


 
 

July 21st, 2009 

Larry Hartman, Project Manager, 

We feel it is wrong for the city of New Ulm to build its wind generators in our county. It is not going to 
help out the county or township. Or the farmers, whose land they want to take, which we pay taxes on. 
Their project will not pay taxes to our county. They have a possibility of connecting to a project that is in 
their own county near the town of Morgan. We have heard that it would be cheaper for them to buy 
energy, from another source, then what they are proposing. They should look into those possibilities. 
They should look where it will not take away crop land and/or where people want them. It is not a profit 
to the peoples’ land they are taking away, because they do not want to pay much for it. They want to go 
green then they should find the most efficient way and less costly to the taxpayers and government. 
There is too much spending on projects that do not need to be. Especially, if there is other means that 
could help to cut costs! 

They are very sneaky about getting the permission for sites and wind rights. They have told neighbors 
from the start not to say a word to neighbors’ in our area about their project.  The committee from New 
Ulm never seemed willing to talk openly or work with people in our area. New Ulm choose this site 
because they thought they could use Excels Energy’s’ lines, but now are not able to connect to those 
lines. 

We are concerned about our lively hood as farmers. If we loose land, we cannot go and buy it next door. 
There is none available. It would cost us more money to buy new land and/ or rent; plus extra fuel cost 
to get to it, wear and tear on our equipment. More travel time to and from given area. So it means extra 
cost to us farmers all around it is not a win, win situation. 

New Ulm doesn’t seem to care much about what they want to pay us for the land, hinting at eminent 
domain. Or that it can put more of a burden on our lives. We also have a gas pipeline close to the area. 
What about the stray voltage? What if something happens to our family because of an explosion from 
the pipeline? Who is responsible and will take care of us as individuals? 

 What about the facts: that people can get sick from Stray voltage or the shutter effect from the blades 
turning? We have children that already suffer from epilepsy. Who is there to help defray the cost of 
medical bills or our insurance? It seems it is put upon us to help them out to do their project, yet they 
are not willing to help us out as farmers, we are contributing to there town, there school district or their 
lively hood.  

When we were at the hearing in St. Peter, for them to get the permit they were not even willing to work 
with our county and let them know what was happing with the project. It seemed to me, they thought 
they were above us, and we have no rights. 

 A few paragraphs from an Article: “Eminent Domain and the Eight Commandment” 

 By Professor Ken Schoolland      September 17th, 2008        

 Unjust Compensation 



 
 

The third step for effective exercise of eminent domain is to claim that the true owners of property are 
being “justly compensated.” Normally, just compensation is decided by voluntarism. If people 
voluntarily agree to an exchange, then it is just. 

So how can compensation be “just” if it is compelled? It can't be. Nevertheless, this is rationalized by 
asking disinterested parties to give an assessment of what they think the value of property should be. 

I’ve tried this many times with my economics students. I show them my ring and ask them what they 
would be willing to pay me for it. Their assessment usually averages around $10. Then I tell them that 
this ring is the only memento I have from years with my grandfather, a man I grew up with and revered. 
We traveled a dozen times across the country together, discussing history, philosophy, and politics. 

I then ask my students to state the price I would accept for this rare keepsake. They say it is priceless. 
True enough. And if I value a ring so much, how much more might I value a home? 

“The notion of “just compensation” is further compromised by the fact that politicians do not pay for 
condemned property with their own money. They simply take other people’s money, through taxes, to 
pay for the condemned property. 

Perhaps there would be more caution in taking people’s homes if politicians were required to give up 
their own homes whenever exercising eminent domain. There are other problems with the notion of 
compulsory “just compensation.” When politicians declare they desire a piece of property, this instantly 
reduces the property's market value. Who would buy from, or lend to, a private owner whose property 
has been targeted by politicians for eminent domain? 

 Public Bads 

The fourth step for effective eminent domain is to rationalize the actions of politicians as serving the 
“public good.” It is important to believe that politicians have vision and competence while mere mortals 
are blind and stupid. This is a very dangerous myth because it enables influential lobbyists to capture a 
mantle of legitimacy for using a government bulldozer on their behalf. In addition to the physical 
bulldozer, there is a media bulldozer of public relations campaigns and official propaganda for which 
taxpayers are often forced pay. Public officials frequently lash out at citizens who criticize their royal 
actions, or arrange for sycophants to do so. If public officials were truly public servants, then such a 
lashing would amount to insubordination. Instead, these officials see themselves as public masters who 
use their position and power to intimidate dissent. 

In every case of the so‐called “public good” there are both winners and losers. The winners are usually 
influential and crafty connivers who spend their lives in the halls of legislation. 

 

Professor Ken Schoolland teaches Economics and Political Science at Hawaii Pacific University 

and is the author of Jonathan Gullible: A Free-Market Odyssey. 

Sincerely, Concerned Land Owners Bryan and Margaret Forst 



From: David Franta [dbfranta@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 22, 2009 4:01 PM 
To: Larry.Hartman@state.mn.us 
Subject: New Ulm PUC Site Permit Supplements 

Project Manager Larry Hartman: 

  

I am writing about the New Ulm Public Utilities Commission Site Permit Application for the Nicollet County wind 
project.  The application was accepted, however there was a disposition made that required a few additional actions.  
Among the additional actions are: 

  

1.       A supplement submitted by the PUC that contains a clear project map and legend 

2.       A supplement submitted by the PUC explaining its decision to do the proposed project rather than to purchase 
renewable-generated power 

3.       An OES report on the issue of whether the applicant has an alternative source of renewable energy 

  

Have these things been taken care of by New Ulm and submitted to the State?  If they have been, are they public 
information?  Last, if they are public information, what do I need to do to get a copy of them?  Please let me know. 

  

Thank you very much for your time and attention, 

  

David Franta 

dbfranta@gmail.com  
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From: Jeff and Ann [jfranta@myclearwave.net]
Sent: Saturday, August 01, 2009 9:43 PM 
To: Larry Hartman 
Subject: NUPUC Permit Application Concerns 
July 31, 2009 
  
Larry Hartman, Project Manager 
Minnesota Office of Energy Security 
  
New Ulm Public Utilities Commission Large Wind Energy Conversion System Site Permit Application, 
Minnesota Public Utility Commission Docket Number: E282/WS-09-178 
  
Dear Mr. Hartman, 
  
Regarding the above mentioned project I would like to make a number of comments. 
  
1.  On the cover letter of the permit application the New Ulm PUC erroneously states that it must 
comply with the states Renewable Energy Objective statute 216B.1691. They have stated from the 
beginning of this project that they need to meet this standard.  We have found that New Ulm is not 
required to meet this standard.  The New Ulm PUC should further explain the reason why they made 
this statement in its cover letter.    
  
2.  Section 1.0 Paragraph Four 
The New Ulm PUC intends to interconnect with the existing Xcel Energy 69kV line that runs adjacent 
to the Project site pending MISO approval.  In looking further into this we have found it could take three 
to five years to complete a study, and develop an interconnection agreement.  The New Ulm PUC 
should explain why they said the line located adjacent to the project was the line that would carry the 
power when they knew they did not have an interconnection agreement in place. 
  
3.  Section 2.1 Identification of Project Area 
The New Ulm PUC needs additional wind easements from area landowners which involve over 200 
additional acres.  The New Ulm PUC has stated, “In the event easements cannot be obtained from 
landowners, or exemptions granted, then NUPUC proposes to use eminent domain to obtain the 
necessary easements if a site permit is authorized by the PUC.”  The New Ulm PUC has failed to secure 
any wind rights for this project, and has threatened eminent domain.  The New Ulm PUC should explain 
their authority to use eminent domain to obtain wind rights for the project and what authority supports 
the conclusion that taking wind rights serves a “Public Purpose.” 
  
4.  Section 12.1.4 Nicollet County/Township Officials 
 The New Ulm PUC indicates a letter of support for the project was received from the Nicollet County 
staff.  The New Ulm PUC stated, “County staff offered to write a letter of support for the CREB 
application.”  In visiting with Nicollet County staff it was learned that staff was “asked” to write a letter 
of support.  In looking back, it appears Nicollet County staff was coaxed into writing this letter of 
support.   
  
From the start of this proposed project, area landowners have sensed a number of elements to this 
project that the New Um PUC seems to be hiding.  There has only been one public meeting with area 
landowners in reference to this project which was on February 16, 2009.  This was called a listening 
session and no questions were addressed at the meeting.  The New Ulm PUC should explain how the 
process they followed to date aligns with acceptable business practices.  They should also explain how 
the process they used meets the requirements for permit approval by the Minnesota PUC. 
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Please feel free to contact me with any questions regarding these or any other concerns regarding this 
permit application. 
  
Thank you for your consideration. 
     
  
Jeffrey Franta  
35512 595th Ave.  
Lafayette, MN 56054 
507-228-8900  
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