
Lake Marion to Hampton Advisory Task Force 
 

Third Meeting – Wednesday, April 29, 2009 
 

DRAFT MEETING NOTES  
 
Welcome and Introductions  
 
The facilitator for the task force, Charlie Petersen, State of Minnesota, Management Analysis & 
Development, welcomed task force members and all present.  Task force members were asked to 
introduce themselves and share their designation (representing a particular constituency or 
serving as an individual citizen member of the advisory task force).  Task force members signed 
an attendance sheet to indicate their attendance.  Observers were reminded that time was set 
aside, at the end of the meeting, for them to speak to task force members and asked to “sign in” if 
they intended to speak.   
 
Agenda Review 
 
Charlie reviewed the task force charge and emphasized that the work of this day, the third 
meeting, was to discuss in greater detail the alternative routes proposed at the second meeting, 
add any additional routes or route segments, and discuss the process for developing the report of 
the task force.  Charlie reviewed the meeting’s ground rules.  Mr. Kaufenberg expressed interest 
in adding a discussion of mitigation strategies for route alternatives to the agenda.  After some 
discussion, this topic was not added to the agenda, but was addressed by Mr. Kaufenberg in the 
public comment period.   
 
Review and Approval of Meeting Notes 
 
Task force members were asked if there were revisions or additions to the notes from the second 
task force meeting.  Mr. Kaufenberg asked that the citizen from the second meeting who 
submitted a written comment be identified on the map, i.e., so we know where her health issues 
are located.  Mr. Kaufenberg noted that he believed the citizen lived in Eureka Estates (Eureka 
Township).  Charlie said he would follow-up with the citizen to ensure she agreed to this 
information being added.  
 
Update on Certificate of Need for the Project 
 
Scott Ek, Office of Energy Security, said that the Public Utilities Commission, on April 16, 
2009, approved a certificate of need for the CapX 2020 projects, including the proposed 
Brookings County – Hampton transmission line.  Additionally, approval for the Brookings line is 
contingent on the line carrying a certain percentage of renewable energy.  The Commission has 
not yet issued its formal order for the Certificate of Need, thus detail about the approved need 
and its components are not yet available.     
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Review of Alternatives  
 
Maps (slightly revised to correct errors in the mailed versions) and impact tables were distributed 
to task force members and reviewed (Appendix A).  Dan Schmidt of HDR Consulting was 
introduced.  He is assisting the Office of Energy Security with mapping capabilities for the task 
force’s work.  Questions about the maps and impacts were discussed.  Several task force 
members expressed the difficulty of discussing alternatives with incomplete information.  A 
projector was used to project maps and data layers on a white board.     
 
The task force discussed and identified pros and cons for each of the alternatives as follows: 
 
NE Alternative 2 (NE_Alt 2, dark green) 
 
Pros 

• Avoids the City of Lonsdale 
• Impacts less households 
 

Cons 
• Does not use existing right-of-way 
• Route likely still impacts Lonsdale planning; it need to connect to the applicant’s 

alternate route further east.  
• Line crosses two gas line venting stations 
• Because of topography, line would be at eye level for a number of homes in Lonsdale 

area. 
 
The task force discussed options to improve the route.  Suggestions included: 

• Explore using existing 69kV line north of NE_Alt2 route 
• If following the 69kV line, it could tie into the existing substation and drop south to 

catch the applicant’s alternate route. 
• Another option, follow 69kV line and go further east of substation and then connect 

with applicant’s alternate route 
• With these options – approximately 20 homes would be impacted in the Lonsdale 

area. 
 
The task forced discussed whether it would be appropriate, after discussing pros and cons, to 
vote on whether an alternative route was “in” or ‘out” of further consideration.  The task force 
voted on this alternative (NE_Alt2) and the results were split (10-6) – a majority wanted to 
remove the alternative, but there was not a consensus.  The task force ultimately decided to keep 
all alternatives on the table, and to neither recommend nor remove alternatives (see 
“Identification of Preferred Alternatives” below). 
       
NE Alternative 3 (NE_Alt 3, gold) and NW Alternative 1C (NW_Alt 1C, purple dashed)  
 
Two groups suggested a similar route.  Task force members corrected the map to note that there 
are two variations within the route: (1) the “right angle shaped” route shown on the map, and (2) 
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a “diagonal route” which would follow County Rd. 47 and Lewiston Blvd. to the Hampton 
substation area (moving to Emery Ave. at 240th St.).   
 
Pros 

• Protects commercial land in the City of Hampton 
• Avoids homes in the City of Hampton 
• Fewer homes in general impacted 

 
Cons 

• Goes through a new area and townships that are not involved in this task force. It 
could impact homeowners and land owners who are not here.  

• Karst topography in this area. 
 
The task force discussed why the applicant’s alternate route didn’t stay on County Rd. 86 the 
whole way east of I-35.  Could this be an option?  Task force members suggested that there are 
homes and center pivot irrigation systems in this area.    
 
NW Alternative 1A (NW_Alt 1A, red) 
 
Pros 

• Impacts fewer homes 
• Impacts fewer prime farmland acres 
• Moves the line further south and closer to favorable wind generation sites (see 

Appendix B) 
 
Cons 

• Does not connect with Lake Marion substation 
• Goes three miles out of right-of-way 
• Crosses swamp area – Dutch Marsh 
• Crosses farms and natural areas in Dakota County with conservation easements 
 

The task force discussed options to improve the alternative.  One option could be to run along the 
rail line prior to where the route currently turns north and follow that line up to the applicant’s 
alternate route.  Another option would be to drop the Lake Marion substation south such that it 
connects with this alternative.  
 
NW Alternative 1B (NW_Alt 1B, light green; also known as “Modified South Route”)  
 
This alternative moves the Lake Marion substation south, i.e., instead of expanding the existing 
Lake Marion station, building a new station further south.  This new substation and the Lake 
Marion substation would be connected by a transmission line of appropriate voltage.  The new 
substation would be approached from the west by the applicant’s alternate route or some task 
force alternative/variation.  The new substation would connect to the Hampton substation by any 
of several task force alternatives/variations, including portions of the applicant’s alternate route.        
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Pros 
• Uses existing right-of-way with no removal of trees 
• Impacts less homes than applicant’s alternate route 
• Follows I-35 noise corridor 
• Provides redundancy 
• Utilizes a substation plan that was identified as an option in an early draft of the 

applicant’s proposal 
• Reduces the impact of the applicant’s alternate route at the intersection of County 

Road 2 and I-35. 
 
Cons 

• Likely does not meet the need of connecting to the Lake Marion substation unless an 
alternate substation is built south of Hwy 86 (57th St. and I-35 area) 

• Impacts / limits future development of 57th St and I-35 interchange 
• Conflicts with development on I-35   

 
NW Alternative 2 (NW_Alt 2, purple) 
 
Pros 

• Uses a corridor in an area zoned industrial and commercial 
• Favored by Eureka Township 
• Follows a principal arterial that has an existing line along it 
• Impacts less farmland 
• Goes through more metropolitan area where electrical energy will be used 

 
Cons  

• Close to Airlake airport 
• Crosses Vermillion River (all routes will cross the Vermillion River somewhere?) 
• Impacts commercial area and additional homes 
• Crosses school area – Lakeville School and the surrounding ball fields 
• Adds additional miles to the route 

 
NW Alternative 3 (NW_Alt 3, maroon) 
 
It was noted by a task force member that the route follows more of 245th St. than is identified on 
the map. 
 
Pros 

• Avoids impacts on land owned by a widow.  The applicant’s preferred route jogs 
north along Highway 9; this jog impacts much of this person’s land 

• Avoids farmland that is farmed using GPS systems. 
• Avoids a metal fabrication business 
• House at 245th St and Dodd does not have to be relocated 
• Is a shorter route and uses existing right-of-way 
• Eliminates impact on nine people 
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Cons 
• None identified 

 
SW Alternative 2 (SW_Alt 2, salmon) 
 
Pros 

• Shares right-of-way with Highway 13 and County Road 8 
 
Cons 

• Impacts a number of homes; homes not identified on the map 
• Additional miles to the route 
• Impacts on property values  
• Crosses 13 public waters  

 
SE Alternative 2 (SE_Alt2, yellow) and SE Alternative 3 (SE_Alt 3, green dashed)  
 
These alternatives assume that the Hampton substation is moved south of the location proposed 
by applicant.  Additionally, they assume that the eastern terminus (I-35) is reached by the I-90 to 
I-35 alternative.  
  
Pros 

• Avoids Randolph using an area currently zoned commercial 
• Uses an area zoned commercial and recently annexed by Northfield 
• Impacts less cropland, less wetlands, and crosses fewer public waters. 
• Follows existing rail corridor 

 
Cons 

• Alternative does not connect to a substation in Lake Marion area 
• May not meet the need identified for the transmission line 
• Impacts Cannon River viewshed 
• Comes close to Stanton Airfield where there are a number of gliders 
• Lot of cross country; does not follow an existing right-of-way 
• Follows a state trail (Milltown Trail) 
• Goes through an area with a number of center pivot irrigation systems (comment was 

made by task force member that the line was drawn to go around these system) 
 
I-90 to I-35 Alternative 
 
Pros 

• Little impact on homes 
• Uses existing right-of-way 
• Easy to build poles 
• Less noise impact 
• Space to add more lines 
• Goes through area with high wind generation potential 
• Can easily head to LaCrosse 

 5



Cons 
• Doesn’t connect to any of the identified substations and therefore may not meet the 

identified need. 
• May not provide the electrical performance identified in the need 
• Longer line (adds about 56 miles) 
• Because of extra length, the line would likely cost more 

 
Buddhist Temple Alternative 
 
Ms. Johnson suggested an alternative in the Hampton substation area that would lessen impacts 
to the Cambodian Buddhist Temple near Hampton.  She briefly described the alternative to the 
group and provided the alternative and a map directly to Scott Ek. 
 
Pros 

• Reduces the number of homes impacted 
• Further from the City of Hampton 
• Route goes around Buddhist Temple, approximately 1000 feet behind temple 
• Route is also moved away from photo business, daycare, and a horse stud farm 
• Less impacts to Hampton Woods nature area. 

 
Cons 

• Goes cross country 
• Impacts on farm 

 
Applicant’s Preferred Route 
 
Pros 

• Doesn’t go through City of Hampton  
• Least number of miles of all the routes 
• Crosses least prime farm land 

 
Cons 

• Impacts more homes that other routes (task force member had questions about home 
counts along the applicant’s proposed routes) 

• Impacts / reduces property values in the area 
• Route goes cross-country through New Market township 
• Utilizes only 60% right-of-way 
• Impacts or crosses 40% farm land, approximately 77 acres 
• Passes through Eureka Township; inconsistent with preservation plans and township 

values 
• Impacts along 220th St.  
• Can develop a better alternative that impacts less homes, cropland, wetlands, public 

waters, etc. 
• Forces the impact of expanding energy use on the area; rationalizes substation 

expansion 
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Applicant’s Alternative Route 
 
Pros 

• Can use shoulders on roadways for construction of power line poles 
• 91% of existing right-of-way is followed from Hampton to Lake Marion 
• Goes through less congested land 
• Impacts fewer homes 
• Highway 86 is a future arterial roadway and is a pretty straight shot from west to east 
• Closer to wind generation areas 
• Goes south of Eureka Township  

 
Cons 

• Impacts/goes through City of Hampton commercial area 
• Comes into City of Lonsdale city limits 
• Crosses natural areas and conservation easements 
• Crosses more farmland and wetlands 
• Crosses an area of geological concern in Castle Rock area, sandstone issue 
• Improvements of intersections for I-35 and major arterials would be impacted by 

double tracking of line; double tracking is ugly. 
• Sky Harbor air park and crop dusting businesses that uses the airport will be impacted 
• Impacts a historical route – County Road 47 
• Some of the roadway right-of-way used by the route does not have a shoulder  
• Concerns that home counts along the route are not correct 
 

Identification of Preferred Alternative(s) 
 
To get a sense of the task force’s preferences with respect to the alternatives, Charlie asked each 
task force member to identify three routes as their top priority and three routes as their second 
priority.  Task force members discussed the value in such a process and noted that it was difficult 
to make such choices because a number of the alternatives proposed by the task force were 
segments to a route and/or were attempts to make a problematic route better – they may support 
the segment but do not support the overall route. 
 
An attempt was made by some members of the task force to have the members vote on three 
routes: the applicant’s preferred route, the applicant’s alternative route, and the “modified south 
route” (NW_Alt1B or “Joel’s Route”).  The task force could not agree on such a vote.  Several 
members noted that all of the alternatives were better than what the applicant proposed.  
Ultimately the task force decided to express no preferences with respect to the alternatives and to 
carry all alternatives forward with the pros and cons identified by the task force.    
 
Report Discussion 
 
Charlie discussed logistics for finalizing meeting notes and the advisory task force’s report.  
Meeting notes for this meeting will be sent out for review.  A draft final report, for task force 
review and comment, is scheduled to be sent out the week of May 11.  The draft will include 
information on the review period (about one week) and where to send comments. 
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Public Comments to Advisory Task Force 
 
A period was set aside at the end of the meeting for public comment.  Key points of citizens who 
addressed the task force are listed below: 
 
Speaker 1 

 Thank you to the Task Force for their work 
 Supports the I-29 to I-90 route 
 Ask which way the power goes - to Nebraska? 

 
Speaker 2  

 The task force identified issue and fairness was key and the negotiations under easements 
needs to be a fair process 

 These easement need to be in simple language and easy to understand 
 If the power line is abandoned, the land should revert back to landowner 
 Prompt payment language should be in the easements 
 For aesthetics, recommends the blue poles or galvanized poles rather than the darker rust 

poles 
 Those that have land across from transmission line, there land is impacted but not 

compensated 
 The focus should be on conservation of power and provide incentives to conserve energy 

– ten step program outlined to get a 10% reduction in energy 
 Speaker provided written comments (Appendix C) 

 
Speaker 3 

 Scott County four-lane highway and transmission line are close to home 
 Concern about cost to build line and cost to landowners 

 
Speaker 4 

 Lives on applicant’s preferred route and likes southern route better  
 
Speaker 5 

 Suggests a larger space to hold these meeting so the public can hear what is going on 
 Realizes the increase in future need of energy but would prefer line be outside of 2030 

plans 
 Supports modified south route 

 
Speaker 6 

 Supports modified south route 
 Moved to current home to be away from issues like transmission lines 
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Speaker 7 
 Lives in Castle Rock Township 
 One homestead, long time resident 
 Transmission line impacts/destroys wetlands 
 CapX 2020 comes from growth of wind generation in Dakota 
 Townships in area are viewed as places for cities like Farmington to grow or gain land  
 Long-term effect on wetlands 

 
Speaker 8  

 The transmission line would be a one million dollar benefit for Farmington 
 Supports modified south route  
 Need wise planning to address issues 

 
Speaker 9 

 Support moving transmission to I-90 route 
 It will have a real economic impact – it may be a longer route but in the end less 

expensive 
 Prefers modified south route if it needs to go through area 

 
Speaker 10 

 An option would be to bury the line as a form of mitigation 
 Lives 304 ft. from center of Dodd Ave. – already has easements for pipeline and phone 

line 
 Transmission line is ninety feet from home 
 It would destroy property 
 Knows the community and surrounding area and data used by applicant is not good data 

– false data.   
 Speaker provided written comments (Appendix D) 

 
Speak 11 

 Massage therapy business under line and this would be ruined if line went through 
 Property values would be lowered 
 Impacts a hobby farm 
 Not right to put the transmission line through and create these issues 

 
Speaker 12 

 What is the impact of transmission line on overall environment? On humans, on livestock 
 Studies show transmission lines are linked to autism in children 

 
Speaker 13 

 Prefers modified south route 
 Impacts fewer homes 
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Speaker 14 
 Transmission line borders property 
 In past with eminent domain, neighbors were not properly compensated 
 Transmission line would bring property values down 
 Easy way out would be to give it to our neighbors but that is not right 
 Supports the modified south route 

 
Speaker 15 

 Transmission line goes over house and will take it out 
 Tough to get a mortgage; FHA/HUD – will not allow a loan if a power line is too close 
 Appraiser noted that with line in area there are problems in getting mortgage 
 Health issues  

 
Speaker 16 

 Beekeeper business and power line impacts bees 
 Houses on the maps are not properly marked 
 Route identified on 60th Street is on top of house and has two sons close in area, will go 

through farm and woods, impacts garden 
 Impact on grandchildren 
 Prefers no route at all 

 
Speaker 17 

 Owns woods that section line goes through; would destroy woods with old growth trees 
 Impacts smaller plants in woods 
 Enjoys exploring woods and making art from items in woods 

 
Speaker 18 

 Opposition to southern route 
 Built house for keeps 
 Questions in data quality, not right, not complete 
 Wants hybrid solution that avoids Lonsdale, Veseli, and Webster 

 
Speaker 19 

 Modified south route is not perfect 
 Uses GPS systems for farm and the line would impact these systems 
 A lake in proximity to route 
 Dairy farms would be impacted  
 Snowmobile trail impacted  
 Homes not identified on preferred route; data concerns 
 Wildlife damage if alternate route is used 
 Routes impact valued lives, health, lifestyle, and land 
 Resents effort to send line south 
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Speaker 20 
 Does not want line on 160th Street 
 Should go on interstate 
 Impacts children’s health and should not be crossing a yard where there are children 
 Chose acreage on which to live and did not expect power line 
 Power company should take the hit 

 
Speaker 21 

 Use interstate route 
 Select a route that avoids pipeline 
 60th Street is gravel road and has gas valve on it, could be a serious issue if transmission 

line would cross 
 Interstate route is worth a look 

 
Speaker 22 

 Supports modified south route – otherwise applicant’s route will go through neighbor’s 
yard, dense housing 

 Reduced property values because of line  
 Modified south route, less populated 
 Line is a danger in being close to homes – number of houses impacted and closeness of 

line is a major issue 
 
Speaker 23 

 Supports modified south route because of less impact on people and valuation 
 Consider options to bury line rather than aerial 

 
Speaker 23 

 Applicant’s preferred route goes through back yard at 240th St. North 
 Speaker has handicapped child who is impacted by noise; moved to area for quiet; 

transmission line would be very disruptive to child 
 Decreases property values 
 Doesn’t want to move home; it is convenient for son and cost of moving 
 Would not have moved here if knew about line 
 Creates hardship and lessens dignity 

 
Speaker 24 

 On preferred route and has residential home impact 
 Lost protection under eminent domain 
 Line is used for dirty energy; line should be routed to minimize human impact 
 Alternate routes have been made and ignored 
 Modified south/County Road 70 has least impact on people 
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Speaker 25 
 Opposes applicant’s alternate route 
 The room is too small for this meeting 
 Not thinking of dairy/farmland when placing line 
 Using up farmland for other things than farming 
 Impact to animals – studies/U.K. and Wisconsin 
 Process not done right 

 
Speaker 26 

 Grew up near Hutchinson 
 Headaches when doing wash and hanging clothes on line under transmission line 
 Prefers I-90/35 route 

 
Speaker 27 

 345 kV line should go rural, in fields 
 Decreases property values in Rice County 
 Transmission line impacts ball field at Cedar Lake 
 Person killed under transmission line because of arcing (Monticello)  

 
Speaker 28 

 Problems or decreases in property values 
 Should not have to spend tax dollars for transmission line 
 Impact of power lines is ugly and creates health issues 
 Impacts wetlands and bald eagles in the area 

 
Speaker 29 

 Lives on applicant’s alternate route 
 Three greenhouses that would be impacted 
 There is no access to area for miles; no ROW; peat ground 

 
Speaker 30 

 Evaluate the cost of new route south of Lake Marion 
 Route is not linear; weaves between communities and all the jogs create additional cost 
 The applicants did not choose best route(s) 
 Appendix K in route permit application did not include all the comments; 393 comments 

is not a wide range of comments 
 
Speaker 31 

 Preferred route goes over barn 
 Backs modified southern route – 70 fewer homes impacted 

 
Speaker 32 

 Lives on preferred route and impacts seven children under age of 10 
 Decreases the value of home 
 Area would be a ghost town and there would be no more growth 
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Speaker 33 
 Would be financially ruined by line 

 
Speaker 34 

 No agreement on placement of lines 
 What happens with data when there is no agreement? 
 Legislation on eminent domain, need to pay attention to what is happening with 

legislation   
 Route should be along I-90 if move substation further south 

 
Speaker 35 

 Supports modified southern route 
 Impact on horses; health issues 
 Impacts school in New Market 

 
Speaker 36 

 Supports modified southern route 
 This process is insane; line should follow interstate 
 Possible cost saved by going I-90 

 
Evaluation 
 
Charlie asked task force members to please complete evaluation forms for the task force process. 
He thanked the task force for their efforts, understanding this was a very difficult issue to 
undertake. 
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Lake Marion to Hampton Advisory Task Force 
April 29, 2009 
 
Maps of Alternatives and Impact Tables  
(distributed at meeting) 
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Lake Marion to Hampton Advisory Task Force 
April 29, 2009 
 
Information on Dispersed Renewable Generation (DRG) Transmission Study 
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Lake Marion to Hampton Advisory Task Force 
April 29, 2009 
 
Citizen Speaker 2 – Written Comments 
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Lake Marion to Hampton Advisory Task Force 
April 29, 2009 
 
Citizen Speaker 10 – Written Comments 
 
 
 




































