
David Birkholz 

From: Julie Blomberg [Julie@brettadmix.com]

Sent: Friday, May 01, 2009 4:38 PM

To: David.Birkholz@state.mn.us

Subject: capX2020 files Monticello-St. Cloud Route Permit Application

Page 1 of 1

8/10/2009

 To Whom It May Concern: 

  

In the matter of the Xcel Energy and Great River Energy Application to the Minnesota Public Utilities 
Commission for a Route Permit for the Monticello to St. Cloud 345 kV Transmission Line Project. 

I am writing with heavy concerns on the placement of this power line by my house.  I live in Hasty, 
MN  one of the proposed lines is 100 ft across the road from my house we are having a real concern 
with this our house is a historical sight it was the old Hasty school house we have lived there 14 years.  
The one route that we are having a problem with is way to close to us the fact that it is across the street 
means we would not be compensated but surly reek the consequences.   

I am begging you to seriously consider the route across the freeway or closest to it.  That I believe 
would be the one that runs by the old RV place.   

  

Thank you for you consideration. 

  

Mike & Julie Blomberg 

3760-150th St. NW

 

Clearwater, MN  55320 

763-497-7351 

Julie@brettadmix.com 

  

  

  

  



David Birkholz 

From: Julie Blomberg [Julie@brettadmix.com]

Sent: Tuesday, July 14, 2009 9:45 AM

To: David.Birkholz@state.mn.us

Subject: POWER LINE
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 In regards to the power line going through in Hasty, MN 

  We strongly object to the power line going on the railroad bed it will be way to close to a lot of houses 100 
yards from our front door.  This is also across the street and not on our land but we are surely affected.  Who 
would buy our house? 

The sand hill cranes come from the river and fly right over our house this power line would definitely be in there 
path. 

We would like to see it go over by the old RV building were there are no houses and you would not have to clear 
all of the beautiful trees that also block the freeway noise. 

Please push for it to go over by that building closest to the freeway.  Thank you! 

  

Mike and Julie Blomberg 

3760-150th St. NW

 

Clearwater, MN  55320 







David Birkholz 

From: Heidi Cox [heidianncox@yahoo.com]

Sent: Sunday, April 26, 2009 12:20 PM

To: David.Birkholz@state.mn.us

Subject: CapX2020
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Hello 
  
Our names are  Heidi and Donald Cox and we live in what is part of the Preferred Route.  My question 
for you is where is the documentation on the analysis of the Benton County Line as a viable alternative?  
We can not find any information in respect to the Benton County Line in the CapX2020 available 
documentation.  Being that the Benton County Line is an existing route and would be a low impact, we 
don't understand why this wasn't considered as a route, much less the Preferred Route.   
  
The Coxes  
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David Birkholz

From: Apache [apache@lmic.state.mn.us]
Sent: Saturday, June 20, 2009 12:26 AM
To: David.Birkholz@state.mn.us
Subject: 26545 Jade Road Sat Jun 20 00:26:09 2009 ET-2, E-002/TL-09-246

This public comment has been sent via the form at: 
www.energyfacilities.puc.state.mn.us/publicComments.html

You are receiving it because you are listed as the contact for this project.  

Project Name= Monticello to St. Cloud 345 kV Transmission Project

Docket number= ET-2, E-002/TL-09-246

User Name = R. Doug and Sue Fredrickson 26545 Jade Road

County = 

City = MN

Email = H 320-363-4709    W 320-356-2331

Phone = 

Impact: = 

Mitigation = My wife and I own 46 acres of property at the inter-section of Hwy 23 & I-94 
west of St Cloud.  Your "prefered route travels 2000+ feet of our property and makes an 
alignment change as it turns to connect to the new Quarry Substation. 

Our property has 70,000+ vehicles per day pass by with 23 and 94 combined.  My wife and I 
would prefer you use an alternative route and miss our property.  But we know our ability 
ot influence that is cumbersome.  Your first route choice will devalue our potential 
commericial value.  Buying it could benefit all parties involved.    

You could save millions of dollars if you placed the substation on our property and 
eliminated the costs associated with placing the substation out of the I-94 corridor. 

Save the multiplier of $1,000,000 per mile of a 345 T-Line leaving the I-94 corridor.  

Save the cost of R/W across our property.

It may impact less area environmentally.

Give it some thought

Doug Fredrickson

Submission date = Sat Jun 20 00:26:09 2009

This information has also been entered into a centralized database for future analysis.

For questions about the database or the functioning of this tool, contact:

Andrew Koebrick
andrew.koebrick@state.mn.us
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David Birkholz

From: Apache [apache@lmic.state.mn.us]
Sent: Sunday, July 05, 2009 8:24 PM
To: David.Birkholz@state.mn.us
Subject: Konz Sun Jul  5 20:24:10 2009 ET-2, E-002/TL-09-246

This public comment has been sent via the form at: 
www.energyfacilities.puc.state.mn.us/publicComments.html

You are receiving it because you are listed as the contact for this project.  

Project Name: Monticello to St. Cloud 345 kV Transmission Project

Docket number: ET-2, E-002/TL-09-246

User Name: Joyce Konz

County: Stearns County

City: St. Cloud

Email: jkjk29@msn.com

Phone: 320-202-0548

Impact:  I live along I94 between Clearwater and St. Augusta.  Judging by the looks of the
map, it appears that it could possibly go through my home.  I live in a small housing 
development of about 20 houses and I think it would cause less disruption to have it on 
the south side of 94 in this particular spot.  There are only a couple homes on the south 
side in this area. 

Mitigation: 

Submission date: Sun Jul  5 20:24:10 2009

This information has also been entered into a centralized database for future analysis.

For questions about the database or the functioning of this tool, contact:

Andrew Koebrick
andrew.koebrick@state.mn.us









1

David Birkholz

From: Apache [apache@lmic.state.mn.us]
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2009 10:55 PM
To: David.Birkholz@state.mn.us
Subject: Nohava Tue Jul 21 22:54:31 2009 ET-2, E-002/TL-09-246

This public comment has been sent via the form at: 
www.energyfacilities.puc.state.mn.us/publicComments.html

You are receiving it because you are listed as the contact for this project.  

Project Name: Monticello to St. Cloud 345 kV Transmission Project

Docket number: ET-2, E-002/TL-09-246

User Name: Stephen Nohava

County: Wright County

City: Clearwater

Email: snoha1@yahoo.com

Phone: 

Impact:  
Docket Number TL-09-246

The Dwight D. Eisenhower National System of Interstate and Defense Highway, also called 
the Interstate Highway System at the time of its construction was billed as the largest 
highway system in the world.  It was designed with many functions and purposes.
A by-product of this system is the many negative's it produces.  Air pollution, noise 
pollution, sight pollution.  It would seem only logical that the primary [preferred] route
as proposed in the CapX2020 Monticello-St. Cloud route be the selected route for the 
project.  Placing the route immediately adjacent to an already existing corridor should be
the best option for the project.

I reside on the proposed Alternate route A & B in Clearwater Township and am OPPOSED to 
its selection.   

It makes no sense to clutter the pristine countryside with transmission towers when a 
corridor already exists.  Costs of construction and easement acquisition should be an 
important consideration on Xcel's part.  Construction parallel to the existing freeway 
system is certainly cheaper than jogging transmission towers across the countryside.  

Thank You

Stephen Nohava 

Mitigation: 

Submission date: Tue Jul 21 22:54:31 2009

This information has also been entered into a centralized database for future analysis.

For questions about the database or the functioning of this tool, contact:

Andrew Koebrick
andrew.koebrick@state.mn.us
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David Birkholz

From: jpgator@frontiernet.net
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 10:18 PM
To: David.Birkholz@state.mn.us
Subject: CAPX2020 Comments

To : Mr. David Birkholz
     Project Manager

6-08-09

As a property owner in the Fish Lake/Fish Creek Basin in Clearwater, MN , I have been 
following the CAPX2020 project with great interest. The Preferred Route along I-94 through
our basin will adversely impact 3 bodies of water: Fish Lake, Fish Creek and the Wild and 
Scenic Mississippi River. Our wetland and Wild and Scenic River areas have suffered more 
than their share of cumulative impacts from numerous roadway and railway intrusions over 
the past 160 years.

Cumulative impacts are not an exact science, but it is a no-brainer that they should be 
avoided whenever possible. Even the legislature was able to agree on this. There is a 
reasonable alternative route around our basin. The environmental laws of Minnesota and the
will of its residents to protect our state's unique natural resources would seem to 
dictate that you take that route.

Thank you for your time.

Regards,
John A. Pazik
16415 Gowan Avenue NW
Clearwater, MN 55320

P.S. I might have missed it in the comparative impact analysis, but where did it address 
the aesthetic impact of the transmission lines and towers on the Wild and Scenic 
Mississippi River? Not to mention that the preferred route also crosses directly over a 
part of Fish Lake and Fish Creek.



CAPX2020 Scoping Comments.txt
CAPX2020 - The Wild and Scenic River Segment Between Clearwater and Monticello
Subject : TL-09-246

You take great pains to draw a distinction between the classifications of 
river segments in the Wild and Scenic River Act. However, "Scenic" and 
"Recreational" segments are afforded the same protection under the provisions of the
Act. The recreational classification merely denotes what has occurred in that 
particular segment in the past and it is of no value in your scoping process. To 
refer to this segment as "the Recreational corridor" is to coin a new term that 
misleads the public and fails to convey that this is indeed a fully protected 
segment of the Wild and Scenic River.

You also state, "A small portion of the Preferred Route northwest of 
Monticello, is within the Recreation corridor".The location that you refer to is 
almost 9 miles from Monticello, but only a few thousand feet from Clearwater. This 
appears to purposefully mislead the public. If not, Why not be more specific in 
terminology and location?

For example: " A small portion of the Preferred Route, southeast of Clearwater, is 
within the Wild and Scenic River boundary." 

Scoping is supposed to be a full disclosure process. At the meetings, your 
representatives consistently denied that they had additional information as to where
the route would would lie within the 1,000 foot study boundary, specifically as it 
related the the Wild and Scenic River boundary discussed above. However, on page 
7-27 dated 4-8-09, it states, "A small portion of the preferred Route, northwest of 
Monticello, is within the designated Recreation corridor. However, the ultimate 
location of the proposed 345KV line is intended to be outside the designated 
Recreational corridor." This statement implies that you have done additional studies
in this area, but you are withholding the information from the public.

If you have undisclosed information, I request that you release it to the 
public and schedule a new scoping meeting, or at east reopen the comment period.

I also request that you study the route of the existing power line between 
the Benton County substation and Monticello as an alternative route. This route has 
great potential to minimize the environmental, social and economic impacts of an 
entirely new route.

The Preferred Route slices through the Fish Lake/Fish Creek basin, southeast
of the City of Clearwater and it has the potential to cause great harm to an 
irreplaceable natural asset. This area is a unique coming together of four water 
features: The Wild and Scenic Mississippi River, Fish Lake, Fish Creek and the 
Mississippi River Backwaters. Although this segment of the Wild and Scenic 
Mississippi River is classified recreationalin the Minnesota Rules, it still has the
full protection of the legislation.

This area is home to nesting bald eagles and there is a heron rookery on the
river. We all know that power lines are a constant threat to bird populations and 
this impact should be addressed fully in your scoping.

Besides some strained wordsmithing, your scoping process has numerous 
omissions and errors that tend to minimize the potential impacts on the residents 
and the environment of the Fish Lake/Fish creek basin:

1. Your maps fail to identify a number of basin homes that are within the boundary 
of the Preferred Route.

2. Your zoning maps fail to identify a number of residential areas in the basin and 
you do not include residential/agricultural zoning, either.

3. There is no mention of the Clearwater Township public landing on Fish Lake, 
although it is entirely within the boundary of the Preferred Route.

Page 1



CAPX2020 Scoping Comments.txt

4. Depending on the placement of the towers, they could rise as high as 250 feet 
above the Wild and Scenic Mississippi River. The aesthetic impact of this scenario 
needs to be studied in depth. Also, as mentioned above, your statements on page 7-27
imply that tower locations within or around the basin have already been studied, but
not shared with the public.

John A. Pazik  
16415 Gowan Ave. NW
Clearwater, MN 55320
(320) 558-6336
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David Birkholz 

From: Candy Samuelson [candy.samuelson.inw4@statefarm.com]

Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2009 1:52 PM

To: David.Birkholz@state.mn.us

Subject: CapX2020

Page 1 of 1CapX2020

8/10/2009

I would appreciate notifications of project CapX2020.   

My home is on 160th St in Clearwater Township.  It is one of the homes that is between Huber Ave and County 
Rd 7. The alternate routes that are in the plans for this project puts these power lines right in my front yard.  Large 
power lines running through my front yard will seriously reduced the market value of my property.  My home sits 
on 10 acres of land and is surrounded by hundreds more acres that can not be built on at this time.  People do not 
want to buy a home in the country with a view of a power line. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter.  

Candy Samuelson  

Office Manager  

David K Nelson, Agent  

Providing Insurance & Financial Services  

952-546-4240  



David Birkholz 

From: rondeb_71@netzero.net

Sent: Friday, June 05, 2009 2:18 PM

To: David.Birkholz@state.mn.us; rose.thelen@co.wright.mn.us; tanksinc@frontiernet.net; 
KarenDurant@frontiernet.net; onemnengineer@frontiernet.net

Subject: Route Permit St. Cloud to Monticello 345 kV Transmission Line comment submittal 1.
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Route Permit St. Cloud to Monticello 345 kV Transmission Line comment submittal 1. 

Dear Mr. Birkholz, 

It is my understanding that, as a member of the public reviewing the Route Permit St. Cloud to  
Monticello 345 kV Transmission Line, I am to send you any comments I have in respect to the 
document. 

Comment number 1-1. 
I believe Appendix D D.2 MR 7849.5910 (E)7 Segment 79 is in "error". 
Looking at Map 2 of Appendix D.1 it is my guess that segment 79 parallels the north east (NE) side  
of Interstate-94's (I94's) north-westerly traveled lanes, extending from Clearwater, MN. to some  
arbitrary point beyond Grover Avenue, 3 miles to the south east. Since segment 79 parallels the NE  
side, it therefore lies between the Mississippi river and I94. At a point, approximately 2-1/4 miles to  
the south east of Clearwater, MN., the Mississippi Wild and Scenic Riverway comes with a few hundred 
 
yards of I94. This area, known as the Fish Creek Basin, is an environmentally sensitive area, including  
the Wild and Scenic Riverway, a large flood plain, the Fish Creek and Fish Lake, along with the  
recreational contributions of both the Mississippi River and Fish Lake. The Fish Creek Basin has been 
afflicted with a number of previous accumulative impacts that were imposed entirely across the Basin. 
These include the railroad berm, constructed in the late 1800's, US Highway 152, in the early 1950's, 
and Wright County 
CSAH 75 and Interstate I94 in the 1970's. There were hundreds of thousands of yards of fill dirt 
dumped into the Basin to accomplish this. 
I believe the All Considered Route Segments Analysis Table Monticello - St. Cloud 
Appendix D D.2 MR 7849.5910 (E)7 is in "error".  Since Segment 79 is on the Mississippi river side of 
I94 there should be a numeric value given to the Wild Scenic entry and MNDNR entry. I also believe  
the value for the USFWS is "low". 

Comment number 1-2. 
Once the "error" noted in comment 1-1 is corrected, the text in the permit document page 7-27 last  
paragraph last sentence needs also to be corrected. 
"However, the ultimate location of the proposed 345 kV transmission line is intended to be outside  
the designated Recreation corridor." This statement is not a true statement in the case of the  
Preferred Route! 

Comment number 1-3. 
CAPX did not provide a demarcation index that contains an understandable table of the relative  
starting and ending boundaries of each segment.  
At minimum an index should have been provided for those segments in the Preferred and Alternate 
A&B route category. As an example  



for the Preferred Route, they could have used the I94 mileage markers. 
Segment 79 boundaries are confusing. Segment 79 is labeled on map 2 of Appendix D.1, as the  
segment of the Preferred Route lying north east (NE) of I94's north westerly traveled lanes. However, 
it seemingly extends from near the Monticello, MN. substation on map 1 to the Quarry Substation Siting 
Area west of Waite Park, MN. on map 11. I could not discern no other segment notation other than 79  
in the 500 foot route segment paralleling I94 as defined in the:  
All Considered Route Segments Analysis Table Monticello - St. Cloud 
Appendix D D.2 
Assumptions / Data Sources 
1. Route Segments are generally 1,000 feet wide (500 feet each side of the opportunity paralleled). 
For divided lane highways, 500 feet from the middle of the two lanes each direction traveled. 

I believe it is the intent of NEPA that all environmental documents under review by the public  
be clear and understandable. I surely hope that will be the case for this projects EIS (NEPA- 
CEQ 40CFR 1502).  

Comment number 1-4. 
Whether it be intentional or not, including a smaller environmentally sensitive area, such as the  
Fish Creek Basin, in with larger industrial and agricultural areas, mathematically dilutes the  
value/sensitivities of the Wild and Scenic Riverway, USFWS and the MNDNR entries in the Analysis 
table. 

Please acknowledge my comment submittal. 
Thank you 
Ron Schabel 

16517 Gowan Ave N.W. 
Clearwater, MN 55320 

320=558-6195 

RonDeb_71@netzero.com 
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David Birkholz 

From: rondeb_71@netzero.net

Sent: Wednesday, June 10, 2009 10:57 PM

To: David.Birkholz@state.mn.us

Cc: rose.thelen@co.wright.mn.us; tanksinc@frontiernet.net; onemnengineer@frontiernet.net; 
KarenDurant@frontiernet.net; rjphipster@aol.com

Subject: Monticello to St. Cloud 345 kV Transmission Line Project Route Permit Comment Submittal #2
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Monticello to St. Cloud 345 kV Transmission Line Project 

Comment Submittal #2 

Dear Mr. Birkholz, 

After reading through the CapX 2020's Application to the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission for a Route Permit for the 
Monticello to St. Cloud 345 kV Transmission Line Project, I have concluded that all of the Public Informational meetings 
and Routing Group meetings were setting the stage for CapX to submit a Route Permit Request that incorporated only an 
analysis of a separate new transmission corridor, paralleling roadways.  

Comment 2-1 

There was no analysis or mention of the use of "existing transmission corridors", except for on page 2-5 of the Route Permit 

named above, "Minn. Stat. �˜216E.02, subd. 1. In furtherance of this objective, the PPSA and the 
Commission�fs implementing routing rules call upon the Commission to consider the utilization of existing 
railroad and highway, including interstate, rights-of-ways, as well as any existing transmission corridors in 
selecting transmission line routes. People for Envt�fl. Enlightenment & Responsibility (PEER), Inc. v. 

Minnesota Envt�fl. Quality Council, 266 N.W.2d 858 (Minn. 1978). This policy of non-proliferation 
creates a preference for placing new power lines near existing infrastructure as a way to minimize the 
proliferation of new corridors. See PEER, 266 N.W.2d at 868 (holding that routing authority must "choose 
a pre-existing route unless there are extremely strong reasons not to do so")" 

Comment 2-2 

Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ�fs National Environmental Policy Act 
Regulations (March 23, 1981) 

SUMMARY: The Council on Environmental Quality, as part of its oversight of implementation of the 
National Environmental Policy Act, held meetings in the ten Federal regions with Federal, State, and 
local officials to discuss administration of the implementing regulations. The forty most asked questions 
were compiled in a memorandum to agencies for the information of relevant officials. In order 
efficiently to respond to public inquiries this memorandum is reprinted in this issue of the Federal 
Register (46 Fed. Reg. 18026). 

la. Range of Alternatives. What is meant by "range of alternatives" as referred to in Sec. 1505.1(e)? 

A. The phrase "range of alternatives" refers to the alternatives discussed in environmental documents. It 
includes all reasonable alternatives, which must be rigorously explored and objectively evaluated, as 
well as those other alternatives, which are eliminated from detailed study with a brief discussion of the 
reasons for eliminating them. Section 1502.14. A decision maker must not consider alternatives beyond 
the range of alternatives discussed in the relevant environmental documents. Moreover, a decision 



maker must, in fact, consider all the alternatives discussed in an EIS. Section 1505.1(e). 

�@ 

Comment 2-3 

2a. Alternatives Outside the Capability of Applicant or Jurisdiction of Agency. If an EIS is prepared in connection with an 
application for a permit or other federal approval, must the EIS rigorously analyze and discuss alternatives that are outside 
the capability of the applicant or can it be limited to reasonable alternatives that can be carried out by the applicant? 

A. Section 1502.14 requires the EIS to examine all reasonable alternatives to the proposal. In 
determining the scope of alternatives to be considered, the emphasis is on what is "reasonable" rather 
than on whether the proponent or applicant likes or is itself capable of carrying out a particular 
alternative. Reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the technical and 
economic standpoint and using common sense, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of the 
applicant. 

Comment 2-4 

5b. Is the analysis of the "proposed action" in an EIS to be treated differently from the analysis of alternatives? 

A. The degree of analysis devoted to each alternative in the EIS is to be substantially similar to that 
devoted to the "proposed action." Section 1502.14 is titled "Alternatives including the proposed action" 
to reflect such comparable treatment. Section 1502.14(b) specifically requires "substantial treatment" in 
the EIS of each alternative including the proposed action. This regulation does not dictate an amount of 
information to be provided, but rather, prescribes a level of treatment, which may in turn require varying 
amounts of information, to enable a reviewer to evaluate and compare alternatives. 

Comment 2-5 

I believe that it is in the Publics interest that there be an analysis done on the "existing" Benton County Transmission Line 
Corridor. This transmission corridor extends from the Monticello substation to northeast of St. Cloud, MN., to the Benton 
County substation.  

Comment 2-6 

Please enlighten me on what procedures or what avenue(s) the Public must follow in order that the Commission will accept 
the "existing" Benton County Transmission Line Corridor as a "reasonable  alternative" to be included in the "range of 
alternatives". 

�@ 

Please acknowledge my comment submittal. 

Thank you 

Ron Schabel 

16517 Gowan Ave N.W. 
Clearwater, MN 55320 

320=558-6195 
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David Birkholz 

From: Paul Schwinghammer [paul@redbarnridge.com]

Sent: Thursday, April 09, 2009 2:22 PM

To: David.Birkholz@state.mn.us

Subject: 345 kv st. cloud

Page 1 of 1

8/10/2009

David,   
Regarding the 345 KV power line through St. Cloud / St. Augusta.   
I would encourage the state to promote following the primary route along I 94 for this high voltage power line.  If 
the line follows option A or B the impact on our family development project will be server.  The overall loses would 
be in the range of 2.5 to 3  million dollars for our family. We created 20 home building sites, 10 acres each,  
for equine enthusiasts. Option A & B call for the power line to run directly through the middle of the sites.  I would 
be happy to talk about this with you.   
  
Thanks for taking the time to address my concerns. 
  
Paul Schwinghammer 
3135 co rd 136 
St. Cloud, MN 56301 
320.420.4937 



Re: CapX2020 Fargo-St. Cloud-Monticello 345-kV project  
 Power line alternate options (At the point in which County road 136 turns from a north/south route to an east/ west 

route in St. Augusta) - see attached map) 

 

The "Primary Route" (along I-94) is the preferred route by the vast majority of the citizens of the area.   

From an environmental impact stand point the "Alternate Routes" have a number of issues that are of great concern to 

me and I suggest that the alternate options be amended. Listed below are some of those concerns and other possible 

options. The local community and I are very willing to work within the power line process to help construct this much 

needed resource.  

 

1. Neenah Creek, a MN state designated trout stream, will be crossed three times in less than a mile due to the small 

jog in the "Alternate Routes".  This is due to the small jog and the two 90 degree turns in the routes. In addition to the 

trout stream this route would also cross over oak savanna forests, a housing development, historic areas and would 

pass near Mr. Joe Kenning's home and farm yard twice.   

 

-  While it is commendable that the power company is trying to utilize an existing right-of-way, we the citizens of the 

area would prefer altering the proposed "Alternate Routes" and would be willing to help establish the less intrusive 

route's right-of-way. The proposed "Alternate Routes" could easily be changed by eliminating the small jog in the 

route and the two 90 degree turns.  The power line would then continue straight west thus following County road 136 

at the point in which it turns westward. 

 

2. The proposed "Alternate Routes" will go past Mr. Kenning's house two times. Mr. Kenning is best known as the 

"Father" of the stray voltage awareness movement.  The proposed "Alternate Routes" could be seen as a direct attack 

on Mr. Kenning for his years of law suits he brought against Northern States Power (NSP) Company. Mr. Kenning 

argued the impact of stray voltage on his farm animals and his family's health due to a NSP power transmission line 

over his property.  Mr. Kenning had fought with NSP for years before NSP finally agreed to move the power 

transmission line.  When I read the intended "Alternate Routes" my first thought was "are they trying to give Mr. 

Kenning a heart attack." Given the intensity of the previous on-going court battles, I could easily see a court agreeing 

with Mr. Kennings heirs should his health fail.  

 

-  The proposed alternate routes could easily be changed by eliminating the small jog in the route and the two 90 

degree turns.  The power line would then continue straight west thus following County Road 136 at the point in which 

County Road 136 turns westward..  The power lines would still go along Mr. Kenning's property but it would be a 

significant distance from his home and farm animals. The power line would also go along the edge of our family 

property instead of thru the middle. This change to the proposed alternate route would eliminate construction cost and 

environmental impact on the trout stream, oak forest, and people    

 

3. The historic St. Boniface Chapel and the historic St. Augusta Trail are located within the Chapel Hill Farm.  The 

Chapel Hill Farm is in the process of being developed into a Village or community that highlights the historical 

significance of the sites and makes the sites a historical destination.  The plans can be seen at www.chapelhillmn.com 

 

-  The current "Alternate Routes" with its small jog will cut through the middle of the Chapel Hill Farm thus 

effectively killing the project. This would result in a loss of a significant opportunity to preserve and highlights one of 

the areas oldest sites with historical significance and would be a great loss to the area.  

 

Conclusion: As previously stated, the "Primary Route" is the preferred route by the vast majority of the citizens of the 

area. While it has been stated that the MnDOT is opposed to the "Primary Route", this route will have the least 

negative impact on the environment and the citizens.  As an environmental consultant, I understand many of the 

possible issues and remedies.  The DOT's opposition seems to be stated as a "safety" issue.  While safety is the number 

one priority, it can be used as a "red herring"- who can argue against it. The terrain is such that in much of the area 

along I-94 the ditch slopes are quite high thus eliminating the possibility of vehicles hitting the poles.  It is also my 

understanding that some poles are designed to accommodate vehicle impact and many additional measures can be put 

in place to resolve any of the DOT's safety concerns.  

 

Thank You 

Paul Schwinghammer 

3135 Co. Rd 136    Property location: 4801 250th Street South 

St. Cloud 56301          St. Cloud, MN 56301 

320.420.4937 

Paul@redbarnridge.com 









David Birkholz 

From: Rose Thelen [rosethelen@frontiernet.net]

Sent: Friday, April 24, 2009 1:21 PM

To: David.Birkholz@state.mn.us

Subject: CapX 2020
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Dear Mr. Berkholz  
  
I live in Clearwater Township and have been in contact with a number of residents in the area who are concerned 
about the recommended and alternative routes for the CAP X 2020 line from Monticello to St. Cloud.  .  From the 
point of view of those who will be impacted as well as the natural features in the area, all three options seem 
adverse.  
  
The good news as we see it is that there is a Benton County Line right across the river that seems like it would be 
the ideal solution, yet we understand that it was eliminated early in the process from consideration as a route.   
  
I am wondering if it would be possible for you to send me any documentation that you have about the Benton 
County line and the factors that disqualified it from consideration for the CAPX-2020 project. 
  
Thanks,   
Rose Thelen 
  

















David Birkholz 

From: bobnanski [bobnanski@clearwire.net]

Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2009 10:25 PM

To: David.Birkholz@state.mn.us

Subject: TL-09-246

Attachments: scan.jpg
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8/10/2009

My name is Bob Zabinski and my property lies on Section 31 pf St. Cloud Twp (at intersection of CR6 & CR 137 - 
N of 6, E of 137). 

In my estimation, the best route for the proposed power line is to stay south of I-94 until Hwy 23, then north and 
east to the substation. 

My reasons for this are fairly simple: it would not disrupt residential properties as the area it would follow is not 
developed. Furthermore, much of the property south of I-94, directly south of my property, is zoned 
commercial/industrial and when it is developed, would be less offended with the power line overhead. It would 
also keep a better alignment for the line as I see it. 

The other issue that troubles me is that MNDOT wants the power line so far from the freeway ROW. With as 
much area as is already taken up by the freeway, it seems a little rediculous to keep the line so distant from it. 
You may be powerless with regard to this issue, but if public opinion helps, my vote would be to keep it as close 
as possible to the freeway ROW. 

I have sketched my prefered route on the enclosed map. Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 
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