
 

Minnesota River Crossings to New Prague  
Advisory Task Force 

 
Third Meeting- Thursday, April 30, 2009 

 
DRAFT MEETING NOTES 

 
Welcome and Agenda Review 
 
The facilitator for the task force, Georgie Peterson, 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 presence.  Citizen observers were reminded that there was 
time set aside at the end of the meeting for them to speak to the task force and they were asked to 
“sign in” if they intended to speak. 
 
Several task force members suggested that citizens be asked for comments during the meeting, as 
the task force discussed the various alternatives before it, i.e., it would be more helpful for 
citizens to speak during the meeting rather than at the end.  The task force agreed on this 
approach.   
 
Meeting Purpose 
 
The task force charge for the day, to discuss alternative routes and/or route segments and to list 
pros and cons for each alternative, was referenced as well as the role of the advisory task force 
meetings in the permitting process. 
 
Review and Approval of Meeting Notes 
 
Advisory task members were asked if there were revisions or additions to the notes from the 
second task force meeting.  No revisions were identified by task force members.  However, two 
resolutions by governmental units (Le Sueur County, City of New Prague) were presented and 
asked to be added (Appendix A).  Georgie noted that a re-write of a homework page, submitted 
by an advisory task force member at the last meeting, will be included in the minutes of the first 
meeting in the homework section.  
 
Update on Certificate of Need for 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 
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not yet issued its formal order for the Certificate of Need, thus detail about the approved need 
and its components are not yet available.     
 
Scott noted that the Commission’s description of the approved need would influence which route 
alternatives would be feasible for the proposed Brookings line.  He noted that route alternatives 
using relatively distant interstate highways (e.g., I-90 route) are likely not feasible since they will 
not meet the need for the project, at least as the need for the project is currently understood.    
 
A discussion ensued and several task force members were disinclined to continue with the 
agenda to the “Review of Alternatives” process proposed by the facilitator.  Other task force 
members wanted to continue, noting their investment of time and energy to develop alternatives 
and their interest in getting the best ideas on the table.  A range of opinions were expressed 
including: (1) doubt that real change would come from task force deliberations because all of the 
decisions have already been made, (2) a belief that the scoping process is only a cover for 
lawsuits, (3) that there should be a unified recommendation from the task force on interstate 
highway routes to send a message that citizens in this part of the state are not pleased, (4) if the 
task force “quits in protest,” then it loses the chance to comment further on alternatives that may 
very well be part of the project.  
 
Ms. Hagen proposed a resolution from the task force to recommend the southern suggested 
alternative route (I-90 route and its variations), which was read by Mr. Swenson.  The resolution 
was discussed and Ms. Hagen briefly left the meeting to make edits.     
 
Review of Alternatives 
 
Ultimately, task force members decided to review the alternatives generated at the second 
meeting of the task force.  Maps (slightly revised to correct errors in the mailed versions) and 
impact tables were distributed to task force members and reviewed (Appendix B).  Mr. Holicky 
noted that the alternative in Tyrone Township (labeled as SW_Alt5) was not quite correct on the 
map.  There is already an underground line in this area that might help facilitate the proposed 
Brookings line. 
 
Citizens were offered the opportunity to comment to the task force on each alternative.  The task 
force identified pros and cons for each of the alternatives as follows: 
 
NE Alterative 2 (NE_Alt2) 
 
Task Force Member Comments  
Pros 

 When the route crosses the road at Belle Plaine it continues on the road and so avoids 
homes and uses an existing right-of-way (ROW). 

 The applicant’s proposed routes create “triangles” in the Helena substation area where 
property owners will be fenced in by power lines.  The alternative avoids this effect.  
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Cons 
 Possible impact on dairy farms 
 Possible impact on an airfield 
 Connects to the northern route (applicant’s alternative route) 

 
Questions 

 Why is there a need to go north and/or south of Highway 19? 
 Are federal guidelines for electrical reliability applicable when the distance between lines 

is small?  What is this distance?   
 Why can’t the line follow the already-existing, diagonal 345 kV line in the Helena 

substation area? 
 The diagonal 345 kV line goes to Iowa; thus, it could connect with more southerly 

alternatives, e.g., I-90 route.    
 Why not follow Highway 3/11 south?  Too many homes?   

 
Citizen Comments 
Speaker 1 

 General question:  Do we know if there is or will be foreign ownership of easements 
associated with this line?  Scott Ek, OES, replied that the transmission lines will be 
owned by a consortium of 11 utilities in the Upper Midwest.  These companies are listed 
in the route permit application.  None of these companies appears to be “foreign-owned.”    

 
Speaker 2 

 The speaker addressed his comments to the applicant’s proposed alternative route in the 
Belle Plaine area, not the NE_Alt2 alternative. 

 
The speaker referenced a City of Belle Plaine resolution and emphasized that the applicant’s 
proposed alternative route is inappropriate because the route: 

 Locates power lines within 1 mile of a new elementary school, and 
 Infringes upon an area designated as a “next buy” for the city (falls within an area 

scheduled for annexation). 
 

The speaker noted that the Blakely Township Board has concerns about the applicant’s 
proposed alternative route, including:  

 This area has already been impacted by the MinnCan pipeline project,  
 The Metropolitan Council has included some of this area as an option in a search 

process for a new park, and 
 There are dairy farms and century farms in the area. 

 
The speaker presented a signed statement of concern (746 citizen signatures) regarding the 
applicant’s proposed alternative route.  
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NE Alternative 4 (NE_Alt4)  
 
Task Force Member Comments 
Pros 

 The alternative follows a county road / established right-of-way 
 There are homes “in spots” (not a great density of homes) 
 The alternative avoids negatives associated with the applicant’s proposed alternative 

route in this area, including impacts to dairy farms, day cares, and wetlands.  The 
applicant’s proposed alternative route goes “cross country.”  

 
Cons 

 There are homes are on this alternative, but they could be avoided by routing or 
mitigation (under-grounding). 

 
Questions 

 Has the Public Utilities Commission and Department of Commerce given fair 
consideration to the use of underground lines?  Such lines are being considered in 
Western Europe.  There are higher costs at this time but this is an area that needs 
consideration.  Ms. Prchal submitted an overview of under-grounding technology in 
Europe (Appendix C).  Scott Ek, OES, noted that under-grounding is more appropriately 
considered a mitigation strategy, rather than a route alternative. 

 There is uncertainty with the data concerning structures.  Dots on the map indicate 
homes, but out-buildings, tanks, and other structures may be overlooked.   

 Can the line be routed to jog across roads to avoid homes? 
 

NE Alternative 5 (NE_Alt5)  
 
Task Force Member Comments 
Pros 

 It follows the existing 345 kV line 
 
Cons 

 None offered 
 
NW Alternative 3 (NW_Alt3)  
 
Task Force Member Comments 
Pros 

 It impacts two homes far from the road instead of six homes close to the road 
 It could be routed on boundary lines 
 It does not compound exposure to other existing lines.  There is already a 345 kV line and 

a gas pipeline in this area.  
 
Cons 

 That the proposed line is “coming through” at all. 
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Questions  
 Payments to landowners in the easement process are unfair.  Ms. Ruhland noted that there 

is landowner interest in changing eminent domain laws in Minnesota with respect to 
public utilities.   

 During the planning process for this line, there has been little communication with 
residents by Great River Energy.  

 Where is the power on this line going?  Is it true that it is going east (e.g. La Crosse, 
Chicago)?  Scott Ek, OES, noted that the propose line has eight substations (four existing; 
four proposed).  These substations act as on/off ramps for power.  Thus, communities 
along the line can draw on the power or provide power.   

 
Citizen Comments 
Speaker 1 

 The speaker related his opinion on several points, including: 
 The only reason the utilities are in this business is to make money, 
 There is no real concern for citizens, 
 Minnesota does not need these transmission lines, 
 What this process does is encourage the tendency in society to have no concern for 

one another (a selfish perspective of moving the problem to your neighbor). 
 He is proud of the task force’s “common sense” and noted that there is no common 

sense outside of local citizenry. 
 
SW Alternative 5 (SW_Alt5)  
 
Discussed at the beginning of the route alternatives review as an existing underground line that 
might be a corridor or otherwise facilitate the proposed Brookings line.  No additional pros or 
cons suggested.   
 
I-29 to I-94 Alternative 
 
Task Force Member Comments 
Pros 

 Route follows large, existing rights-of-way.   
 The route is less populated (open prairie). 

 
Cons 

 Could interfere with waterfowl flyways near Big Stone Lake. 
 
US 14 to I-90 Alternative 
 
Task Force Member Comments 
Pros 

 Alleviates Minnesota River valley impacts (avoids the valley). 
 Relatively close to existing substations 
 Crosses diagonal 345 kV line going to Iowa 
 Follows a railroad right-of-way  
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Cons 

 How is the route getting from US 14 to I-90?  What is the diagonal?  A railroad right-of-
way?  Would it be better to drop down on MN 15 to I-90 at Fairmont?   

 
I-90 to I-35 Alternative 
 
Task Force Member Comments 
Pros 

 Uses existing right-of-way 
 “Just head south to Chicago!” 
 Less populated between cities; avoids cities 
 Might serve the long-term development of the power grid well; crosses land with high 

wind energy potential 
 The applicant’s proposed substations could be moved south 
 Crosses diagonal 345 kV line and could connect with it 

 
Cons 

 None offered 
 
I-90 to US 52 Alternative  
 
Task Force Member Comments 
Pros 

 Follows the highway; direct to the Hampton substation area 
 
Cons 

 None offered 
 
I-90 to MN 56 Alternative 
 
Task Force Member Comments 
Pros 

 Advantages similar to I-90 to I-35 alternative 
 Can pick up power at McNeilus wind farms and Dodge Center  

 
Cons 

 None offered 
 
Task force members did not want to list pros and cons for the applicant’s preferred and 
alternative routes. 
 
Task force members discussed Ms. Hagen’s resolution supporting: (1) use of the southern 
suggested alternative routes (I-90 route and its variations), and, in the alternative, (2) the under-
grounding of the entire line.  The resolution was passed around the table for signatures and 
signed by fourteen task force members (Appendix D).      
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Task force members discussed whether to make specific mitigation recommendations for route 
alternatives.  Two recommendations were suggested: (1) under-grounding along NE_Alt4 near 
Heidelberg, and (2) under-grounding along the applicant’s preferred route along County Road 2.   
 
Report Discussion 
 
Georgie 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 
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. 
 
Final Public Comments to Advisory Task Force 
 
Citizens who had not spoken previously were provided an opportunity to address the task force.  
Key points of citizen-speakers are listed below (with comments made by an individual grouped 
together). 
 
Speaker I 

 As mitigation near Heidelberg (NE_Alt4), put the line underground.  Ms. Prchal 
submitted a letter on this and related topics (Appendix E). 

 
Speaker II 

 Looking at the applicant’s preferred route, no line should be build along County Road 2. 
 If necessary, go underground near homes on County Road 2. 
 Go on county lines and section lines and not through farm fields. 

 
Speaker III 

 Were “deals cut” with particular communities along the applicant’s proposed routes?  
Early communications and later route maps do not match, particularly in the Le Sueur 
area.  What was the basis for these changes? 

 
Speaker IV 

 Concern that a city administrator was uninterested in / insensitive to the opinions of a 
citizen regarding the need for the line and the applicant’s proposed routes.  
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Appendix E 
 
Minnesota River Crossings to New Prague Advisory Task Force 
April 30, 2009 
 
Note from Ms. Prchal Concerning Route Alternatives and Under-grounding 
 

  



April 30, 2009 
 
To Scott Ek, Ray Kirsch and Georgie Peterson, 
 
I would like to clarify something to be added to the task force minutes from today’s 
meeting and emailed to the members of the task force. I feel that there are other alternates 
that were submitted via email that should be considered and in the public record. So 
much of this depends on obstacles that we have no knowledge of or roads we are not 
familiar with. Since there was no data given on the gray line that is supposed to be 
connecting 169 to the existing Scott County Road 2, I asked someone tonight about it and 
they thought that it was supposed to be a future extension. With that knowledge ahead of 
time, planning could take place for pole placement knowing a future road would be going 
there. There are very few homes impacted near this gray line as well. As for the Scott 
County Road 2 populated areas/organic farms, underground mitigation should be utilized 
as much as possible.  
 
When I spoke about the NE Alt 4 alternate(yellow) I was comparing ONLY the area of 
the jog north of County Road 28 (221st Ave) and where it comes back down to 28(on 
141st Ave) .  This was to eliminate the jog and run it underground for less impact to 
homes on County Road 28/Rice County 2 as an alternate to the alternate route. 
Underground should be highly considered in this entire project.  In addition, the task 
force in New Market proposed another suggestion which should have been presented at 
the Henderson task force which included following the southern alternate route but then 
shooting straight across cross country and then following 60th St to Hwy 19. This would 
create an even bigger mess from an environmental standpoint while still impacting 
homes. This was not shown on our map but really should have been discussed as well. It 
may have been even more helpful to bring both task forces together for the last meeting 
or for a future meeting. I think there was confusion because of two different task forces 
not knowing what the other was proposing. I still feel that the Le Sueur River Crossing 
should be highly scrutinized as the environmental impacts are tremendous and find a 
better place to cross the river if it has to be crossed at all.  
 
Sincerely,   
 
Jodi Prchal 
 


