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PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

On August 29, 2008, the Commission issued Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order 

Issuing a Route Permit to Xcel Energy for the Lake Yankton to Marshall Transmission Line, a 

15.7 mile 115 kilovolt (kV) high voltage transmission line (HVTL) between Xcel Energy's 

existing Lake Yankton Substation in Lyon County and the existing Southwest Marshall Substation 

in Lyon County.1 The approved route follows in part what is described as the A-l route alternative 

through Lake Marshall Townships Sections 17 and 18. 

On September 18, 2008, homeowners and landowners at the junction of 250th Street and County 

Road 7, Lyon County, Marshall, Minnesota, (Petitioners) filed a petition for reconsideration. 

On September 22, 2008, Xcel Energy (Xcel or the Applicant) filed a response to the petition. 

On October 2, 2008, the Office of Energy Security of the Minnesota Department of Commerce 

(OES) filed comments. 

1 The Project is part of Xcel Energy's Buffalo Ridge Incremental Generation Outlet 

(BRIGO) transmission project, which is a series of measures intended to increase transmission 

capacity to export wind energy generated on Southwestern Minnesota's Buffalo Ridge and 

resolve electric reliability issues in the city of Marshall. 
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On October 8,2008, the matter came before the Commission. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

I. The Nature of Reconsideration 

At reconsideration the Commission directs its attention to specific issues identified by the parties 

as meriting further evaluation. In this case, the issues posed to the affected landowners by the 

approved route are sufficiently serious and complex to warrant a second look at this segment of the 

proposed route, especially one fully informed by a consideration of the alternative proposed by 

Petitioners. 

II. Positions of the Parties 

A. Petitioners 

Petitioners - Charles Kauffman, Betty Kauffman, and other landowners affected by one segment 

of the Lake Yankton - Marshall transmission line - submitted a petition for reconsideration of one 

portion of the A-l segment of the route permit - a part of a three-mile northern segment of the 

project located in Section 18 of Marshall Township (the Kauffman A-l alternative).2 

Petitioners asserted that they had not been properly noticed during the route permit proceeding and 

did not have an adequate opportunity to participate in the docket. They argued that when they 

were notified of the June public hearing, the notice did not mention that alternative routes to those 

listed would be considered. Petitioners, homeowners along County road 7, asserted that they did 

not attend the meeting because they did not believe the matter concerned them. 

Petitioners argued that the proposed power line passing 250th Street would pass one home (the 

Greenfield home) at a distance of only 75', not the 200' referenced in the study. 

Petitioners argued that their proposed amendment to the A-l plan eliminates the need for the 

power line to pass so closely to the Greenfield home, as well as a cluster of homes at the 

intersection of County Road 7 and 250th Street. Finally, Petitioners argued that all affected 

landowners approve of the proposed alternative. Petitioners requested that the Commission grant 

their petition for reconsideration and consider the alternative route proposed. 

At the hearing on this matter several of the petitioning landowners attended, Petitioners argued in 

favor of reconsideration of the route permit and for Commission consideration of their proposed 

alternative to the route. 

2 The Commission is using the numerical designations used for the route segments 

established by the Department of Commerce Energy Facility Permitting Staff. 



B. Xcel 

Xcel took the position that all potentially affected landowners had multiple opportunities to state 

their concerns and propose alternatives. Xcel questioned whether all affected landowners had 

been served with notice of Petitioners' motion for reconsideration, and argued that not all affected 

landowners had signed the Petition. Xcel also raised concerns as to whether it is appropriate for 

the Commission to consider new route alternatives proposed after the close of the record and after 

the Commission has made its determination regarding the route permit. 

At the hearing on this matter, Xcel recognized that the Kauffman A-l alternative could be an 

alternative route for consideration, should the Commission decide that it wants to reopen the 

record and consider a change in the route for the north segment at this time. Xcel requested that 

should the Commission reconsider and re-open the matter, that the Commission affirm the 

August 29 Order with respect to the unchallenged southern portions of the route, so that it can 

comply with requirements identified in the BRIGO docket that the Company place the Lake 

Yankton - Marshall 115 kV line in service by spring 2009. 

C. OES 

The OES agreed with Xcel that all potentially affected landowners had been provided notice and 

ample opportunity to participate in the route selection proceeding. The OES asserted that multiple 

routes were identified for analysis by the public through the environmental assessment scoping 

decision, and that the Kauffman alternative to the A-l segment of the route Petitioners propose 

was not considered during the permitting process and not evaluated in the environmental 

assessment. The OES recommended that the Commission decline reconsideration of Petitioners' 

request. 

At the hearing on this matter, the OES stated that should the Commission decide to reopen the 

matter to consider the proposed alternative, the record would have to be reopened to allow time for 

a new scoping decision and environmental assessment concerning the Kauffman alternative. The 

OES asserted that to conduct the necessary steps for an fully developed record would require up to 

90 days. 

III. Commission Consideration and Action 

Having now taken a second look at the approved route, the Commission concludes that 

reconsideration of the August 29,2008, route permit is warranted in the following area of Lake 

Marshall Township: the southeast quarter of Section 18 in Township 111 North, Range 41 West.3 

The Commission reaffirms the route permit relating to the unchallenged portion of the route. 

3 As the existing route permit includes the easement on the eastern portion of this section, 

which is actually in Section 17, this section should be buffered by approximately 50 feet 



At the hearing on this matter, Xcel indicated its willingness to explore the Kauffman alternative to 

the A-l segment of the route permit. The Commission appreciates the willingness of the parties to 

work together quickly and expeditiously to consider the feasibility of this narrow amendment to 

the proposed route. 

Thus, in light of the proximity of the approved route to one home, the Commission will require the 

parties to promptly examine the feasibility of the Kauffman alternative to the A-l segment of the 

route and report back to the Commission. 

ORDER 

1. Having reconsidered the matter, the Commission hereby re-opens the record to consider the 

Kauffman alternative to the A-l segment of the route permit. 

2. The Commission hereby affirms its August 29, 2008, Order relating to all unchallenged 

portions of the route 

3. This Order shall become effective immediately. 

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION 

Burl W. Haar 

Executive Secretary 

(SEAL) 

This document can be made available in alternative formats (i.e. large print or audio tape) by 

calling 651.201.2202 (voice). Persons with hearing or speech disabilities may call us through 

Minnesota Relay at 1.800.627.3529 or by dialing 711. 



STATE OF MINNESOTA) 

)SS 

COUNTY OF RAMSEY ) 

AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE 

I, Margie DeLaHunt, being first duly sworn, deposes and says: 

That on the 20th day of October. 2008 she served the attached 

ORDER GRANTING RECONSIDERATION AND AFFIRMING UNCONTESTED 

PORTION OF AUGUST 29, 2008, ORDER. 

MNPUC Docket Number: E-002/TL-07-1407 

XX By depositing in the United States Mail at the City of St. Paul, a 

true and correct copy thereof, properly enveloped with postage 

prepaid 

XX 

XX 

By personal service 
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Commissioners 

Carol Caseboft 

Peter Brown 
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Bret Eknes 

Bob Cupit 

MikeKaluzniak 

DOC Docketing 
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Julia Anderson - OAG 

John Lindell - OAG 

Subscribed and sworn to before me, 

a notary public, this SI& day of 

-1- 2008 

O x 

Notary^ liblic 

MARY E REID 
NOTARY PUBLICMINNESOTA ■ 
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES1 
JANUARY 31,2010 
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