.
4 Id. at 4-5.
5 See In the Matter of the Application of Great River Energy and Minnesota Power for a Route Permit and
Certificate of Need for the Northland Reliability Project 345 kV Transmission Line, Docket Nos. E015,
ET2/TL-22-415 and E015, ET2/CN-22-416, Department of Commerce Division of Energy Resources
Comments at Attachment 2 (May 24, 2024) (eDocket No. 20245-207084-01).
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PUC-EIP

The Applicants appreciate PUC-EIP’s review of the Certificate of Need Application.
PUC-EIP recommended the Commission accept the Certificate of Need Application as
substantially complete and grant a variance to Minnesota Rules 7849.1200 and
7849.1400.6 The PUC-EIP reasoned a variance was needed to avoid an excessive
burden by requiring the Department of Commerce to perform environmental review
activities that the legislature has tasked Commission staff with conducting for large energy
infrastructure facilities. Granting such a variance would be consistent with the
requirements under Minn. R. 7829.3200, subp. 1. Granting a variance to Minn. R.
7849.1400 would also allow for the Certificate of Need and Route Permit Applications to
be reviewed in a joint proceeding, as requested by the Applicants. The requested
variance would not adversely affect the public interest – instead promoting efficiency for
the agencies and for interested persons to combine review of the Certificate of Need and
Route Permit Applications, as opposed to requiring two separate proceedings.

MISO

The Applicants appreciate MISO’s review and supportive comments of the
Certificate of Need Application. MISO stated that the Certificate of Need Application is
accurate and that it contains no contested issues of fact.7 MISO supported the Applicants
request to stay the Certificate of Need proceeding until the Route Permit Application is
filed.8 The Applicants appreciate MISO’s comments and share its support to stay the
Certificate of Need proceeding until the Route Permit Application is filed.

Andersens

The Andersens provided comments regarding potential impacts of the Project on
their individual property located within the Notice Area as well as several procedural
matters.

First, the Andersens raise several Project routing considerations around their
property. Namely, their property borders the Hubbard County Road and Becker County
line, borders the southern end of the Lowe State Wildlife Management Area, has two
transmission lines at the north and south ends of their property, and has a pipeline that
runs to the east of their property.9 Should the Andersens’ property remain within a
proposed or alternative route for the Project, the Applicants believe such considerations
can be addressed during the Route Permit proceeding under Minn. Stat. § 216I.05 in

6 PUC-EIP Comments on CN Application Completeness at 1-2 (Feb. 24, 2026) (eDocket No. 20262-
228531-01).
7 Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc. Comments at 5 (Feb. 24, 2026) (eDocket No. 20262-
228547-01).
8 Id. at 3.
9 Andersens’ Initial Comments at 1-4.
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Docket No. E015,ET2,E017/TL-25-110 after the Route Permit Application has been
filed.10

Second, although they agree that the Applicants have provided the information
required by Minn. Stat. 7849.0220, subp. 2, the Andersens raised several questions as
to whether the Applicants have demonstrated the need for the Project and advocate for
a contested case proceeding. Specifically, the Andersens claim the Applicants did not
demonstrate whether the following items were considered:

 The Project is needed under Minnesota law, beyond the need demonstrated
by MISO’s Tranche 2.1;11

 The needed capacity of the Project;12

 The need and impact of additional voltage;13

 The use of existing transmission lines;14

 Accurate project cost estimates;15

 Resource planning in Minnesota and North Dakota;16

 Ratepayer cost impacts;17 and

 Additional analyses of alternative non-transmission solutions.18

The Applicants note that the Application includes a discussion of these topics.19

To the extent that the Andersens believe that additional information is needed, this can
be addressed through the comment and reply process recommended by the DOC-DER.
Minn. R. 7829.1200 provides that informal proceedings “may be used when contested
case proceedings are not required, for example, when: There are no material facts in

10 The Applicants anticipate filing the Route Permit Application by August 2026.
11 Id. at 7.
12 Id. at 8.
13 Id. at 9.
14 Id. at 4.
15 Andersens’ Initial Comments at 10.
16 Id. at 14.
17 Id. at 15.
18 Id. at 16-20.
19 In the Matter of the Application for a Certificate of Need for the Maple River – Cuyuna 345 kV
Transmission Line Project, Docket No. 25-109, APPLICATION AND APPENDICES A THROUGH E at 53-70 (3.
Project Purpose and Need: 3.4 Meeting Member and Customer Needs and Enhancing Resiliency); 18
(2.4 Project Costs); 19 (2.4.3 Effect on Rates); 76-85 (4. Alternatives) (Jan. 30, 2026) (eDocket No.
20261-227645-02).
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dispute: . . .” While the Andersens pose several topics for further inquiry in their
comments, they have not identified contested issues of material fact under Minnesota law
that would benefit from a contested case proceeding. Such inquiry can be made as it has
been in prior Certificate of Need proceedings through informal proceedings.20 These
informal proceedings will provide a sufficient opportunity for the Andersens to seek, and
the Applicants to provide, information on the need for the Project.

Overall, the Andersens claim many facts in the Certificate of Need Application are
“contested,”21 thereby, justifying the need to refer the matter to the Court of Administrative
Hearings for a contested case proceeding.22 However, simply because one party claims
a fact is “contested” does not mean there are issues of material fact nor does it mean a
contested case proceeding is needed to resolve a fact or issue. The Commission may
refer a matter to a contested case if there are “contested material facts and there is a right
to a hearing under state or rule” or if the Commission finds “that all significant issues have
not been resolved to its satisfaction.”23 Neither situation applies here. Notably, the
Commission has developed the record with detailed analyses of numerous Certificate of
Need proceedings for other MISO projects without a contested case proceeding.24 The
Andersens’ inquiries can be addressed through an informal proceeding. The Applicants
do not support the recommendation to refer the Certificate of Need Application to a
contested case proceeding.

Third, the Andersens state that the Notice was a “failure” because landowners did
not receive notice from the Commission or the Applicants of the comment period on the
Certificate of Need Application’s completeness.25 The Andersens’ claim that the

20 In the Matter of the Application of Great River Energy and Minnesota Power for a Certificate of Need
and Route Permit for an Approximately 180-mile, Double Circuit 345-kV Transmission Line in Itasca,
Aitkin, Crow Wing, Morrison, Benton, and Sherburne Counties, Docket Nos. E015, ET2/TL-22-415 and
E015, ET2/CN-22-416, ORDER ACCEPTING APPLICATIONS AS COMPLETE AND ESTABLISHING PROCEDURAL
REQUIREMENTS at Order Point 3 (Nov. 15, 2023) (eDocket No. 202311-200529-01); In that docket, the
Andersens attorney, Ms. Overland, also requested a contested case for the Northland Reliability Project
on behalf of NoCapX 2020 and as an individual, raising many of the same issues there that the
Andersens present for the Project. There, the Commission ordered that the record be developed using
the Commission’s informal record development process. Id. at 3.
21 Andersens’ Initial Comments at 7-16.
22 Id. at 22.
23 Minn. R. 7829.1000.
24 See In the Matter of the Application of Great River Energy and Minnesota Power for a Route Permit
and Certificate of Need for the Northland Reliability Project 345 kV Transmission Line, Docket Nos. E015,
ET2/TL-22-415 and E015, ET2/CN-22-416; In the Matter of the Application for a Route Permit for the Big
Stone South to Alexandria 345 kV Transmission Project in West-Central Minnesota, Docket No. E017,
ET10/TL-23-160; In the Matter of the Application of Xcel Energy for a Certificate of Need and Route
Permit for the Mankato – Mississippi 345 kV Transmission Line Project in Southeast Minnesota, Docket
Nos. E002/CN-22-532 and E002/TL-23-157.
25 Id. at 20-21.
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Commission failed to provide notice of this comment period is not aligned with the
notification requirements under Minnesota law.

In their comments, the Andersens recommend the Commission should “obtain the
utility landowner list,” send the Notice to that list of landowners, and extend the Notice
comment period.26 However, this recommendation is not supported by Minnesota law.
Minn. R. 7829.2500, subp. 3 provides that notice of a Certificate of Need filing must be
given on an applicable general service list and on persons who were parties to its last
general rate case.27 Minnesota law does not require that the Commission provide a copy
of the Notice to a landowner list created by either the commenters or the Applicants.

The Applicants followed Minnesota law to provide notice of this Project through the
implementation of the Commission-approved Notice Plan and via notice required under
Minn. R. 7829.2500, subp. 3 upon filing the Certificate of Need Application.28 The Notice
Plan was not implemented until after the DOC-DER reviewed, and the Commission
approved, the Notice Plan. The Notice Plan was implemented prior to the Applicants’ filing
the Certificate of Need Application and in advance of the Commission issuing the Notice
on February 9, 2026.29 The Notice Plan mailing included a detailed overview of the
regulatory review process, the regulatory schedule, and specific instructions on how any
interested person can subscribe to the Project’s Certificate of Need docket and receive
copies of all filed notices, such as the Notice.30

Fourth, the Andersens claim the Project “needs the full attention inherent in an
Environmental Impact Statement.”31 However, Minnesota law clearly states which type of
environmental review is required for a high-voltage transmission line.32 Minn. R.
7849.0230 provides that an environmental report is necessary for a Certificate of Need
application. Minn. Stat. §§ 216I.06 and 216I.07 set forth the type of environmental review
necessary for a Route Permit application, which is dependent on the scope of the
proposed project. Specifically, if a high-voltage transmission line has a capacity in excess
of 300 kilovolts, and at least 80 percent of the line distance in Minnesota is located along
an existing high-voltage transmission line right-of-way, then the Project will fall under
Standard Review and require an environmental assessment.33 If the Project does not
meet this requirement, then it would be reviewed under the Major Review and require an

26 Andersens’ Initial Comments at 21.
27 Minn. R. 7829.2500.
28 Notice Plan Filing (Jan. 23, 2026) (eDocket No. 20261-227314-01); Certificate of Service - Application
(Jan. 30, 2026) (eDocket No. 20261-227645-
06https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/{B0FA0F9C-0000-C739-858A-
55930BEE578D}/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=19).
29 The Notice Plan was mailed to landowners on January 5, 2026 and the Commission issued the Notice
on Application Completeness on February 9, 2026.
30 Notice Plan Filing at Attachment A, Pages 4 -5 (Jan. 23, 2026) (eDocket No. 20261-227314-01).
31 Andersens’ Initial Comments at 21.
32 See Minn. Stat. §§ 216I.06 and 216I.07.
33 Minn. Stat. § 216I.07, subd. 2(5).
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environmental impact statement.34 Despite the Andersens’ comments, the joint Certificate
of Need and Route Permit proceeding will determine whether an environmental
assessment or environmental impact statement is necessary based on Minn. Stat.
§§ 216I.06 and 216I.07.

Lastly, the Andersens support a stay of the Certificate of Need Application and a
joint proceeding with the Route Permit Application. The Applicants recommended such a
stay and joint proceeding for the Certificate of Need and Route Permit to improve
regulatory efficiency and reduce public confusion of two different proceedings. The
Applicants continue to support staying the Certificate of Need proceeding in favor of a
joint proceeding when the Applicants file a Route Permit Application.

Conclusion

The Applicants respectfully request that the Commission:

 Find the Certificate of Need Application to be substantially complete under
Minn. R. 7849.0220, subp. 2;

 Determine there are no contested issues of fact with respect to the
representations made in the Certificate of Need Application;

 Evaluate the Certificate of Need under the Commission’s informal comment
and reply process; and

 Stay the Certificate of Need proceeding until the Route Permit Application
is filed later in 2026 and evaluate both applications in a joint proceeding.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at
KVerhalen@taftlaw.com or 612.977.8591.

Sincerely,

Taft Stettinius & Hollister LLP

Kodi J. Verhalen
Attachment

cc: Service List

34 Minn. Stat. § 216I.06.
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th
at
th
e
be
st
w
ay
to
m
ee
t

th
e
M
IS
O
pr
oj
ec
t
de
fi
ni
ti
on
w
as
to
st
ri
ng
th
e
se
co
nd
ci
rc
ui
t

co
nd
uc
to
rs
on
th
e
do
ub
le
-c
ir
cu
it
ca
pa
bl
e
st
ru
ct
ur
es
bu
t
op
er
at
e

th
e
tr
an
sm
is
si
on

li
ne

in
it
ia
ll
y
as

a
si
ng
le
-c
ir
cu
it
34
5
kV

tr
an
sm
is
si
on
li
ne
.T
hi
s
is
a
pa
rt
ic
ul
ar
ly
ef
fi
ci
en
t
so
lu
ti
on
in
li
gh
t

of
fu
tu
re
co
ns
id
er
at
io
ns
,
us
in
g
th
e
re
qu
ir
ed
fu
tu
re
op
ti
on
al
it
y
to

ad
d
a
se
co
nd
ci
rc
ui
t
on
th
e
tr
an
sm
is
si
on
li
ne
to
en
ab
le
m
or
e

ef
fi
ci
en
ti
ni
ti
al
op
er
at
io
ns
as
a
si
ng
le
tr
an
sm
is
si
on
li
ne
.U
nl
ik
e
an

al
te
rn
at
iv
e
st
ru
ct
ur
e
co
nf
ig
ur
at
io
n
w
it
h
hi
gh
er
S
IL
ra
ti
ng
,w
hi
ch

w
ou
ld
in
cr
ea
se
bo
th
th
e
in
it
ia
l
co
ns
tr
uc
ti
on
co
st
an
d
th
e
fu
tu
re

co
st
to
tr
an
si
ti
on
to
do
ub
le
-c
ir
cu
it
op
er
at
io
n,
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
nt
s’

pr
op
os
ed
so
lu
ti
on
re
su
lt
s
in
lo
ng
-t
er
m
sa
vi
ng
s
of
ap
pr
ox
im
at
el
y

ei
gh
t
pe
rc
en
t
by
sh
if
ti
ng
so
m
e
of
th
e
fu
tu
re
co
st
to
in
st
al
l
th
e

se
co
nd
-c
ir
cu
it
co
nd
uc
to
rs
in
to
th
e
in
it
ia
l
sc
op
e
of
th
e
P
ro
je
ct
,

en
ab
li
ng
m
or
e
ef
fi
ci
en
t
co
ns
tr
uc
ti
on
of
th
e
tr
an
sm
is
si
on
li
ne
an
d

re
du
ce
d
lo
ng
-t
er
m
hu
m
an
an
d
en
vi
ro
nm
en
ta
li
m
pa
ct
s.
2
W
he
n
th
e

A
pp
li
ca
nt
s
di
sc
us
se
d
th
is
pr
op
os
ed
so
lu
ti
on
w
it
h
M
IS
O
,
M
IS
O

1
S
ee
S
ec
ti
on
2.
2.
2.
1
of
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
ti
on
,p
ag
e
13
.

2
S
ee
S
ec
ti
on
2.
2.
4
of
th
e
A
pp
lic
at
io
n,
pa
ge
17
.
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p
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li
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n
ts
’
R
es
p
on
se

ag
re
ed

th
at

it
w
as

th
e
be
st

so
lu
ti
on

fo
r
th
e
P
ro
je
ct
.

T
he
ba
ck
gr
ou
nd
be
hi
nd
th
e
ne
ed
fo
r
an
d
be
ne
fi
ts
of
a
hi
gh
er
S
IL

ra
ti
ng
is
di
sc
us
se
d
in
Se
ct
io
n
2.
2.
2.
1
of
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
ti
on
.
A
s

di
sc
us
se
d
in
S
ec
ti
on
2.
2.
2.
1
of
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
ti
on
,
th
er
e
ar
e
al
so

m
an
y
fa
ct
or
s
to
be
co
ns
id
er
ed
in
tr
an
sm
is
si
on
li
ne
de
si
gn
,a
nd
th
e

es
ta
bl
is
hm
en
to
f
a
hi
gh
er
S
IL
ra
ti
ng
m
us
tc
on
si
de
r
m
an
y
im
pa
ct
s

an
d
va
ri
ab
le
s
th
at
ar
e
ou
ts
id
e
th
e
sc
op
e
of
M
IS
O
’s
pu
rv
ie
w
.B
as
ed

on
th
e
pr
oj
ec
td
ef
in
it
io
n
pr
ov
id
ed
by
M
IS
O
,i
ta
pp
ea
rs
th
at
M
IS
O

be
li
ev
ed
a
55
0
M
W
S
IL
ra
ti
ng
co
ul
d
be
ac
hi
ev
ed
fo
r
a
si
ng
le
-

ci
rc
ui
t3
45
kV
li
ne
on
do
ub
le
-c
ir
cu
it
ca
pa
bl
e
st
ru
ct
ur
es
w
it
h
li
ttl
e

or
no
ad
di
ti
on
al
co
st
co
m
pa
re
d
to
M
IS
O
’s
st
an
da
rd
ex
pl
or
at
or
y

co
st

es
ti
m
at
in
g
as
su
m
pt
io
ns
.
T
he

A
pp
li
ca
nt
s’

su
bs
eq
ue
nt

as
se
ss
m
en
td
et
er
m
in
ed
th
is
w
as
no
tt
he
ca
se
w
he
n
co
ns
id
er
in
g
al
l

re
le
va
nt
as
pe
ct
s
of
tr
an
sm
is
si
on
li
ne
de
si
gn
an
d
op
er
at
io
n.
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2.
T
he

A
pp
li
ca
nt
s
sh
ou
ld
pr
ov
id
e
m
or
e
in
-d
ep
th
co
st

es
ti
m
at
es
of
bu
il
di
ng
th
e
do
ub
le
ci
rc
ui
t
li
ne
re
la
ti
ve
to

co
st
s
of
bu
il
di
ng
a
do
ub
le
-c
ir
cu
it
ca
pa
bl
e
st
ru
ct
ur
e
w
it
h
an

in
it
ia
l
si
ng
le
-c
ir
cu
it
an
d
pr
ov
id
e
qu
an
ti
ta
ti
ve

an
d

qu
al
it
at
iv
e
re
as
on
in
g
on

th
e
co
st
sa
vi
ng
s
of

bo
th

ap
pr
oa
ch
es
.

T
he

A
pp
li
ca
nt
s
pr
ov
id
e
di
sc
us
si
on

of
th
e
qu
an
ti
ta
ti
ve

an
d

qu
al
it
at
iv
e
di
ff
er
en
ce
s
be
tw
ee
n
th
e
co
nf
ig
ur
at
io
n
of
th
e
pr
op
os
ed

P
ro
je
ct
an
d
a
co
nf
ig
ur
at
io
n
im
pl
em
en
ti
ng

a
si
ng
le
-c
ir
cu
it

co
nf
ig
ur
at
io
n
(t
hr
ee
co
nd
uc
to
rs
on
ly
)
on
do
ub
le
-c
ir
cu
it
ca
pa
bl
e

st
ru
ct
ur
es
in
S
ec
ti
on
2.
2.
2
an
d
S
ec
ti
on
2.
2.
4
of
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
ti
on
.I
t

is
im
po
rt
an
tt
o
no
te
th
at
th
e
co
nf
ig
ur
at
io
n
of
a
si
ng
le
ci
rc
ui
t(
th
re
e

co
nd
uc
to
rs
on
ly
)
on
do
ub
le
-c
ir
cu
it
ca
pa
bl
e
st
ru
ct
ur
es
w
ou
ld
no
t

m
ee
t
th
e
M
IS
O
-r
eq
ui
re
d
hi
gh
S
IL
ra
ti
ng
.
T
he
re
fo
re
,
un
le
ss
an

en
ti
re
ly
di
ff
er
en
t
st
ru
ct
ur
e
co
nf
ig
ur
at
io
n
w
er
e
im
pl
em
en
te
d,
th
is

co
nf
ig
ur
at
io
n
w
ou
ld
be
in
co
ns
is
te
nt
w
it
h
th
e
P
ro
je
ct
de
fi
ni
ti
on
as

ap
pr
ov
ed
by
th
e
M
IS
O
B
oa
rd
of
D
ir
ec
to
rs
.

T
he
A
pp
li
ca
nt
s’
es
ti
m
at
e
of
an
in
it
ia
ln
in
e
pe
rc
en
ti
nc
re
as
e
in
co
st

du
e
to
th
e
in
st
al
la
ti
on
of
th
e
se
co
nd
ci
rc
ui
tc
on
du
ct
or
s
is
ba
se
d
on

a
di
re
ct
co
m
pa
ri
so
n
of
th
e
in
di
ca
ti
ve
co
ns
tr
uc
ti
on
co
st
s
fo
r
th
e

tw
o
st
ru
ct
ur
e
co
nf
ig
ur
at
io
ns
.T
he
pr
im
ar
y
di
ff
er
en
ce
in
th
is
ca
se

is
th
e
in
cl
us
io
n
of
th
re
e
ad
di
ti
on
al
se
ts
of
in
su
la
to
rs
,
at
ta
ch
m
en
t

ha
rd
w
ar
e,
an
d
co
nd
uc
to
rs
(f
or
a
to
ta
lo
f
si
x
ph
as
e
co
nd
uc
to
rs
).
In

ot
he
r
re
sp
ec
ts
,
th
e
tr
an
sm
is
si
on

li
ne

co
ns
tr
uc
ti
on

co
st
s
ar
e

pr
ac
ti
ca
ll
y
th
e
sa
m
e
w
he
th
er
th
er
e
ar
e
th
re
e
co
nd
uc
to
rs
or
si
x

co
nd
uc
to
rs
be
in
g
in
st
al
le
d.

T
he

A
pp
li
ca
nt
s’
es
ti
m
at
e
of
ne
t
lo
ng
-t
er
m
co
st
sa
vi
ng
s
of

ap
pr
ox
im
at
el
y
ei
gh
t
pe
rc
en
t
du
e
to
th
e
in
st
al
la
ti
on
of
th
e
se
co
nd

ci
rc
ui
tc
on
du
ct
or
s
at
th
e
ti
m
e
of
in
it
ia
lc
on
st
ru
ct
io
n
is
ba
se
d
on
an

es
ti
m
at
e
of
th
e
co
st
to
re
-m
ob
il
iz
e
10

ye
ar
s
af
te
r
in
it
ia
l

co
ns
tr
uc
ti
on
to
in
st
al
l
th
e
in
su
la
to
rs
,
at
ta
ch
m
en
t
ha
rd
w
ar
e,
an
d

co
nd
uc
to
rs
fo
r
th
e
se
co
nd
ci
rc
ui
t.
In
st
al
la
ti
on
at
a
la
te
r
da
te
is

si
gn
if
ic
an
tl
y
le
ss
ef
fi
ci
en
td
ue
to
th
e
ne
ed
to
es
se
nt
ia
ll
y
re
st
ar
tt
he

en
ti
re

en
gi
ne
er
in
g,
pr
oc
ur
em
en
t,
pr
oj
ec
t
m
an
ag
em
en
t,
an
d

co
ns
tr
uc
ti
on
pr
oc
es
s.
In
ad
di
ti
on
to
lo
si
ng
th
es
e
ef
fi
ci
en
ci
es
an
d

ec
on
om
ie
s
of
sc
al
e,
a
se
co
nd
co
ns
tr
uc
ti
on
ev
en
t
at
a
la
te
r
da
te

w
ou
ld
ca
us
e
ad
di
ti
on
al
di
st
ur
ba
nc
e
to
la
nd
ow
ne
rs
an
d
th
e
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ca
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m
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iz
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av
oi
de
d
by
be
in
g

co
m
bi
ne
d
w
it
h
th
e
in
it
ia
lc
on
st
ru
ct
io
n
of
th
e
tr
an
sm
is
si
on
li
ne
.

M
in
n.
R
.7
84
9.
02
60
it
em
C
(1
)

1.
C
an
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
nt
s
pr
ov
id
e
m
or
e
de
ta
il
s
of
ho
w
th
e

pr
oj
ec
t
co
m
po
ne
nt
s
co
st
es
ti
m
at
es
w
er
e
ca
lc
ul
at
ed
an
d

w
ha
tp
or
ti
on
is
re
la
te
d
to
ri
sk
re
se
rv
es
?

T
he

A
pp
li
ca
nt
s
pr
ov
id
e
di
sc
us
si
on

on
ho
w

th
e
pr
oj
ec
t

co
m
po
ne
nt
s
co
st
es
ti
m
at
es
w
er
e
ca
lc
ul
at
ed
in
S
ec
ti
on
2.
4.
1
of
th
e

A
pp
li
ca
ti
on
.

T
he
up
da
te
d
co
st
es
ti
m
at
e
ra
ng
e
fo
r
th
e
tr
an
sm
is
si
on
li
ne
is
ba
se
d

on
pr
el
im
in
ar
y
en
gi
ne
er
in
g
of

th
e
P
ro
je
ct
,
in
cl
ud
in
g
th
e

de
ve
lo
pm
en
t
of
pr
el
im
in
ar
y
de
si
gn
cr
it
er
ia
an
d
st
ru
ct
ur
e
de
si
gn
s

ba
se
d
on
si
m
il
ar
pr
oj
ec
ts
,
st
ru
ct
ur
e
sp
ot
ti
ng
al
on
g
an
in
di
ca
ti
ve

ro
ut
e,
es
ti
m
at
ed

m
at
er
ia
l
qu
an
ti
ti
es
an
d
co
st
s
fr
om

re
ce
nt

ex
pe
ri
en
ce
s,
an
d
co
ns
tr
uc
ti
on
ac
ce
ss
an
d
la
bo
r
co
st
s
de
ve
lo
pe
d

w
it
h
re
fe
re
nc
e
to
re
ce
nt
an
d
in
-p
ro
gr
es
s
pr
oj
ec
ts
.
U
pd
at
ed

su
bs
ta
ti
on

fa
ci
li
ty
co
st
s
w
er
e
de
ve
lo
pe
d
ba
se
d
on

si
m
il
ar

pr
el
im
in
ar
y
en
gi
ne
er
in
g
ac
ti
vi
ti
es
,
su
ch
as
th
e
de
ve
lo
pm
en
t
of
a

pr
el
im
in
ar
y
ge
ne
ra
l
ar
ra
ng
em
en
t,
ca
lc
ul
at
io
n
of
m
at
er
ia
l
an
d

eq
ui
pm
en
t
qu
an
ti
ti
es
,
an
d
ut
il
iz
at
io
n
of
re
fe
re
nc
e
m
at
er
ia
l
an
d

la
bo
r
co
st
da
ta
fr
om
re
ce
nt
pr
oj
ec
te
xp
er
ie
nc
es
.

T
he
m
id
-r
an
ge
co
st
es
ti
m
at
e
in
cl
ud
es
re
la
ti
ve
ly
co
ns
er
va
ti
ve

as
su
m
pt
io
ns
ab
ou
tl
in
e
le
ng
th
,r
ou
ti
ng
im
pa
ct
s,
an
d
ot
he
r
fa
ct
or
s

du
e
to
th
e
ea
rl
y
de
ve
lo
pm
en
t
st
ag
e
of
th
e
P
ro
je
ct
bu
t
do
es
no
t

in
cl
ud
e
sp
ec
if
ic
ri
sk
re
se
rv
es
or
co
nt
in
ge
nc
y.
T
he
hi
gh
-r
an
ge
co
st

es
ti
m
at
e
is
ba
se
d
on
th
e
m
id
-r
an
ge
co
st
es
ti
m
at
e
pl
us
co
nt
in
ge
nc
y

to
ac
co
un
tf
or
ri
sk
s
an
d
un
ce
rt
ai
nt
ie
s.

A
tta
ch
m
en
t1



19
85
10
09
5v
1

6

D
ep
ar
tm
en
t
of
C
om
m
er
ce
Q
u
es
ti
on

A
p
p
li
ca
n
ts
’
R
es
p
on
se

2.
C
an
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
nt
s
pr
ov
id
e
m
or
e
de
ta
il
s
of
pr
oj
ec
t
co
st
s

an
d
ho
w
th
ey
ar
e
af
fe
ct
ed
w
it
h
se
ct
io
n
23
2
ta
ri
ff
s
fo
rs
te
el
,

co
pp
er
an
d
al
um
in
um
,
in
ad
di
ti
on
to
an
y
ot
he
r
po
te
nt
ia
l

co
st
dr
iv
er
s?

T
he

A
pp
li
ca
nt
s’
co
st
es
ti
m
at
es

ar
e
ba
se
d
on

pr
el
im
in
ar
y

en
gi
ne
er
in
g
de
si
gn
an
d
re
ce
nt
pr
oj
ec
t
ex
pe
ri
en
ce
s.
T
ar
if
fs
un
de
r

S
ec
ti
on
23
2
an
d
ot
he
r
fe
de
ra
lr
eg
ul
at
io
ns
w
ou
ld
no
tb
e
ap
pl
ie
d
to

fo
re
ig
n-
so
ur
ce
d
m
at
er
ia
ls
un
ti
l
th
e
tim
e
th
os
e
m
at
er
ia
ls
ar
e

im
po
rt
ed
in
to
th
e
U
ni
te
d
S
ta
te
s.
F
or
th
e
P
ro
je
ct
,i
tw
il
lb
e
se
ve
ra
l

ye
ar
s
be
fo
re

th
es
e
ac
ti
vi
ti
es

be
gi
n
to

ta
ke

pl
ac
e
du
ri
ng

pr
oc
ur
em
en
ta
nd
co
ns
tr
uc
ti
on
.G
iv
en
th
e
ea
rl
y
de
ve
lo
pm
en
ts
ta
ge

of
th
e
P
ro
je
ct
,
th
e
fa
ct
th
at
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
nt
s
ha
ve
no
t
ye
t
be
gu
n

pr
oc
ur
em
en
t
ac
ti
vi
ti
es
to
id
en
ti
fy
if
an
d
w
he
re
m
at
er
ia
ls
w
il
l
be

so
ur
ce
d
fr
om

ou
ts
id
e
th
e
U
ni
te
d
S
ta
te
s,
an
d
th
e
si
gn
if
ic
an
t

un
ce
rt
ai
nt
ie
s
an
d
ch
an
gi
ng
ci
rc
um
st
an
ce
s
as
so
ci
at
ed
w
it
h
ta
ri
ff

la
w
in
th
e
cu
rr
en
tf
ed
er
al
re
gu
la
to
ry
en
vi
ro
nm
en
t,
it
is
pr
ac
ti
ca
ll
y

im
po
ss
ib
le
to
pr
ed
ic
tw
ha
tt
he
ap
pl
ic
ab
le
ta
ri
ff
s
w
il
lb
e
at
th
e
ti
m
e

of
th
es
e
ac
ti
vi
ti
es
.

T
he
A
pp
li
ca
nt
s
ha
ve
no
t
ye
t
de
ve
lo
pe
d
pr
oj
ec
t-
sp
ec
if
ic
so
ur
ci
ng

pr
in
ci
pl
es
fo
r
th
e
pr
oc
ur
em
en
t
an
d
co
ns
tr
uc
ti
on
ph
as
e
of
th
e

P
ro
je
ct
,
bu
t
so
ur
ci
ng
pr
in
ci
pl
es
fo
r
re
ce
nt
si
m
il
ar
pr
oj
ec
ts
ha
ve

pr
io
ri
ti
ze
d
th
e
do
m
es
ti
c
su
pp
ly
ch
ai
n
w
he
re
co
m
m
er
ci
al
ly

re
as
on
ab
le
.T
he
A
pp
li
ca
nt
s
w
il
lc
on
ti
nu
e
to
m
on
ito
r
th
e
po
te
nt
ia
l

im
pa
ct
of
ta
ri
ff
s
on
al
l
of
th
ei
r
ac
ti
vi
ti
es
,
in
cl
ud
in
g
th
e
P
ro
je
ct
,

an
d
co
ns
id
er
th
is
im
pa
ct
in
th
ei
r
as
se
ss
m
en
t
of
ri
sk
s
an
d
co
st

co
nt
in
ge
nc
ie
s
fo
r
th
e
P
ro
je
ct
.
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3.
T
he
or
ig
in
al
co
st
es
ti
m
at
e
ap
pr
ov
ed
by
M
IS
O
fo
r
th
e

pr
oj
ec
t
w
as
$9
07
.8
m
il
lio
n.
T
he
co
st
es
ti
m
at
e
w
as
th
en

in
cr
ea
se
d
to
a
ra
ng
e
of
$1
,1
08
.4
m
ill
io
n
to
$1
,3
32
.8

m
il
li
on
.
T
he
A
pp
li
ca
nt
s
sh
ou
ld
pr
ov
id
e
fu
rt
he
r
de
ta
il
s
as

to
w
hy
th
e
co
st
in
cr
ea
se
d.
T
he
A
pp
li
ca
nt
s
no
te
th
e
pr
oj
ec
t

w
as
fu
rt
he
r
de
ve
lo
pe
d
af
te
r
M
IS
O
ap
pr
ov
ed
it
.
T
he

A
pp
li
ca
nt
s
sh
ou
ld
sp
ec
if
y
w
hi
ch
co
m
po
ne
nt
s
w
er
e
ad
de
d

af
te
r
M
IS
O
al
re
ad
y
ap
pr
ov
ed
th
e
pr
oj
ec
t.

T
he
in
cr
ea
se
d
co
st
ca
n
be
at
tr
ib
ut
ed
to
th
re
e
di
st
in
ct
fa
ct
or
s,

de
sc
ri
be
d
be
lo
w
.I
ti
s
no
rm
al
fo
rp
ro
je
ct
s
to
un
de
rg
o
de
ve
lo
pm
en
t

w
he
n
be
in
g
ta
ke
n
fr
om

a
co
nc
ep
t,
as
ap
pr
ov
ed
by
M
IS
O
,
to
an

ac
ti
on
ab
le
pr
oj
ec
t
pr
es
en
te
d
to
th
e
st
at
e
re
gu
la
to
ry
co
m
m
is
si
on

fo
r
ap
pr
ov
al
.
A
ll
of
th
es
e
fa
ct
or
s
ar
e
a
re
su
lt
of
pr
el
im
in
ar
y

ro
ut
in
g
an
d
en
gi
ne
er
in
g
ac
ti
vi
ti
es
ne
ce
ss
ar
y
to
be
gi
n
ad
va
nc
in
g

th
e
P
ro
je
ct
to
a
st
at
e
w
he
re
it
m
ay
be
im
pl
em
en
te
d.
A
s
st
at
ed
in

th
e
A
pp
li
ca
ti
on
,a
n
up
da
te
d
an
d
m
or
e
re
fi
ne
d
co
st
es
ti
m
at
e
ra
ng
e

w
il
lb
e
pr
ov
id
ed
at
th
e
ti
m
e
th
e
R
ou
te
P
er
m
it
A
pp
li
ca
ti
on
is
fi
le
d,

at
w
hi
ch
po
in
ts
om
e
of
th
e
fa
ct
or
s
li
st
ed
be
lo
w
w
il
lb
e
un
de
rs
to
od

w
it
h
gr
ea
te
r
cl
ar
it
y.
U
lt
im
at
el
y,
th
e
co
st
es
ti
m
at
e
ca
nn
ot
be

fi
na
li
ze
d
w
it
h
ce
rt
ai
nt
y
un
ti
l
th
e
C
om
m
is
si
on
ha
s
ap
pr
ov
ed
a

sp
ec
if
ic
ro
ut
e
fo
r
th
e
P
ro
je
ct
.

In
d
ic
at
iv
e
R
ou
ti
n
g
Im
pa
ct
s:
$1
08
.5
m
il
li
on
(+
11
.9
pe
rc
en
t)
.

T
he
to
ta
l
le
ng
th
of
th
e
P
ro
je
ct
’s
tr
an
sm
is
si
on
li
ne
or
ig
in
al
ly

as
su
m
ed
by
M
IS
O
w
as
16
6
m
il
es
.
B
as
ed
on
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
nt
s’

as
se
ss
m
en
to
f
po
te
nt
ia
lr
ou
ti
ng
ou
tc
om
es
in
M
in
ne
so
ta
an
d
N
or
th

D
ak
ot
a,
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
nt
s
ha
ve
us
ed
an
in
di
ca
ti
ve
ro
ut
e
w
it
h
a
to
ta
l

li
ne
le
ng
th
of
17
8
m
il
es
to
de
ve
lo
p
th
e
in
it
ia
lC
er
tif
ic
at
e
of
N
ee
d

co
st
es
ti
m
at
e.
T
he
12
-m
il
e
di
ff
er
en
ce
re
su
lt
s
in
an
in
cr
ea
se
of

ap
pr
ox
im
at
el
y
$6
3
m
il
lio
n
us
in
g
M
IS
O
’s
or
ig
in
al
pe
r-
m
il
e
co
st

es
ti
m
at
e
as
su
m
pt
io
ns
.

A
s
st
at
ed
in
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
ti
on
,
th
e
co
st
es
ti
m
at
e
pr
es
en
te
d
in
th
e

A
pp
li
ca
ti
on
is
ba
se
d
on
in
di
ca
ti
ve
ro
ut
in
g
in
M
in
ne
so
ta
an
d
N
or
th

D
ak
ot
a
an
d
in
cl
ud
es
a
bu
dg
et
ar
y
al
lo
w
an
ce
fo
r
po
te
nt
ia
l
ro
ut
in
g

ch
al
le
ng
es

re
qu
ir
in
g

si
gn
if
ic
an
t
ad
de
d

li
ne

le
ng
th

or
m
od
if
ic
at
io
ns
to
ex
is
ti
ng

tr
an
sm
is
si
on

li
ne
s
w
hi
ch

m
ay

be
ne
ce
ss
ar
y
to
fa
ci
li
ta
te
si
ti
ng
of
th
e
ne
w
34
5
kV
tr
an
sm
is
si
on
li
ne
.

In
so
m
e
ca
se
s,
su
ch
m
od
if
ic
at
io
ns
m
ay
be
ne
ce
ss
ar
y
to
si
te
th
e

P
ro
je
ct
al
on
g
ex
is
ti
ng
ut
ili
ty
co
rr
id
or
s
co
ns
is
te
nt
w
it
h
M
in
ne
so
ta

A
tta
ch
m
en
t1
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ro
ut
in
g
cr
it
er
ia
.
W
hi
le
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
nt
s
ha
ve
no
t
id
en
ti
fi
ed
a

P
ro
po
se
d
R
ou
te
at
th
e
ti
m
e
of
fi
li
ng
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
ti
on
,a
bu
dg
et
ar
y

al
lo
w
an
ce
of
$4
5.
5
m
il
lio
n
fo
r
th
is
va
ri
ab
le
w
as
de
ve
lo
pe
d
an
d

in
cl
ud
ed

ba
se
d
on

th
e
A
pp
li
ca
nt
s’
re
ce
nt
ex
pe
ri
en
ce

an
d

pr
el
im
in
ar
y
ev
al
ua
ti
on
of
po
te
nt
ia
l
ro
ut
es
fo
r
th
e
P
ro
je
ct
.T
o
th
e

ex
te
nt
su
ch
m
od
if
ic
at
io
ns
to
th
e
ex
is
ti
ng
sy
st
em
ar
e
in
cl
ud
ed
w
it
h

th
e
A
pp
li
ca
nt
s’
P
ro
po
se
d
R
ou
te
in
th
e
R
ou
te
P
er
m
it
A
pp
li
ca
ti
on
,

th
e
co
st
of
th
e
sp
ec
if
ic
m
od
if
ic
at
io
ns
w
il
l
be
id
en
ti
fi
ed
an
d
w
il
l

be
su
bs
ti
tu
te
d
fo
r
th
e
bu
dg
et
ar
y
al
lo
w
an
ce
in
cl
ud
ed
in
th
e
cu
rr
en
t

co
st
es
ti
m
at
e.
T
he
A
pp
li
ca
nt
s
in
cl
ud
ed
th
is
fa
ct
or
fo
rt
ra
ns
pa
re
nc
y

gi
ve
n
re
ce
nt
ex
pe
ri
en
ce
s
on
ot
he
r
P
ro
je
ct
s.

T
ra
n
sm
is
si
on
L
in
e
D
es
ig
n
:
$8
8.
6
m
il
li
on
(+
9.
8
pe
rc
en
t)
.

A
s
st
at
ed
in
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
ti
on
,
th
e
es
ti
m
at
ed
in
it
ia
l
co
st
im
pa
ct
of

in
st
al
li
ng
th
e
se
co
nd
ci
rc
ui
t
co
nd
uc
to
rs
on
th
e
pr
op
os
ed
do
ub
le
-

ci
rc
ui
t3
45
kV
tr
an
sm
is
si
on
li
ne
to
m
ee
tt
he
M
IS
O
-s
pe
ci
fi
ed
hi
gh

S
IL
re
qu
ir
em
en
t
is
ap
pr
ox
im
at
el
y
ni
ne
pe
rc
en
t
co
m
pa
re
d
to
th
e

A
pp
li
ca
nt
s’
an
d
M
IS
O
’s
st
an
da
rd
co
st
es
ti
m
at
e
as
su
m
pt
io
ns
fo
r
a

si
ng
le
ci
rc
ui
t3
45
kV
tr
an
sm
is
si
on
li
ne
on
do
ub
le
ci
rc
ui
t-
ca
pa
bl
e

st
ru
ct
ur
es
(w
it
ho
ut
st
ri
ng
in
g
th
e
se
co
nd

ci
rc
ui
t
co
nd
uc
to
rs
).

W
hi
le
th
is
fa
ct
or
m
ak
es
up
th
e
m
aj
or
it
y
of
tr
an
sm
is
si
on
li
ne

de
si
gn
cr
it
er
ia
-r
el
at
ed
co
st
es
ti
m
at
e
up
da
te
s,
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
nt
s
al
so

id
en
ti
fi
ed
th
at
M
IS
O
’s
pe
r-
m
il
e
ex
pl
or
at
or
y
co
st
as
su
m
pt
io
n
fo
r

th
e
sh
or
t
se
gm
en
t
of
tr
an
sm
is
si
on
li
ne
in
N
or
th
D
ak
ot
a
w
as

no
ta
bl
y
lo
w
er
th
an
th
e
pe
r-
m
il
e
ex
pl
or
at
or
y
co
st
as
su
m
pt
io
n
fo
r

th
e
tr
an
sm
is
si
on
li
ne
in
M
in
ne
so
ta
.
A
t
th
is
ti
m
e,
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
nt
s

do
no
t
an
ti
ci
pa
te
su
bs
ta
nt
iv
e
di
ff
er
en
ce
s
in
tr
an
sm
is
si
on
li
ne

de
si
gn
cr
it
er
ia
be
tw
ee
n
M
in
ne
so
ta
an
d
N
or
th
D
ak
ot
a
fo
r
th
e

P
ro
je
ct
,
an
d
th
er
ef
or
e
th
e
pe
r-
m
il
e
co
st
of
th
e
N
or
th
D
ak
ot
a

se
gm
en
t
in
cr
ea
se
d
sl
ig
ht
ly
to
al
ig
n
w
it
h
th
e
de
si
gn
cr
it
er
ia
an
d

co
st
as
su
m
pt
io
ns
fo
r
th
e
M
in
ne
so
ta
se
gm
en
t.

A
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en
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D
ep
ar
tm
en
t
of
C
om
m
er
ce
Q
u
es
ti
on

A
p
p
li
ca
n
ts
’
R
es
p
on
se

S
u
b
st
at
io
n
D
es
ig
n
:
$4
.0
m
il
li
on
(+
0.
4
pe
rc
en
t)
.

T
he
co
st
es
ti
m
at
e
fo
r
th
e
C
uy
un
a
34
5
kV

S
ub
st
at
io
n
ex
pa
ns
io
n

in
cr
ea
se
d
ba
se
d
on
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
nt
s’
pr
el
im
in
ar
y
en
gi
ne
er
in
g
of
th
e

su
bs
ta
ti
on

m
od
if
ic
at
io
ns

ne
ce
ss
ar
y

to
ac
co
m
m
od
at
e

in
te
rc
on
ne
ct
io
n
of

th
e
P
ro
je
ct
.
T
he

A
pp
li
ca
nt
s
ar
e
st
il
l

in
ve
st
ig
at
in
g
th
e
di
ff
er
en
ce
s
be
tw
ee
n
th
e
or
ig
in
al

M
IS
O

ex
pl
or
at
or
y
co
st
as
su
m
pt
io
ns

an
d
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
nt
s’
up
da
te
d

su
bs
ta
ti
on

co
st
es
ti
m
at
e,
w
hi
ch

w
as
ba
se
d
on

pr
el
im
in
ar
y

en
gi
ne
er
in
g
an
d
re
ce
nt
ex
pe
ri
en
ce
.

4.
A
t
th
e
hi
gh
er
$1
,3
32
.8
m
il
li
on
co
st
,d
oe
s
th
e
pr
oj
ec
t
st
il
l

m
ee
tt
he
be
ne
fi
t/
co
st
ra
ti
o
of
1.
25
?

T
he
L
R
T
P
T
ra
nc
he
2.
1
P
or
tf
ol
io
as
ap
pr
ov
ed
by

M
IS
O
is

de
si
gn
ed
an
d
in
te
nd
ed
to
w
or
k
as
a
co
m
pl
em
en
ta
ry
po
rt
fo
li
o
of

m
ul
ti
-v
al
ue
pr
oj
ec
ts
un
de
r
th
e
M
IS
O
T
ar
if
f.
A
s
a
re
su
lt
,
th
e

be
ne
fi
t-
to
-c
os
t
ev
al
ua
ti
on
fo
r
th
e
po
rt
fo
li
o
ca
nn
ot
be
di
re
ct
ly

br
ok
en
do
w
n
in
to
in
di
vi
du
al
pr
oj
ec
t
be
ne
fi
t-
to
-c
os
t
ra
ti
os
.
A
s

st
at
ed
in
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
ti
on
,
M
IS
O
fo
un
d
th
at
th
e
$2
1.
8
bi
ll
io
n

po
rt
fo
li
o
ha
s
a
be
ne
fi
t-
to
-c
os
t
ra
ti
o
of
1.
8
to
3.
5,
pr
ov
id
in
g
ne
t

ec
on
om
ic
sa
vi
ng
s
of
$2
3.
1
bi
ll
io
n
to
$7
2.
4
bi
ll
io
n
ov
er
th
e
fi
rs
t

20
ye
ar
s
of
se
rv
ic
e.
3
B
as
ed
on
M
IS
O
’s
an
al
ys
is
,i
tm
ay
be
in
fe
rr
ed

th
at
th
e
en
ti
re
po
rt
fo
li
o
co
st
co
ul
d
in
cr
ea
se
by
1.
8
to
3.
5
ti
m
es
th
e

or
ig
in
al
M
IS
O
-e
st
im
at
ed
co
st
be
fo
re
th
e
be
ne
fi
t-
to
-c
os
t
ra
ti
o

w
ou
ld
be
le
ss
th
an
1.
0
(e
.g
.
be
fo
re
th
e
be
ne
fi
ts
w
ou
ld
no
lo
ng
er

ou
tw
ei
gh
th
e
co
st
s)
.
W
hi
le
th
is
do
es
no
t
di
re
ct
ly
tr
an
sl
at
e
to
a

st
an
da
lo
ne
be
ne
fi
t-
to
-c
os
t
ra
ti
o
fo
r
th
e
P
ro
je
ct
,
it
m
ay
be
no
te
d

th
at
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
nt
s’
m
id
-r
an
ge
an
d
hi
gh
-e
nd
co
st
es
ti
m
at
es
ar
e

1.
22
an
d
1.
46
tim
es
th
e
or
ig
in
al
in
di
vi
du
al
co
st
of
th
e
P
ro
je
ct
as

de
ve
lo
pe
d
by

M
IS
O
,
w
hi
ch
is
st
il
l
w
el
l
w
it
hi
n
th
e
ov
er
al
l

po
rt
fo
li
o
be
ne
fi
t-
to
-c
os
tr
at
io
ra
ng
e.

3
S
ee
pa
ge
43
of
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
ti
on

A
tta
ch
m
en
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D
ep
ar
tm
en
t
of
C
om
m
er
ce
Q
u
es
ti
on

A
p
p
li
ca
n
ts
’
R
es
p
on
se

5.
T
he
th
re
sh
ol
d
of
tr
ig
ge
ri
ng
a
va
ri
an
ce
an
al
ys
is
at
M
IS
O
is

25
%
.
T
he
lo
w
er
en
d,
$1
,1
08
.4
m
il
li
on
,
w
ou
ld
st
il
l
be

w
it
hi
n
25
%
,
bu
t
th
e
hi
gh
er
en
d,
$1
,3
32
.8
m
il
li
on
w
ou
ld

no
t.
A
re
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
nt
s
aw
ar
e
th
at
th
e
hi
gh
er
co
st
w
ou
ld

tr
ig
ge
r
a
va
ri
an
ce
an
al
ys
is
?

T
he

A
pp
li
ca
nt
s
ar
e
aw
ar
e
of
th
e
M
IS
O
T
ar
if
f
pr
ov
is
io
ns

go
ve
rn
in
g
va
ri
an
ce
an
al
ys
is
.
T
he
m
id
-r
an
ge
co
st
es
ti
m
at
e
is
th
e

A
pp
li
ca
nt
s’
cu
rr
en
t
co
st
es
ti
m
at
e
fo
r
th
e
P
ro
je
ct
,
w
hi
ch
w
il
l
be

re
po
rt
ed
to
M
IS
O
in
th
e
ne
xt
qu
ar
te
rl
y
up
da
te
.
A
s
a
re
su
lt
,
th
e

va
ri
an
ce
an
al
ys
is
th
re
sh
ol
d
w
il
ln
ot
be
ex
ce
ed
ed
at
th
is
ti
m
e.

T
he
hi
gh
-r
an
ge
co
st
es
ti
m
at
e
in
cl
ud
es
co
nt
in
ge
nc
y
fo
r
va
ri
ou
s

un
ce
rt
ai
nt
ie
s
in
he
re
nt
to
th
e
ea
rl
y
de
ve
lo
pm
en
t
st
ag
e
of
th
e

P
ro
je
ct
,
in
cl
ud
in
g
ri
sk
s
an
d
un
ce
rt
ai
nt
ie
s
as
so
ci
at
ed
w
it
h
th
e

C
om
m
is
si
on
’s
de
ci
si
on
in
th
e
R
ou
te
P
er
m
it
do
ck
et
fo
rt
he
P
ro
je
ct
.

W
hi
le
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
nt
s
m
ay

m
ak
e
M
IS
O
aw
ar
e
of

th
es
e

un
ce
rt
ai
nt
ie
s
an
d
th
ei
r
po
te
nt
ia
l
co
st
im
pa
ct
s,
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
nt
s

w
ou
ld
no
t
re
po
rt
th
e
hi
gh
-e
nd
co
st
es
ti
m
at
e
in
to
th
e
M
T
E
P

da
ta
ba
se
.
A
s
no
te
d
in
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
ti
on
,
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
nt
s
w
il
l

co
nt
in
ue
to
re
fi
ne
th
e
P
ro
je
ct
co
st
es
ti
m
at
e
as
th
e
Pr
op
os
ed
R
ou
te

is
fi
na
li
ze
d
pr
io
r
to
su
bm
it
ti
ng
th
e
R
ou
te
P
er
m
it
A
pp
li
ca
ti
on
an
d

w
il
l
pr
ov
id
e
an
up
da
te
d
co
st
ra
ng
e
at
th
e
ti
m
e
of
fi
li
ng
th
e

A
pp
li
ca
ti
on
.U
lt
im
at
el
y,
th
e
co
st
es
ti
m
at
e
ca
nn
ot
be
fi
na
li
ze
d
w
it
h

ce
rt
ai
nt
y
un
ti
la
ft
er
th
e
C
om
m
is
si
on
’s
de
ci
si
on
on
th
e
R
ou
te
.

M
in
n.
R
.7
84
9.
02
60
it
em
C
(5
)

1.
W
il
lt
he
pr
oj
ec
tb
e
cl
as
si
fi
ed
as
a
re
ta
il
or
a
w
ho
le
sa
le
li
ne

fo
r
ra
te
m
ak
in
g
pu
rp
os
es
?

M
in
n.
R
.
78
49
.0
26
0(
C
)(
5)
an
d
M
in
n.
R
.
78
49
.0
27
0,
S
ub
p.
2(
E
)

re
qu
ir
e
a
C
er
ti
fi
ca
te
of
N
ee
d
A
pp
li
ca
ti
on
to
in
cl
ud
e
in
fo
rm
at
io
n

on
th
e
po
te
nt
ia
lr
et
ai
lr
at
e
an
d
re
ve
nu
e
re
qu
ir
em
en
ti
m
pa
ct
s
of
th
e

P
ro
je
ct
.
T
he
A
pp
li
ca
nt
s’
as
se
ss
m
en
t
of
co
st
re
co
ve
ry
an
d
ra
te

im
pa
ct
s
is
pr
ov
id
ed
in
S
ec
ti
on
2.
4.
3
of
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
ti
on
.
T
he

as
se
ss
m
en
tv
ar
ie
s
fo
r
ea
ch
of
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
nt
s
ba
se
d
on
th
e
un
iq
ue

st
ru
ct
ur
e
an
d
ne
ed
s
of
ea
ch
or
ga
ni
za
ti
on
.
U
lt
im
at
el
y,
th
e
co
st

re
co
ve
ry
m
et
ho
d
fo
r
th
e
P
ro
je
ct
w
il
l
be
de
te
rm
in
ed
at
th
e

ap
pr
op
ri
at
e
ti
m
e
in
a
tr
an
sm
is
si
on
co
st
re
co
ve
ry
pr
oc
ee
di
ng
af
te
r

th
e
C
om
m
is
si
on
’s
de
ci
si
on
on
th
e
C
er
ti
fi
ca
te
of
N
ee
d.

a.
If
re
ta
il
,
ca
n
th
e
A
pp
li
ca
nt
s
co
m
m
it
th
at
al
l
re
la
te
d

re
ve
nu
es
be
in
cl
ud
ed
w
it
h
co
st
s
in
fu
tu
re
co
st
re
co
ve
ry
?
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