‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Original message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
From: Kimberley Kringen <
Date: 7/6/19 8:57 AM (GMT‐06:00)
To: "Fiegen, Kristie"
Subject: [EXT] Support wind energy development
Kimberley Kringen
Rapid City, SD 57701
July 6, 2019

Dear Kristie Fiegen,
I am writing to voice my support for wind energy development. South Dakota is a national leader in wind power and we are perfectly
situated to benefit from wind energy development. Wind energy adds needed jobs and pays millions in property taxes to help
locally‐including our schools and roads.
This is our opportunity to be a part of the future, to grow our economy, improve counties and support clean alternative energy
options. Please do what you can to support wind energy.

Sincerely,
Kimberley Kringen
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From: PUC
Sent: Monday, July 8, 2019 8:35 AM
Subject: EL19‐003, EL19‐007, EL19‐012, EL19‐026

Ms. Kringen,
Thank you for your message regarding wind energy development in South Dakota.
The South Dakota Public Utilities Commission has decisions pending on several requests for
wind siting permits. Commissioners Nelson and Fiegen and I base our decisions on evidence
presented via the docket review process, as required by law. The primary determination is
whether or not the location, construction and operation of the facilities will produce minimal
adverse effects on the health, safety and welfare of South Dakota’s environment and citizens.
These standards are provided by South Dakota Codified Laws and Administrative Rules.
Your message and this response will be posted under Comments and Responses in dockets
EL19-003, EL19-007, EL19-012, and EL19-026. Here is a link to the commission's Siting
Guidelines posted on the PUC’s website home page and in each wind siting docket,
http://puc.sd.gov/commission/dockets/electric/2019/el19-003/el19-003sitinghandout.pdf.
Chairman Gary Hanson
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
www.puc.sd.gov
020520
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‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Original message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
From: Karla Kemp <
Date: 7/6/19 11:48 PM (GMT‐06:00)
To: "Fiegen, Kristie"
Subject: [EXT] South Dakota benefits from wind energy
Karla Kemp
Sioux Falls, SD 57103
July 7, 2019

Dear Kristie Fiegen,
I am writing to voice my support for wind energy development. South Dakota is a national leader in wind power and we are perfectly
situated to benefit from wind energy development. Wind energy adds needed jobs and pays millions in property taxes to help
locally‐including our schools and roads.
This is our opportunity to be a part of the future, to grow our economy, improve counties and support clean alternative energy
options. Please do what you can to support wind energy.
For decades now, South Dakota has been behind the rest of the world. There is absolutely no reason why South Dakota should
continue to be decades behind in development and progress. The basic number of jobs alone that this would provide not to mention
the ability to eliminate the use of fossil fuels and offset the need for Pipelines and of itself is reason enough to promote wind energy
in South Dakota. Renewable energy is our future. It is the direction we should be going in. And, I happen to have a master's degree in
it, so if you have any questions, let me know.

Sincerely,
Karla Kemp

020521

1

From: PUC
Sent: Monday, July 8, 2019 9:31 AM
Subject: EL19‐003, EL19‐007, EL19‐012, EL19‐026

Ms. Kemp,
Thank you for your message regarding wind energy development in South Dakota.
The South Dakota Public Utilities Commission has decisions pending on several requests for
wind siting permits. Commissioners Nelson and Fiegen and I base our decisions on evidence
presented via the docket review process, as required by law. The primary determination is
whether or not the location, construction and operation of the facilities will produce minimal
adverse effects on the health, safety and welfare of South Dakota’s environment and citizens.
These standards are provided by South Dakota Codified Laws and Administrative Rules.
Job creation and renewable energy are not standards in the laws providing the commission’s
energy facility permit authority. South Dakota’s electric generation is 46% hydro, 30% wind,
18% coal, and 6% natural gas, and that consumed is 51% coal, 18% wind, 15% hydro, 8%
nuclear, 7% natural gas, and 1% other.
Your message and this response will be posted under Comments and Responses in dockets
EL19-003, EL19-007, EL19-012, and EL19-026. Here is a link to the commission's Siting
Guidelines posted on the PUC’s website home page and in each wind siting docket,
http://puc.sd.gov/commission/dockets/electric/2019/el19-003/el19-003sitinghandout.pdf.
Chairman Gary Hanson
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
www.puc.sd.gov
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From: Sherman Fuerniss
Sent: Monday, July 8, 2019 11:58 AM
To: PUC‐PUC
Cc: & Sherman, Lori
Subject: [EXT] Corrected address added to comments on EL 19‐003

Please post the following comments to docket EL 19-003, thank you.
Dear Commissioners,
Thank you for considering these few brief comments on docket EL 19-003.
We have with this docket, of course, the obligatory multiple copies of the same form letter in support
of some form of generic wind/renewable energy sent to each member of the Commission, thus giving
the appearance of a great deal of support for this project to the casual observer. Also, of course, the
senders of these comments live at such distances from this particular project so as to not be
impacted by its negative effects. This seems to be an "industry standard".
A meager gleaning of the filed documents for this application presents what appears to be more
than a little doubt about the legitimacy of the work done for the applicant by a previously, but not
during the time period in question, licensed engineer. It is doubtful that even the electrical wiring work
done for a simple farm shop would be inspected and approved by the state of South Dakota if
performed by a previously, but not currently, licensed electrician. Let us hope this is not an "industry
standard" for multi-hundred million dollar energy projects.
Of note also with this project is that an accurate final project layout map was not available to the
intervenors, Staff and Commission only a few days before the evidentiary hearing. Despite work on
this project and application having gone on apparently for several years, the Commission graciously
granted the applicant time to produce such a final map, only to have this "final project layout map"
superseded by a "replacement 'final project layout map' " during the evidentiary hearing itself. How
many more opportunities will the applicant be given to provide 'replacements' for 'finals' in the future?
Another "industry standard"?
There is this matter of a "substantially complete application". Is this politically correct speech for an
"incomplete application"? Try to get a driver's license in South Dakota with an incomplete application.
Try to get a passport with an incomplete application. Try to get a loan for education, a car or real
estate with an incomplete application. And yet, the applicant for the permit for this multi-hundred
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million dollar project, literally years in the making, fully expects to gain approval based on a
"substantially complete application". This does appear to be another "industry standard", due in part
to the infinitesimal wisdom of the South Dakota legislature which requires the PUC to approve or
deny an application with uncompleted studies due to time constraints (no, another three months won't
make much difference to companies that have years to work with and routinely have applications
approved regardless of uncompleted studies) and unfortunately, applications seem not to be denied
until such time as all studies can actually be completed. It seems to be accepted practice that all
studies undertaken by the applicant will eventually be favorable to the applicant. In the case of the
Prevailing Wind project the WAPA Environmental Assessment was not completed until several
months after the permit was approved (and as 50% of the contributors to the study were employed by
the applicant, what could one expect but a most glowing outcome?) The only study that seems to
never need to be completed, or even started for that matter, is the community awareness study that
has been proposed by Mr. Hessler multiple times. Of course, that would make inhabitants of the
project area actually consider the negative implications of said project, especially in an area where
the local ordinances are so outrageously outdated and ineffective as is the case with EL 19-003.
Perhaps denial of this application at this time would give the applicant sufficient opportunity to set
its affairs in order after presenting such slipshod work. Such denial may also demonstrate to current
and future developers (and the state legislature) a new and elevated standard of concern for the
welfare and well-being of all the inhabitants of a project area, as well as putting developers on notice
that they may no longer play fast and loose with the laws, regulations and rules.
Thank you again for your consideration,
Sherman Fuerniss
Delmont, So. Dak. 57330
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