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October 16, 2015 

 

Judge James Mortensen        

Office of Administrative Hearings    
 P. O. Box 64620  

St. Paul, MN 55164-0620 

 

RE: Andersen Petition for an Environmental Impact Statement 

In the Matter of the Application of Great River Energy and Minnesota Power for 

a Certificate of Need and Route Permit for the Menahga Area 115 kV 

Transmission Project in Hubbard, Wadena and Becker Counties, Minnesota 

 OAH Docket: 5-2500-32715 

 PUC Docket: ET-2, E-015/CN-14-787 (Certificate of Need) 

 PUC Docket: ET-2, E-015/TL-14-797 (Route Permit) 

 

Dear Judge Mortenson: 

 

Enclosed, and filed on eDockets and eServed, please find a hard copy of Andersen’s Petition for 

an Environmental Impact Statement. 

 

Thank you for your attention to these matters.  If you have any questions, or require further 

information, please let me know. 

 

Very truly yours, 

 
Carol A. Overland    

Attorney at Law 

 

cc: eFiled and eServed 

 

 

 

 

 



 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

RE: In the Matter of the Application of Great River Energy and Minnesota Power for a 

Certificate of Need and Route Permit for the Menahga Area 115 kV Transmission 

Project in Hubbard, Wadena and Becker Counties, Minnesota 

            OAH Docket: 5-2500-32715 

            PUC Docket: ET-2, E-015/CN-14-787 (Certificate of Need) 

            PUC Docket: ET-2, E-015/TL-14-797 (Route Permit) 

 

I, Carol A. Overland, hereby certify that I have this day, served copies of the attached 

Andersen’s Petition for an Environmental Impact Statement by electronic filing and eService.  

 

Dated: September 16, 2015     

       ___________________________________ 

       Carol A. Overland         #254617 

       Attorney for Donna J. Andersen, Curtis Andersen,  

    and Donna J. Andersen Trust 
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STATE OF MINNESOTA 

OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS 

 

FOR THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

 

 

 

In the Matter of the Application of Great 

River Energy and Minnesota Power for a 

Certificate of Need and Route Permit for 

the Menahga Area 115 kV Transmission 

Project in Hubbard, Wadena and Becker 

Counties, Minnesota 

       PUC Docket No. ET-2,E-015/CN-14-787 

      PUC Docket No. ET-2,E-015/TL-14-797 

 

                   OAH Docket No. 5-2500-32715 

 

 

 

PETITION FOR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

for 

CERTIFICATE OF NEED AND ROUTING DOCKETS 

 

 

 

Donna J. Andersen and Curtis Andersen, and the Donna J. Andersen Trust, Donna J.  

Andersen, Trustee (hereinafter “Andersen”), landowners on the route proposed for the Menahga 

Area 115 kV transmission Line Project (hereinafter “Menahga Project”), hereby submit this 

Petition for a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Certificate of Need and Route 

dockets, and that the schedule be modified as necessary to accommodate the necessary 

procedural steps.  In the alternative, Andersen requests that the Environmental Report and/or 

Assessment in this docket be supplemented, as provided by Minn. R. 7849.1800, Subp. 2, to 

include a broader range of system and route alternatives, and to more clearly detail impacts, 

avoidance, mitigation, and compensation for unavoidable impacts. 

Andersen further requests that this request be certified to the Commission for 

consideration in light of the “Sandpiper” Appellate Court decision regarding the necessity of an  
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Environmental Impact Statement for a major governmental action.
1
  The Appellate Court  

recently issued a decision with an impact on Commission decisions, noting that an EIS was a 

requirement for any Commission major governmental action, such as a permit, in this case, a 

Certificate of Need.  From the Opinion: 

Minn. Stat. § 116D.04, subd. 2a (2014), requires the responsible 

governmental unit to prepare a detailed EIS before engaging in any “major 

governmental action” that creates the “potential for significant 

environmental effects.” MEPA defines “governmental action” as “activities, 

including projects wholly or partially conducted, permitted, assisted, financed, 

regulated, or approved by units of government.” Minn. Stat. § 116D.04, subd. 

1a(d) (2014).   
 

In the Matter of the Application of North Dakota Pipeline Company LLC for a Certificate of 

Need and Routing Permit for the Sandpiper Pipeline Project in Minnesota, A15-0016, p. 8 

(September 14, 2015) (attached).  The Certificate of Need and Route Permit applications at issue 

in the above-captioned dockets are each a “major governmental action.”  And Environmental 

Impact Statement is a necessary step to inform the record, a step that should be taken here. 

 Roughly forty years ago, the Power Plant Siting Act was a response to citizen frustration 

with transmission proposals and the permitting process, and focused on increasing opportunities 

for public participation: 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.   

The commission shall adopt broad spectrum citizen participation as a principal of 

operation. The form of public participation shall not be limited to public hearings and 

advisory task forces and shall be consistent with the commission's rules and guidelines as 

provided for in section 216E.16.  

Minn. Stat §216E.08, Subd. 2.  That need for ways to be heard and to contribute is as important 

today. 

                                                 
1 See  In the Matter of the Application of North Dakota Pipeline Company LLC for a Certificate of Need for the Sandpiper 

Pipeline Project in Minnesota A15-0016 (September 14, 2015)  

http://mn.gov/web/prod/static/lawlib/live/archive/ctappub/2015/opa150016-091415.pdf  

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes?id=216E.16#stat.216E.16
http://mn.gov/web/prod/static/lawlib/live/archive/ctappub/2015/opa150016-091415.pdf
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 An Environmental Impact Statement that more completely addresses environmental 

issues, and which provides procedures allowing for public participation, is both necessary to 

comply with the Minnesota Environmental Policy Act and the Minnesota Environmental Rights 

Act, and to comply with the mandate of the Power Plant Siting Act of a broad spectrum of public 

participation. 

I. TRANSMISSION LINES ARE PRESUMED TO HAVE SIGNIFICANT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT AND AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

STATEMENT IS NECESSARY 

 

The Minnesota Environmental Policy Act requires an Environmental Impact Statement 

where significant environmental impacts might occur: 

Subd. 2a.When prepared. 

Where there is potential for significant environmental effects resulting from any 

major governmental action, the action shall be preceded by a detailed 

environmental impact statement prepared by the responsible governmental unit. 

The environmental impact statement shall be an analytical rather than an 

encyclopedic document which describes the proposed action in detail, analyzes its 

significant environmental impacts, discusses appropriate alternatives to the 

proposed action and their impacts, and explores methods by which adverse 

environmental impacts of an action could be mitigated. The environmental impact 

statement shall also analyze those economic, employment, and sociological 

effects that cannot be avoided should the action be implemented. To ensure its use 

in the decision-making process, the environmental impact statement shall be 

prepared as early as practical in the formulation of an action. 

Minn. Stat. §116D.04, Subd. 2a. 

The Power Plant Siting Act begins with the simple acknowledgement of the significant 

environmental impact of transmission lines, and focuses on avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating 

that impact: 

216E.02 SITING AUTHORITY. 

Subdivision 1. Policy. 

The legislature hereby declares it to be the policy of the state to locate large 

electric power facilities in an orderly manner compatible with environmental 
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preservation and the efficient use of resources. In accordance with this policy the 

commission shall choose locations that minimize adverse human and 

environmental impact while insuring continuing electric power system 

reliability and integrity and insuring that electric energy needs are met and 

fulfilled in an orderly and timely fashion. 

Minn. Stat. 216E.02, Subd. 1 (emphasis added); see also Minn. R. 7850.1000. 

Under the Minnesota Environmental Policy Act, agencies are charged with protection of the 

environment, including a mandate to: 

…identify and develop methods and procedures that will ensure that 

environmental amenities and values, whether quantified or not, will be given at 

least equal consideration in decision making along with economic and technical 

considerations… 

 

Minn. Stat. §116D.03, Subd. 2(3).     

The Environmental Quality Board was charged under MEPA with promulgating rules setting out 

accepted and authorized forms of alternate environmental review: 

Alternative review. 

The board shall by rule identify alternative forms of environmental review which 

will address the same issues and utilize similar procedures as an environmental 

impact statement in a more timely or more efficient manner to be utilized in lieu 

of an environmental impact statement. 

Minn. Stat. §116D.04, Subd. 4a.   

The impacts of transmission and the importance of protection of the environment is 

stressed in the routing rules. There have been only two rulemaking proceedings in this area of 

environmental rules, following the 2001 statutory changes, published February 10, 2003 in 27 

SR 1295 and February 2, 2004 in 28 SR 951.
2
  There have been no rulemakings in this area since 

these changes, and none following the extensive 2005 statutory changes. 

                                                 
2
 27 SR 1295 online at http://www.comm.media.state.mn.us/bookstore/stateregister/27_33.pdf#page=5 and 28 SR 951 at 

http://www.comm.media.state.mn.us/bookstore/stateregister/28_31.pdf#page=5 .   (Attached) This writer has 

actively participated in the rulemaking advisory committees for both rulemaking proceedings. 

http://www.comm.media.state.mn.us/bookstore/stateregister/27_33.pdf#page=5
http://www.comm.media.state.mn.us/bookstore/stateregister/27_33.pdf#page=5
http://www.comm.media.state.mn.us/bookstore/stateregister/28_31.pdf#page=5
http://www.comm.media.state.mn.us/bookstore/stateregister/27_33.pdf#page=5
http://www.comm.media.state.mn.us/bookstore/stateregister/27_33.pdf#page=5
http://www.comm.media.state.mn.us/bookstore/stateregister/28_31.pdf#page=5
http://www.comm.media.state.mn.us/bookstore/stateregister/28_31.pdf#page=5
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STANDARDS AND CRITERIA. 

No site permit or route permit shall be issued in violation of the site selection 

standards and criteria established in Minnesota Statutes, sections 216E.03 and 

216E.04, and in rules adopted by the commission. The commission shall issue a 

permit for a proposed facility when the commission finds, in keeping with the 

requirements of the Minnesota Environmental Policy Act, Minnesota Statutes, 

chapter 116D, and the Minnesota Environmental Rights Act, Minnesota Statutes, 

chapter 116B, that the facility is consistent with state goals to conserve 

resources, minimize environmental impacts, and minimize human settlement 

and other land use conflicts and ensures the state's electric energy security 

through efficient, cost-effective power supply and electric transmission 

infrastructure. 

Statutory Authority: MS s 116C.66; 216E.16 

History: 27 SR 1295; L 2005 c 97 art 3 s 19 

 

Minn. R. 7850.4000 (emphasis added). 

 The concept of “Environmental Report” was part of a 2004 rulemaking, but this rule 

below is not part of that 2004 28 SR 951 rulemaking and authorization by the Environmental 

Quality Board of preparation of an Environmental Report by the EQB: 

ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT. 

 

The commissioner of the Department of Commerce shall prepare an 

environmental report on a proposed high voltage transmission line or a proposed 

large electric power generating plant at the need stage. The environmental report 

must contain information on the human and environmental impacts of the 

proposed project associated with the size, type, and timing of the project, system 

configurations, and voltage. The environmental report must also contain 

information on alternatives to the proposed project and shall address mitigating 

measures for anticipated adverse impacts. The commissioner shall be responsible 

for the completeness and accuracy of all information in the environmental report. 

Statutory Authority: MS s 116D.04 

History: 28 SR 951; L 2005 c 97 art 3 s 19 

 

Minn. R. 7849.1200.   

This “history” for the rule above is very odd, because there has been no rulemaking since 

passage of the 2005 Energy Omnibus Bill, and only now, over the last two years, has a 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=216E.03
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=216E.04
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=116C.66
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=216E.16
http://www.comm.media.state.mn.us/bookstore/stateregister/27_33.pdf#page=5
http://www.comm.media.state.mn.us/bookstore/stateregister/28_31.pdf#page=5
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=116D.04
http://www.comm.media.state.mn.us/bookstore/stateregister/28_31.pdf#page=5
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Rulemaking Advisory Committee been working on rule updates.  These rule changes have yet to 

reach “final draft” stage, and it has yet to be brought before the Commission for release for 

public comment.
3
 

While the Public Utilities Commission has attempted to claim that EQB authority, 

this is authority expressly delegated under MEPA to the Environmental Quality Board: 

PURPOSE AND AUTHORITY. 

Parts 7850.1000 to 7850.5600 are prescribed by the Minnesota Public Utilities 

Commission pursuant to the authority granted to the commission in the Power 

Plant Siting Act, as amended, Minnesota Statutes, chapter 216E, to give effect to 

the purposes of the act. 

Minn. R. 7850.1100.  And another bizarre rule, mixing Certificate of Need rules with 

Route Permit rules: 

APPLICABILITY. 

Parts 7850.1000 to 7850.5600 establish the requirements for the processing of permit 

applications by the Public Utilities Commission for large electric power generating plants 

and high voltage transmission lines. Requirements for environmental review of such 

projects before the commission are established in the applicable requirements of chapter 

4410 and parts 7849.1000 to 7849.2100. 

Statutory Authority: MS s 116C.66; 216E.16 

History: 27 SR 1295; L 2005 c 97 art 3 s 19 

 

Minn. R. 7850.1200. 

 In only certain situations is a transmission project route application exempted from an 

Environmental Impact Statement, and in this case, because the Applicant applied for Alternative 

Review for routing in a joint proceeding with the Certificate of Need application, the 

Commission agreed that review would be an “Alternate Review” under Minn. Stat. §216E.04, 

                                                 
3
 See PUC Docket R-12-1246, in which this writer has been participating, representing No CapX 2020 and United 

Citizens Action Network, pro bono, for nearly three years. 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/rules/?id=7850.1000
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/rules/?id=7850.5600
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/rules/?id=7850.1000
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/rules/?id=7850.5600
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/rules/?id=7849.1000
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/rules/?id=7849.2100
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=116C.66
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=216E.16
http://www.comm.media.state.mn.us/bookstore/stateregister/27_33.pdf#page=5
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only an “Environmental Assessment” is required.  The Environmental Quality Board did adopt 

rules allowing an “Environmental Assessment” for those projects under a Joint Proceeding where 

the project qualifies for “alternate review by the EQB.”  See 27 SR 1295 (2004).
4
  However, the 

rules adopted for “Joint Proceedings” state that: 

In the event the EQB combines the two processes pursuant to subpart 1 or 2, the 

procedures of chapter 4400 shall be followed in conducting the environmental 

review. 

 

Minn. R. 4410.7060, Subp. 2 (as adopted by EQB 27 SR 1295 ).  Those rules have since been  

repealed.
5
  The EQB no longer performs the environmental review for the Commission.   

 The rule authorizing “Alternate Form of Review” was not part of the referenced  

2004 rulemaking at the EQB: 

7849.2000 ALTERNATIVE FORM OF REVIEW. 

The requirements under parts 7849.1000 to 7849.2100 for preparation of an 

environmental report on a LEPGP or HVTL for which a determination of need by 

the Public Utilities Commission has been requested is approved as an alternative 

form of review. 

Statutory Authority: MS s 116D.04 

History: 28 SR 951  

 

Further complicating matters, the “Joint Proceeding” rule promulgated in 2004 by the 

EQB was under the heading of “Local Review” and addressed use of both Environmental 

Assessment and Environmental Impact Statement, and directed that if EQB combined the 

Environmental Assessment and Environmental Impact Statement, the EQB was to use the 

“procedures of chapter 4400” to conduct environmental review: 

                                                 
4
 Online at http://www.comm.media.state.mn.us/bookstore/stateregister/27_33.pdf#page=5  

5
 See https://www.revisor.mn.gov/rules/?agency=141 ; see also Minn. R. 4410.7060 “Local Government Review” 

was renumbered 7849.7100, renumbered 7849.2100 (Costs to Prepare Environmental Report). Presumably this is an 

error, and should be “7849.1900.  However, significant alterations have been made that are not consistent with the 

rules adopted by the EQB. 

http://www.comm.media.state.mn.us/bookstore/stateregister/27_33.pdf#page=5
http://www.comm.media.state.mn.us/bookstore/stateregister/27_33.pdf#page=5
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/rules/?id=7849.1000
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/rules/?id=7849.2100
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=116D.04
http://www.comm.media.state.mn.us/bookstore/stateregister/28_31.pdf#page=5
http://www.comm.media.state.mn.us/bookstore/stateregister/27_33.pdf#page=5
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/rules/?agency=141
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Procedures.  

In the event the commissioner combines the two processes pursuant to subpart 1 

or 2, the procedures of chapter 4400 be followed in conducting the environmental 

review. 

Minn. R. 4410.7060, Subp. 3 (2004) 

However, the rule now utilized references an entirely different type of review, “Joint 

Review” as Certificate of Need and Routing together, not a combination of “Environmental 

assessment” and “Environmental impact statement,” and also utilizes a different set of 

procedures -- not the “procedures of chapter 4400,” which have been “renumbered” but the text 

has changed: 

Procedures.  

In the event the commissioner combines the two processes pursuant to subpart 1 

or 2, the procedures of parts 7850.1000 to 7850.5600 shall be followed in 

conducting the environmental review. 

Minn. R. 7850.1900, Subp. 3. 

A rule ostensibly notes that “Alternate Review” for Certificate of Need is authorized: 

7849.2000 ALTERNATIVE FORM OF REVIEW. 

The requirements under parts 7849.1000 to 7849.2100 for preparation of an 

environmental report on a LEPGP or HVTL for which a determination of need by the 

Public Utilities Commission has been requested is approved as an alternative form of 

review. 

Statutory Authority: MS s 116D.04 

History: 28 SR 951  

 

This rule, authorizing “Alternate Form of Review” is not part of the 2004 EQB rulemaking! 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW IN THESE DOCKETS DOES NOT 

COMPLY WITH MEPA. 

 

The Minnesota Environmental Policy Act requires alternate environmental review  

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/rules/?id=7850.1000
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/rules/?id=7850.5600
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/rules/?id=7849.1000
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/rules/?id=7849.2100
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=116D.04
http://www.comm.media.state.mn.us/bookstore/stateregister/28_31.pdf#page=5
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to be authorized by the Environmental Quality Board, and to be performed by the 

Environmental Quality Board.  However, environmental review under the Power Plant 

Siting Act was legislatively transferred to the Department of Commerce, and taken away 

from the Environmental Quality Board.  The transfer of environmental review has yet to 

be acknowledged in rule.   

More importantly, under MEPA, environmental review must “address the same 

issues and utilize similar procedures as an environmental impact statement” if it is to 

substitute for an EIS: 

Alternative review. 

The board shall by rule identify alternative forms of environmental review which 

will address the same issues and utilize similar procedures as an environmental 

impact statement in a more timely or more efficient manner to be utilized in lieu 

of an environmental impact statement. 

Minn. Stat. §116D.04, Subd. 4a (emphasis added).   

A review of the Environmental Assessment, prepared by the Dept. of Commerce, not the 

EQB, shows that the depth of review required by MEPA, addressing the same issues and which 

utilizes similar procedures, has not occurred.  See Minn. Stat. §116D.03, Subd. 2(3); Minn. Stat. 

§116D.04, Subd. 4a.   Neither an Environmental Report for a Certificate of Need, nor an 

Environmental Assessment for a Route Permit, requires much in the way of detail: 

7849.1200 ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT. 

The commissioner of the Department of Commerce shall prepare an 

environmental report on a proposed high voltage transmission line or a proposed 

large electric power generating plant at the need stage. The environmental report 

must contain information on the human and environmental impacts of the 

proposed project associated with the size, type, and timing of the project, system 

configurations, and voltage. The environmental report must also contain 

information on alternatives to the proposed project and shall address mitigating 

measures for anticipated adverse impacts. The commissioner shall be responsible 

for the completeness and accuracy of all information in the environmental report. 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/rules/?id=7849.1200
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Statutory Authority: MS s 116D.04 

History: 28 SR 951; L 2005 c 97 art 3 s 19 

 

 Other rules require additional information from the applicants.  Minn. R. 7840.1300.  

Content of the Environmental Report for a Certificate of Need are set out, for example, which 

does not provide for a detailed analysis: 

A general description of the alternatives to the proposed project that are 

addressed. Alternatives shall include the no-build alternative, demand side 

management, purchased power, facilities of a different size or using a different 

energy source than the source proposed by the applicant, upgrading of existing 

facilities, generation rather than transmission if a high voltage transmission line is 

proposed, transmission rather than generation if a large electric power generating 

plant is proposed, use of renewable energy sources, and those alternatives 

identified by the commissioner of the Department of Commerce. 

Minn. R. 7849.1500, Subp. 1(B).   

The impacts required to be addressed are narrow: 

Impacts of high voltage transmission lines.  

At a minimum, the commissioner shall address in the environmental report the following 

impacts for any high voltage transmission line and associated facilities: 

A. the typical right-of-way required for construction of a transmission line; 

B. the anticipated size and type of structures required for a line; 

C. electric and magnetic fields usually associated with a line; 

D. the anticipated noise impacts of the transmission line; and 

E. the anticipated visual impacts of the transmission line. 

Minn. R. 7849.1500, Subp. 3. 

Some of this information was not provided by applicants because after a request, they 

were exempted by the Commission from providing the information in this case.  Little 

consideration was given to system alternatives, or the connection between the MPL pipeline and 

pump stations, and the “potential large project” for which the line proposed will be “double 

circuit ready.”  Much of the northern part of the project is greenfield corridor, not utilizing 

available existing corridor, as required under Minnesota, and the environmental review does not 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/?id=116D.04
http://www.comm.media.state.mn.us/bookstore/stateregister/28_31.pdf#page=5
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address this failing.  Without an Environmental Impact Statement, landowners deprived of the 

process opportunities, particularly those who have land on proposed greenfield corridors, will be 

prejudiced by the improper proposal of these corridors and failure to review alternatives not in 

violation of Minnesota’s non-proliferation policy. 

The environmental review thus far is not adequate, and an Environmental Impact 

Statement is necessary. 

A. AN ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT DOES NOT 

ADDRESS THE SAME ISSUES AS AN ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT STATEMENT. 
 

An Environmental Assessment does not address the same issues, and particularly 

does not include a robust review of alternatives and impacts, and methods of avoidance, 

minimization, mitigation and compensation for those unavoidable impacts not mitigated.  

Issues to be considered include, as stated in Andersen’s Petition for Contested Case: 

i. Need issues must be more carefully evaluated. 

1. Applicant claims that “[t]he need for this Project has been discussed in the 

Minnesota Biennial Transmission Projects Report since 2007 (Tracking Number 

2007-NE-N3),” but the project proffered as “2007-NE-N3” in Biennial 

Transmission Plans of 2007, 2009 and 2011 is not at all close to what has been 

proposed.  See Attachment A, 2007, 2009, 2011 Biennial Transmission Plans 

(selected). 

 

2. Project 2007-NE-N3 morphed into 2013-NE-N21 in the 2013 Biennial 

Transmission Plan, and that project is also not discernable as the proposed project.  

See Attachment B, 2013 Biennial Transmission Plan (selected). 

 

3. This project appears to be, like Hiawatha and Hollydale, yet another transmission 

project proposed as a “solution” to a long standing distribution upgrade need.  The 

distribution system has been in place for decades, neglected and not updated, and 

logically needs maintenance, replacement and upgrades to bring it into the 21
st
 

Century.  See Attachment C, GRE 2008 Long-Range Transmission Plan, § C: 

GRE-MP 34.5 kV Region (selected). 

 

4. The distribution system is arguably beyond its useful life and likely needs repairs 

and modernization whether or not the 115 kV transmission project is built.  Id. 
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5. This project claims as a primary driver the addition of a 10 MW pumping station 

for the MPL Line 4 pipeline (hereinafter “MinnCan” or “Line 4”), yet does not 

factor in the load-decreasing impact of removal of the existing pumping station 

supply from the Hubbard substation on current distribution overloads.  App. p. 5-

1 – 5-3. 

 

6. The project proposes double circuiting the far northeast for a “future Great River 

Energy project to the north,” likely a pumping station for the Sandpiper pipeline, 

and does not contemplate as a system alternative, the simple extension of that line 

to Hubbard for service of a larger pumping unit at the current Hubbard area Line 

4 pumping station.  App. p. 1-5. 

 

7. This project does not address the wide capacity discrepancy between the high 

capacity “477 thousand circular mil ACSR with seven steel core strands and 26 

outer aluminum strands” conductor and the high rating of 139-140 MVA when 

compared to the modest 10 MW pumping station driver, and the nominal loads in 

the area: 

 

a. 19.66 MW total (Table 5-3) 

b. 13.56 MW in Todd-Wadena service area (Table 5-5) 

c. 5.267 MW in Minnesota Power service area (Table 5-9) 

8. The project as proposed is over-designed for demand.  As above, with just 5.267 

MW for MP, 13.56 MW for Todd-Wadena, or a total of 19.66 MW load in the 

area, planning for peak demand does not justify a 115 kV transmission line with a 

rating of 139-140 MVA (essentially MW).  See Attachment D, Ex. 35, App. 7 p. 1 

from PUC Docket 01-1958, SW MN 345 kV CoN. 

 

9. The low level of peak demand in this area’s distribution system suggests that the 

“need” could be met through an upgrade and much-needed modernization of the 

34.5 kV distribution system. 

 

10. Need based on “Average Annual Growth Rate” is misleading and misrepresented 

in the tables in the Application, because the tables begin at 2010 during a time of 

depressed demand, rather than previous peaks, or even the higher rates of 2009.  

A longer term review of peak demand is necessary for an accurate picture.  For 

example, the Todd-Wadena shows a “growth” of 11.86 MW to 13.56 MW from 

2010 to 2014 (less than 2 MW!), but if 2009 were included, that would reflect 

only a growth from 12.85 to 13.56, or only 0.71 MW growth!  Figure 5-7, App. p. 

5-16.  Similarly, for Minnesota Power, the “Average Annual Growth Rate” shows 

4.036 MW to 5.267, claiming a growth rate of 1.231 MW and a whopping 5.48% 

“growth increase.”  Inclusion of 2009 peak, at 5.040 MW to 2014 5.267 is an 

increase of just 0.227 MW, hardly worth mentioning.  Further, table 5-11 begins 

with a forecasted Peak Demand of 18.83 for the Winter Season of 2013-2014, 
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which contradicts Table 5-5 showing a 13.56 MW peak for 2014.  These numbers 

do not support a 115 kV transmission proposal. 

 

11. There is no rational basis for the 1% annual “Applied Growth Rate” or “Weighted 

Average Annual Growth Rate” forecasted. 

 

12. The need and $23 million cost of the proposed project is not justified where 

upgrading the distribution system, at an estimated cost of $16.5 million would  

address distribution system reliability issues.  App., p. 6-3. 

 

13. This project, as proposed, is a “baseline reliability project.”  Section 5.2, App. p. 

5-7.  The choice of this project, and the choice of a transmission solution to a 

distribution problem, should be evaluated in light of cost recovery and return on 

investment under various tariffs and statutory mechanisms available for 

transmission projects when compared with cost recovery for distribution 

upgrades.  Cost recovery and ROI could be an unstated underlying driver for the 

choice of transmission. 

 

14. There is solar development visible in Menahga.  The Applicants do not address 

the impact of this solar generation on peak demand in the Menahga area, which 

reached a peak of 4.210 MW in 2009, and since then has risen only to 3.974 MW 

in 2014. 

 

15. The charts showing peak demand in the area, as above, do not address the 

“Existing MN Pipeline Substation” on the northwest end of the proposed project. 

 

The need analysis in the environmental review has not been sufficiently thorough, 

and has not considered many aspects of “need” that should be proven up prior to issuance 

of a Certificate of Need. 

ii. System alternatives provide sound options 

 System alternatives must be considered, and there are system alternatives that would 

obviate the need for this project: 

1. Upgrade and modernize the distribution system. This is long overdue and should 

be done whether or not the project goes forward.  When this is completed, the 

area should be studied to determine if there is residual “need” not met by this 

upgrade. 

 

2. Upgrade of the distribution system with removal of the existing pumping station 

from the distribution system should also be evaluated as a system alternative. 
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3. Where the distribution system is stressed between Hubbard, Menahga, and 

Sebeka, the Applicants have not addressed rebuild of the distribution system 

between these points to relieve that stress. 

 

4. The Application does not address the “Existing MN Pipeline Substation” on the 

northwest end of the proposed project, nor does the Application show the source 

of that substation’s energy.  There are no distribution lines shown in that area.  

The impacts of removal of that pipeline substation, and/or construction of a 

“Straight River Substation” must be considered. 

 

5. Use of the new Menahga substation to serve as the pumping station should be 

considered as a system alternative
6
. 

 

6. The impact of the Sandpiper project, proposed to be routed just to the north of this 

project, must be considered, and the potential of the Sandpiper project and its 

electric needs must be addressed as a likely driver for the design, route, and 

“need” along the northern part of this project. 

 

7. Proposed pumping station location is near Sebeka, the Red Eye substation.  

Upgrade or replacement of the existing pumping station near Hubbard should be 

considered, rather than removal of the Hubbard-served pumping station and siting 

pumping station elsewhere. 

 

8. A direct 69 kV line from the east to the proposed MPL Sebeka Pumping Station 

should be considered.  A 69 kV line with 477 kcmil ACSR would have a rating of 

84 MVA, sufficient to meet load serving requirements into the future. 

 

9. An east/west distribution line through Menahga area should be considered, to 

provide redundancy by adding service from east or west, in addition to the current 

north and south options which Applicants claim are not sufficient. 

 

These and other system alternatives may be viable and should be considered, and an  

 

Environmental Impact Statement is necessary for that level of detail and review. 

 

iii. An environmental assessment is not adequate because it did 

not review sufficient routing alternatives to assure compliance 

with PEER and Minn. Stat. §216E.03, Subd. 7(E) 

 

 The project, as proposed by Applicants, is not compliant with the transmission non- 

                                                 
6
 In the pipeline pumping station docket, there was little consideration of transmission alternatives or impacts.  See 

“Environmental Review” document, p. 9.  The Menahga Project Application also understates the impact of the 

pumping station additions, which would “increase the capacity of the 305-mile MPL Line 4 from its current 

throughput capability of approximately 165,000 bpd to its design capacity of approximately 350,000 bpd.”  See e.g., 

Commission letter of January 29, 2015 re: State Agency Participation, PUC Docket PL-5/CN-14-320. 
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proliferation requirement of PEER and statute.  People for Environmental Enlightenment &  

Responsibility (PEER), Inc. v. Minnesota Environmental Quality Council, 266 N.W.2d, 858, 868  

(Minn. 1978); Minn. Stat. §216E.03, Subd. 7(e).  This was noted in Andersen’s Petition for 

Contested Case, and should be noted again.  There is much utility infrastructure in the area, and 

the route alternatives under consideration for this project do not take into account all the existing  

corridor available for use as a transmission corridor.  Additional route options would/should be 

evaluated in accordance with statute and case law in an Environmental Impact Statement --  

environmental review is not compliant with MEPA. 

The PEER decision established the Minnesota transmission routing policy of 

“nonproliferation,” which recognizes the significant impact of transmission lines, and attempts to 

minimize the impacts by maximizing utilization of existing and proposed rights-of-way, where 

the court held: 

We therefore concluded that in order to make the route-selection process comport 

with Minnesota’s commitment to the principle of nonproliferation, the MEQC 

must, as a matter of law, choose a pre-existing route unless there are extremely 

strong reasons not to do so.  We reach this conclusion partly because the 

utilization of a pre-existing route minimizes the impact of new intrusion by 

limiting its effects to those who are already accustomed to living with an existing 

route.  More importantly, however, the establishment of a new route today means 

that in the future, when the principle of nonproliferation is properly applied 

residents living along this newly established route may have to suffer the burden 

of additional powerline easements. 

 

People for Environmental Enlightenment& Responsibility (PEER), Inc. v. Minnesota 

Environmental Quality Council, 266 N.W.2d, 858, 868 (Minn. 1978).  The PEER court 

compared proliferation with the MEQC’s balance of noncompensable impairment of the 

environment against the compensable damages of number of homes to be condemned: 

Although the hearing examiner, the MEQC, and the district court all accepted both 

their reasoning and their conclusion, condemnation of a number of homes does not, 

without more, overcome the law’s preference for containment of powerlines as 
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expressed in the policy of nonproliferation.  Persons who lose their homes can be 

fully compensated in damages. The destruction of protected environmental 

resources, however, is noncompensable and injurious to all present and future 

residents of Minnesota.    

 

Id., p. 869.  In that case, the court emphasized that those along transmission routes “may 

have to suffer the burden of additional powerline easements.”  Id. at 868.  The PEER-based non-

proliferation routing policy was recently emphasized by the addition of Minn. Stat. §216E.03, 

Subd. 7(e) requiring specific findings by the Commission: 

The commission must make specific findings that it has considered locating a route 

for a high-voltage transmission line on an existing high-voltage transmission route 

and the use of parallel existing highway right-of-way and, to the extent those are not 

used for the route, the commission must state the reasons. 

 

Minn. Stat. §216E.03, Subd. 7(e).   

In these two dockets, the route proposed by the Applicants is in large part a greenfield 

route, and yet Applicants have not provided a compelling reason for this new greenfield route in 

the area of much existing corridor.  Environmental review has not considered these route options. 

There is no basis or explanation by the Applicants for its choice not to utilize existing corridor.  

The failure of the environmental review to consider the multiple existing rights-of-way for 

routing is a glaring point of inadequacy.   

An Environmental Impact Statement is necessary to analyze the route alternatives, to 

include existing-corridor alternatives not considered, and to assure that the environmental review 

and subsequent route chosen is in compliance with corridor “non-proliferation” mandates of 

statute and case law. 

 The Application shows the proposed project route and there are existing corridor options 

that could be used if a Certificate of Need is issued.  The project should utilize existing corridor, 

and these options must be considered and analyzed in environmental review: 
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1. The Project has a pipeline pump station as a primary driver.  As such, it should 

utilize the pipeline corridor controlled by the benefactor of the project, the cause 

of the project.  Options include running between the existing Hubbard/proposed 

Straight River substations only, or to use that routing and then south along the 

pipeline to the proposed Todd-Wadena Red Eye/Sebeka pumping station. 

 

2. From the Northeast, heading west, the project should utilize the 230 kV corridor 

to Hwy. 71 south, and jog around to east side of Menahga to the Spirit Lake 

substation (east to new Menahga/Blueberry substation and south on Hwy. 71 to 

Sebeka. 

 

3. From Northeast, follow Hwy. 23 and MP “515” line (underbuilding distribution) 

to a “T” at CSAH 31 heading eastward to Spirit Lake and the new 

Menahga/Blueberry, and south from “T” to point parallel to Red Eye and then 

east. 

 

4. If project is driven by pipeline pumping station needs, from Northeast, build 

double circuit to 129
th

 (in anticipation of need further north) and 115 kV to the 

existing MN Pipeline Substation where larger pumping station would be added, 

and terminate at that point.  If wanted further south, follow pipeline route south 

rather than utilize greenfield. 

 

5. Cost of the project, if using existing corridors, would be significantly less than the 

greenfield route proposed.  Obtaining easement rights over the existing pipeline 

corridor from the pipeline owner, given its need for the pumping station, would 

also be less costly. 

 

There are many routing alternatives that are viable, use existing corridor, and which 

should be considered and have yet to be analyzed.  The environmental review is inadequate, and 

an Environmental Impact Statement is necessary.  Further, the EQB no longer performs the 

environmental review for the Public Utilities Commission, and ongoing environmental review is 

not being performed, as authorized and directed, under the procedures of Chapter 4400.   

An Environmental Report/Assessment does not address the same issues as an 

Environmental Impact Statement, and particularly does not include a robust review of 

alternatives and impacts, and methods of avoidance, minimization, mitigation and compensation 

for those unavoidable impacts not mitigated.  Environmental review is inadequate in these 

dockets because it does not address the same issues as an Environmental Impact Statement. 
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B. AN ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT DOES NOT UTILIZE 

SIMILAR PROCEDURES AS AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

STATEMENT. 

 

The procedures specified for an Environmental Report and/or Assessment are fewer and 

very different than those of an Environmental Impact Statement, and it is public participation 

opportunities that are cut.   

i. Procedures are not similar, nor are they authorized by the 

EQB 

 

The primary difference between the environmental review of an Environmental 

Report/Assessment and an Environmental Impact Statement is that the Environmental Impact 

Statement is an iterative approach, where the public has many opportunities to provide 

information about those issues they are familiar with, to participate in a Citizen Advisory Task 

Force, to review the analysis provided in the Draft EIS, to Comment on it in person and/or in 

writing, and to review the Final EIS to assure that their comments have been taken into 

consideration.  The record would be informed through detailed analysis, and errors or omissions 

are corrected.  The Commission then, prior to approving any permit, makes a determination of 

the adequacy of the FEIS.  See Minn. Stat. §216E.03; Minn. R. 7850.2400-2700;  see Routing 

“Alternate Review” Minn. R. 7850.2000 via Minn. R. 3200 and Routing Environmental 

Assessment at Minn. R. 7850.3700; see also Minn. Stat. §216E.03; Minn. R. 7850.2400-2500.  

In this case, despite both Certificate of Need and Route Permit proceedings, two “major 

governmental actions” there is no opportunity to Comment on a Draft EIS – if comments on the 

environmental review are made at the public hearing, there is no process for them to be 

incorporated into a Final document, as there is none.  But worse, there is Environmental Impact 

Statement planned! 



 19 

What’s the point of environmental review and why should these dockets utilize an 

Environmental Impact Statement?  As noted by MCEA, for Friends of the Headwaters: 

The purpose of environmental review is to provide a guide for any agency in 

making permitting and regulatory decisions in such a way as to minimize the 

environmental impact of the action. MEPA recognizes the “profound impact of 

human activity on the interrelations of all components of the natural environment” 

and the critical importance of restoring and maintaining environmental quality to 

the overall welfare and development of human beings.” Minn. Stat § 116D.02, 

subd. 1. MEPA therefore imposes the duty on all state agencies to obtain a 

thorough understanding of the impact of any proposed project on the environment 

through the preparation and public review of environmental documents. Id., subd. 

2; Minn. Stat. § 116D.04. The purpose of environmental review is to serve as a 

guide to agencies in issuing, amending, and denying permits to avoid or minimize 

adverse environmental effects and to restore and enhance environmental quality. 

Id. 

 

Petition for Reconsideration of the Commission’s October 7, 2014 Order, p. 5
7
. 

 

As the Commission is well aware after this case, and should be after numerous dockets 

that preceded it, the need for an Environmental Impact Statement, and the adequacy and 

sufficiency of environmental review documents other than an Environmental Impact Statement 

have been at issue for years in other Commission dockets and at the Appellate Court.
8
   The 

Commission’s compliance with MEPA, the insufficiency of an Environmental Assessment and 

Environmental Report have also been at issue in the ongoing rulemaking for Minn. R. ch. 7849 

and 7850.
9
   The Commission should heed the message of the Sandpiper case and require  

thorough environmental review for these two dockets. 

Under Minnesota law, a transmission line sited under the Power Plant Siting Act is 

presumed to cause impairment of the environment.  See Minn. Stat. §216E.02, Subd. 1; see also 

                                                 
7
 PUC eDockets: CN-13-473 and PL-13-474. 

8
 See e.g., In the Matter of the Application of Great River Energy, Northern States Power Company (d/b/a Xcel 

Energy) and Others ... (PUC Docket CN-06-1115); In the Matter of Xcel Energy's Application for a Route Permit 

for the CapX 2020 Hampton-Rochester-La Crosse High ... (PUC Docket TL-09-1448); PUC 7849 & 7850 

Rulemaking (PUC Docket R-12-1246). 
9
 See PUC Docket 12-1246, Comments of No CapX & U-CAN, North Route Group and Goodhue Wind Truth. 

http://mn.gov/lawlib/archive/ctapun/1006/opa091646-0608.pdf
http://mn.gov/lawlib/archive/ctapun/1006/opa091646-0608.pdf
http://mn.gov/lawlib/archive/ctapun/1306/opa121607-061013.pdf
http://mn.gov/lawlib/archive/ctapun/1306/opa121607-061013.pdf
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People for Environmental Enlightenment & Responsibility (PEER), 266 N.W. 2d 858, 868 

(Minn. 1978).  An EIS is required under Minn. Stat. §116D.04, subd. 2a.  People for 

Environmental Enlightenment & Responsibility (PEER), 266 N.W. 2d 858, 864 (Minn. 1978), 

and  rulemakings and authorizations by the Environmental Quality Board in 2003 and 2004 have 

been twisted.
10

 

The Commission may attempt to distinguish between the Sandpiper pipeline Certificate 

of Need and Route Permit and the instant case for a transmission line Certificate of Need and 

Route Permit, but that distinction does not seem valid in light of the plain language of the ruling: 

We are also not convinced that an EIS is not required before a certificate of need 

may be issued simply because the EQB has approved the environmental 

assessment associated with the routing permit process as an adequate alternative 

to a formal EIS. While the substance of this alternative review process may be 

equivalent to an EIS, its approval as an alternative by the EQB says nothing about 

when a final governmental decision to grant a permit may or may not be made in 

the absence of an EIS, which is specifically addressed by subdivisions 2a and 2b. 

Minn. Stat. § 116D.04, subds. 2a, 2b. We also note that the legislature could have 

clearly stated that a certificate of need for a large oil pipeline was excluded from 

the environmental review requirements of MEPA, but it declined to do so. See 

Minn. Stat. § 116D.04, subd. 2a(a) (authorizing EQB to establish categories of 

action for which an EIS is mandatory and identifying certain actions for which an 

environmental assessment worksheet or EIS shall not be required). As a result, in 

the absence of a statutory exclusion or an explicit statement by the EQB that the 

approved routing permit application process supplants the need for environmental 

review at the certificate of need stage, subdivisions 2a and 2b must control our 

determination of whether environmental review is required. The unambiguous 

language of those provisions mandates that in a situation such as this, when the 

MEPA-compliant environmental review would not occur until after a certificate 

of need was issued, an EIS must be completed as part of the certificate of need 

proceedings. 

 

In the Matter of the Application of North Dakota Pipeline Company LLC for a Certificate of 

Need for the Sandpiper Pipeline Project in Minnesota
11

, Court of Appeals, A15-0016 (September 

14, 2015). 

                                                 
10

 27 SR 1295 online at http://www.comm.media.state.mn.us/bookstore/stateregister/27_33.pdf#page=5 and 28 SR 951 at 

http://www.comm.media.state.mn.us/bookstore/stateregister/28_31.pdf#page=5 .   
11

 See p. 9-10, In the Matter of the Application of North Dakota Pipeline Company LLC for a Certificate of Need for the 

Sandpiper Pipeline Project in Minnesota A15-0016 (September 14, 2015) , online at: 

http://mn.gov/web/prod/static/lawlib/live/archive/ctappub/2015/opa150016-091415.pdf.  

http://www.comm.media.state.mn.us/bookstore/stateregister/27_33.pdf#page=5
http://www.comm.media.state.mn.us/bookstore/stateregister/27_33.pdf#page=5
http://www.comm.media.state.mn.us/bookstore/stateregister/28_31.pdf#page=5
http://www.comm.media.state.mn.us/bookstore/stateregister/28_31.pdf#page=5
http://mn.gov/web/prod/static/lawlib/live/archive/ctappub/2015/opa150016-091415.pdf
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 In this case, although the legislature has made “Alternate Review” an option, it has not 

excluded “alternate review” or “joint review” from MEPA compliance.  In transmission routing 

“alternate review” and combined with Certificate of Need in a joint proceeding result in a 

situation where there is no Environmental Impact Statement for either docket, only a single 

Environmental Assessment filed in both dockets.  This would result in both a Certificate of Need 

and a Route Permit issuing without an EIS, with only an EA, an environmental document which 

is not contemplated in Minn. Stat. §116D.04, Subd. 2a.  These are not procedures similar to those 

of an Environmental Impact Statement. 

In the Sandpiper case, the Court went on to say: 

Finally, we point out that requiring an EIS during the initial certificate of need 

proceedings affirms the emphasis MEPA places on conducting environmental 

review early on in the decision-making process. Specifically, MEPA states that, 

“[t]o ensure its use in the decision-making process, the environmental impact 

statement shall be prepared as early as practical in the formulation of an action.” 

Id., subd. 2a. This emphasis on timing is also consistent with the way federal 

courts have applied the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), which we 

may look to for guidance when interpreting MEPA. See Minn. Ctr. for Envtl. 

Advocacy v. Minn. Pollution Control Agency, 644 N.W.2d 457, 468 (Minn. 2002). 

The United States Supreme Court has explained that the early-stage 

environmental review similarly required by NEPA is critical because it “ensures 

that that important [environmental] effects will not be overlooked or 

underestimated only to be discovered after resources have been committed or the 

die otherwise cast.” Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 

349, 109 S. Ct. 1835, 1845 (1989). 

 

Id., p. 10-11. 

 
In this case, the completion of an EIS at the certificate of need stage satisfies the 

imperative identified above by ensuring decision-makers are fully informed 

regarding the environmental consequences of the pipeline, before determining 

whether there is a need for it. Moreover, completion of an EIS at the initial 

certificate of need stage seems particularly critical here because once a need is 

determined, the focus will inevitably turn to where the pipeline should go, as 

opposed to whether it should be built at all. We acknowledge that the MPUC did 

order a high level environmental review to be considered during the certificate of 
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need proceedings. But as the MPUC noted, this review was not meant to serve as 

a substitute for the more rigorous and detailed review needed to satisfy MEPA, 

and it cannot take the place of a formal EIS now. Accordingly, we conclude the 

MPUC erred by not completing an EIS at the certificate of need stage as MEPA 

requires. 

 

Id. 

 The Commission may also seek refuge in the statutory basis for “alternate review,” yet 

there is no authority for this presumption, where this and the associated rule, focused on the 

Dept. of Commerce, which has no environmental mission, in no way relieves the Commission of 

its requirements of MEPA compliance.  See, e.g., Minn. R. 7850.3700.  Further, an exemption 

from chapter 4410 in no way exempts the Commission from compliance with the requirements 

of the Minnesota Environmental Policy Act. 

ii. Due process and public participation should not be sacrificed 

to expediency 

 

The Minnesota Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) specifies that the “final detailed 

environmental impact statement… shall accompany the proposal through an administrative 

review process.”  

Prior to the preparation of a final environmental impact statement, the 

governmental unit responsible for the statement shall consult with and request the 

comments of every governmental office which has jurisdiction by law or special 

expertise with respect to any environmental effect involved. Copies of the drafts of 

such statements and the comments and views of the appropriate offices shall be 

made available to the public. The final detailed environmental impact statement 

and the comments received thereon shall precede final decisions on the 

proposed action and shall accompany the proposal through an administrative 

review process. 

Minn. Stat. §116D.04, Subd. 6a.Comments (emphasis added).  Distributed through this 

process of the Power Plant Siting Act are a number of ways that members of the public can 

participate.:   
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.   

The commission shall adopt broad spectrum citizen participation as a principal of 

operation. The form of public participation shall not be limited to public hearings and 

advisory task forces and shall be consistent with the commission's rules and guidelines as 

provided for in section 216E.16.  

Minn. Stat §216E.08, Subd. 2. 

   

Without an Environmental Impact Statement, the public does not have the opportunity to 

review and comment on a Draft EIS, nor the adequacy of the EIS.  With only an Environmental 

Assessment, the environmental review is not closely scrutinized and reworked into a Final EIS.  

In order to “accompany the proposal through an administrative review process,” the Draft EIS 

must be completed after scoping and a Citizen Advisory Task Force, and the draft made 

available prior to public hearings.  EIS specific hearings must be held, not ones in conjunction 

with the Public Hearings for the CoN and Route Permit, and not hearings which have no loop for 

comments to be incorporated into the environmental Review documents, as are anticipated here 

with just one public hearing and no FEIS to be prepared. 

The Commission’s Order for an Environmental Impact Statement is particularly 

important in this case, because there are no other local residents, landowners, or otherwise 

interested local parties who have attempted to intervene, and no Citizens Advisory Task Force to 

inform the record of the things only those familiar with the area would know.  The public and 

parties must have the opportunity to present information about the myriad of impacts and in 

particular, the non-compensable impacts, upon which the trigger for balancing of impacts relies.  

PEER, p. 868.  Parties have the ability to comment on the adequacy of the FEIS in their briefs, 

but landowners, local residents, and other interested parties do not, and thus they cannot file 

briefs containing FEIS adequacy comments.  The review process chosen by the Commission 

does not provide for an ALJ Recommendation, and hence there is no opportunity for affected 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes?id=216E.16#stat.216E.16
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parties to provide exceptions to that Recommendation.  Heightened public participation in 

development and review of the Draft EIS and the adequacy of the FEIS would help inform the 

record, and an EIS is necessary for this to occur. 

The Power Plant Siting Act rules do require that the Commission make several 

determinations regarding the adequacy of the EIS and this is applicable to all environmental 

review:   

7859.2500, Subp. 10. Adequacy determination.  

The Public Utilities Commission shall determine the adequacy of the final environmental 

impact statement. The commission shall not decide the adequacy for at least ten days 

after the availability of the final environmental impact statement is announced in the 

EQB Monitor. The final environmental impact statement is adequate if it: 

A.  addresses the issues and alternatives raised in scoping to a reasonable extent 

considering the availability of information and the time limitations for considering the 

permit application; 

B.  provides responses to the timely substantive comments received during the draft 

environmental impact statement review process; and 

C. was prepared in compliance with the procedures in parts 7850.1000 to 7850.5600. 

If the commission finds that the environmental impact statement is not adequate, the 

commission shall direct the staff to respond to the deficiencies and resubmit the revised 

environmental impact statement to the commission as soon as possible. 

Minn. R. Ch. 7850.2500, Subp. 10.    

Additional public hearings and extension of the public comment period also furthers the  

operational principles of the Power Plant Siting Act: 

216E.08 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.   
 
Subd. 2.Other public participation.  

The commission shall adopt broad spectrum citizen participation as a principal of operation. The 

form of public participation shall not be limited to public hearings and advisory task forces and 

shall be consistent with the commission's rules and guidelines as provided for in section 216E.16.  

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/rules/?id=7850.1000
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/rules/?id=7850.5600
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes?id=216E.16#stat.216E.16
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 There are sufficient procedures built into the Power Plant Siting Act to provide the public 

participation opportunities and procedures required by the Minnesota Environmental Policy Act.  

Andersen requests that these procedures be utilized, and that a full Environmental Impact 

Statement be produced. 

III. ANDERSEN REQUESTS THAT THIS PETITION FOR AN EIS BE 

CERTIFIED TO THE COMMISSION AND THAT AN 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT BE ORDERED 

 

Donna J. Andersen and Curtis Andersen, and the Donna J. Andersen Trust, Donna J.  

Andersen, Trustee (hereinafter “Andersen”), requests that an Environmental Impact Statement be 

prepared for the Commission’s review of the Certificate of Need and Route Permit applications 

for the Menahga Area 115 kV transmission Line Project.  An Environmental Impact Statement 

that more completely addresses environmental issues, and which provides procedures allowing 

for public participation, is both necessary to comply with the Minnesota Environmental Policy 

Act and the Minnesota Environmental Rights Act, and to comply with the mandate of the Power 

Plant Siting Act of a broad spectrum of public participation. 

In the alternative, Andersen requests that the Environmental Assessment/Report in this 

docket be supplemented, as provided by Minn. R. 7849.1800, Subp. 2, to include a broader range 

of system and route alternatives, as listed above, and to more clearly detail impacts, avoidance, 

mitigation, and compensation for unavoidable impacts. 

Andersen further requests that this Petition be certified to the Commission for 

consideration, particularly in light of the “Sandpiper” Appellate Court decision regarding the 

necessity of an Environmental Impact Statement prior to a major governmental action.
12

  The 

                                                 
12 See  In the Matter of the Application of North Dakota Pipeline Company LLC for a Certificate of Need for the Sandpiper 

Pipeline Project in Minnesota A15-0016 (September 14, 2015)  

http://mn.gov/web/prod/static/lawlib/live/archive/ctappub/2015/opa150016-091415.pdf  

http://mn.gov/web/prod/static/lawlib/live/archive/ctappub/2015/opa150016-091415.pdf
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Certificate of Need and Route Permit applications at issue in the above-captioned Menahga 

Project dockets are each a “major governmental action.”   

 Respectfully submitted: 

        
October 16, 2015     ___________________________________ 

       Carol A. Overland         #254617 

       Attorney for Donna J. Andersen  

    and Donna J. Andersen Trust 

       LEGALECTRIC 

         OVERLAND LAW OFFICE 

       1110 West Avenue 

       Red Wing, MN  55066 

       (612) 227-8638 

       overland@legalectric.org  
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A rule becomes effective after the requirements of Minnesota Statutes §§ 14.05-14.28 have been met and five working days after the rule is pub-

lished in the State Register, unless a later date is required by statutes or specified in the rule.
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If an adopted rules differs from its proposed form, language which has been deleted will be printed with strikeouts and new language will be under-

lined. The rules previous State Register publication will be cited.
Expedited and Emergency Rules
Provisions for the Commissioner of Natural Resources to adopt emergency expedited Game and Fish Rules are specified in Minnesota Statutes §§
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Environmental Quality Board
Adopted Permanent Rules Relating to Power Plant Siting
The rules proposed and published at State Register, Volume 27, Number 7, pages 201-204, August 12, 2002 (27 SR 201), are

adopted with the following modifications.

4400.0200 DEFINITIONS
Subp. 6. [see repealer.] Developed portion of the plant site. “Developed portion of the plant site” means the portion of the LEPGP

site, exclusive of the makeup water storage reservoirs or cooling ponds, where structures or other facilities or land uses necessary
for plant operations preclude crop production that is required for the physical plant and associated facilities.
Subp. 6b. Environmental impact statement or EIS. “Environmental impact statement” or “EIS” means a detailed written state-

ment that describes proposed high voltage transmission lines and large electronic power generating plants and satisfies the require-
ments of Minnesota Statutes, section 116D.04.
Subp. 10. Large electric power generating plant or LEPGP. “Large electric power generating plant” or “LEPGP” means elec-

trical power generating equipment and associated facilities designed for or capable of operation at a capacity of 50,000 kilowatts
or more. Associated facilities include, but are not limited to, coal piles, cooling towers, ash containment, fuel tanks, water and
wastewater treatment systems, and roads.
Subp. 11a. Mail. “Mail” means either the United States mail or electronic mail by e-mail, unless another law shall requires a spe-

cific form of mailing.
4400.0350 APPLICABILITY
This chapter establishes the requirements for the processing of permit applications by the Environmental Quality Board for large

electric generating plants and high voltage transmission lines. Requirements for environmental review of such projects before the
Public Utilities Commission are established in the applicable requirements of chapter 4410.
4400.0400 PERMIT REQUIREMENT.
Subp. 3. Expansion of existing facility.

C. Except as provided in part 4400.0650 or 4400.3820, no person shall increase the generating capacity or output of an exist-
ing large electric generating plant without a permit from the board.

D. No person shall increase the generating capacity or output of an electric power plant from under 50 megawatts to more than
50 megawatts without a site permit from the EQB.
4400.0650 EXCEPTIONS TO PERMITTING REQUIREMENT FOR CERTAIN EXISTING FACILITIES.
Subpart 1. No permit required. The following projects are not considered construction of a large electric generating plant or high

voltage transmission line and may be constructed without a permit from the board:
C. large electric power generating plants:

(2) modification of a large electric power generating plant to increase efficiency as long as the capacity of the plant is
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not increased more than ten percent or more than 100 megawatts, whichever is greater, and the modification does not
require expansion of the plant beyond the developed portion of the plant site. If a subsequent modification results in a total
of more than 100 megawatts of additional capacity, this provision does not apply. An increase in efficiency is a reduction
in the amount of BTUs (British Thermal Units) required to produce a kilowatt hour of electricity at the facility;

(3) refurbishment of a large electric power generating plant that does not expand the capacity of the plant or expand
the plant beyond the developed portion of the plant site and the refurbishment does not require a certificate of need  from
the public utilities commission;

(4) conversion of the fuel source of a large electric power generating plant to natural gas, as long as the plant is not
expanded beyond the developed portion of the plant site; or

(5) start-up of an existing large electric power generating plant that has been closed for any period of time at no more
than its previous capacity rating and in a manner that does not involve a change in the fuel or an expansion of the devel-
oped portion of the plant site.

Subp. 4. Local Review. Any project that does not require a permit from the EQB under this part is also exempt from any require-
ment to obtain site or route approval from local units of governments with jurisdiction over the project pursuant to Minnesota
Statutes, section 116C.576.
4400.1050 PERMIT FEES.
Subp. 2. Initial payment. The applicant shall submit with the application 50 25 percent of the total estimated fee, or another less-

er portion that the chair deems satisfactory up to 50 percent of the total estimated fee if the board determines that the additional
percentage is reasonably necessary to complete the site evaluation and design process. The chair shall not process a permit appli-
cation until the first portion of the fee is submitted. The EQB shall deposit all money received from the applicant for permit fees in
a special account.
4400.1150 CONTENTS OF APPLICATION.
Subp. 2. Route permit for HVTL. An application for a route permit for a high voltage transmission line shall contain the fol-

lowing information:
G. the names of the owners of the each owners whose property of the land to be crossed by is within any of the proposed routes

for the high voltage transmission line within the two routes proposed;
4400.1350 NOTICE OF PROJECT.
Subp. 2. Notification to persons on general list, to local officials, and to property owners. Within 15 days after submission of

an application, the applicant shall send mail written notice of the submission and a description of the proposed project to the fol-
lowing people:

A. those persons whose names are on the general list maintained by the EQB for this purpose. The notice must also advise
those persons where a copy of the application may be reviewed and how a coy may be obtained, and that persons who want to con-
tinue to receive further notices regarding the matter must notify the EQB of such intent and request that their names be placed on
the project contact list;

B. each regional development commission, county, incorporated municipality, and township in any part of the site or route or
any alternative is proposed to be located; and

C. each owner whose property is adjacent to any of the proposed sites for a large electric power generating plant or within any
of the proposed routes for a high voltage transmission line. For purposes of giving notice under this item, owners are those persons
shown on the records of the county auditor or, in any county where tax statements are mailed by the county treasurer, on the records
of the county treasurer, or any other list of owners approved by the chair.
Subp. 3. Content of notice. The notice mailed under subpart 2 shall contain the following information:

A. a description of the proposed project, including a map showing the general area of the proposed site or proposed route and
each alternative;

B. a statement that a permit application has been submitted to the EQB, the name of the permit applicant, and information
regarding how a copy of the application may be obtained;

C. a statement that the permit application will be considered by the EQB under the provisions of this chapter and the Power
Plant Siting Act and describing the time periods for the EQB to act;
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D. a statement that the EQB will hold a public meeting within 60 days and the date of the meeting if it is known at the time of
the mailing;

E. the manner in which the EQB will conduct environmental review of the proposed project, including the holding of a scop-
ing meeting at which additional alternatives to the project may be proposed;

F. the name of the EQB staff member who has been appointed by the chair to serve as the public advisor, if known, or other-
wise, a general contact at the EQB;

G. the manner in which persons may register their names with the EQB on the project contact list;
H. a statement that a public hearing will be conducted after the EIS is prepared;
I. a statement indicating whether a certificate of need or other authorization from the Public Utilities Commission is required

for the project and the status of the matter if such authorization is required;
J. a statement indicating whether the applicant may exercise the power of eminent domain to acquire the land necessary for

the project and the basis for such authority; and
K. any other information requested by the chair to be included in the notice.

Subp. 3 4. Publication of Notice. Within 15 days after submission of an application, the applicant shall publish notice in a legal
newspaper of general circulation in each county in which a site, route, or any alternative is proposed to be located that an applica-
tion has been submitted and a description of the proposed project. The notice must also state where a copy of the application may
be reviewed.
Subp. 4. Notification of local officials. Within 15 days after submission of an application, the applicant shall send a copy of the

application by certified mail to each regional development commission, county, incorporated municipality, and township in which
any part of the site or route or any alternative is proposed to be located.
Subp. 5. Notification of property owners. Within 15 days after submission of an application, the applicant shall send written

notice of the submission and a description of the proposed project to each owner whose property is adjacent to any of the proposed
sites for a large electrical power generating plant or within any of the proposed routes for a high voltage transmission line. The
notice must also advise the owners where a copy of the application may be reviewed and how a copy may be obtained. For pur-
poses of giving notice under this subpart, owners are those persons shown on the records of the county auditor or, in any county
where tax statements are mailed by the county treasurer, on the records of the county treasurer, or any list of owners approved by
the chair.
Subp. 6 5. Confirmation of notice. Within 30 days after providing the requisite notice, the applicant shall submit to the EQB doc-

umentation that all notices required under this part have been given. The applicant shall document the giving of the notice by pro-
viding the EQB with affidavits of publication or mailing and copies of the notice provided.
Subp. 7 6. Failure to give notice. The failure of the applicant to give the requisite notice does not invalidate any ongoing permit

proceedings provided the applicant has made a bona fide attempt to comply, although the chair may extend the time for the public
to participate if the failure has interfered with the public’s right to be informed about the project.
4400.1700 PREPARATION OF EIS.
Subp. 3. Alternative sites or routes. During the scoping process, a person may suggest alternative sites or routes to evaluate in

the environmental impact statement. A person desiring that a particular site or route be evaluated shall submit to the EQB, during
the scoping process, an explanation of why the site or route should be included in the environmental impact statement and any other
supporting information the person wants the chair to consider. The chair shall provide the applicant with an opportunity to respond
to each request that an alternative be included in the environmental impact statement. The chair shall include the suggested site or
route in the scope of the environmental assessment only if the chair determines that evaluation of the proposed site or route will
assist in the board’s decision on the permit application.
Subp. 12. Environmental review requirements. The requirements of chapter 4410 do not apply to the preparation or considera-

tion of an environmental impact statement for a large electric power generating power plant or high voltage transmission line except
as provided in this chapter.
4400.2000 QUALIFYING ELIGIBLE PROJECTS. 
Subp 1. Qualifying Eligible projects. An applicant for a site permit or a route permit for one of the following projects may elect

to follow the procedures of parts 4400.2000 to 4400.2950 instead of the full permitting procedures in parts 4400.1025 to 4400.1900:
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4400.2750 PREPARATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT.
Subp. 2. Scoping Process.

B. The chair shall include in the scope of the environmental assessment any alternative sites or routes proposed by the citizen
advisory task force or by any member agency of the EQB prior to the close of the scoping period. During the scoping process, any
person may suggest an alternative site or route to evaluate in the environmental assessment. A person desiring that a particular site
or route be evaluated shall submit to the chair, during the scoping process, an explanation of why the site or route should be includ-
ed in the environmental assessment and all supporting information the person wants the chair to consider. The chair shall provide
the applicant with an opportunity to respond to each request that an alternative be included in the environmental assessment. The
chair shall include the suggested site or route in the scope of the environmental assessment only if the person has established chair
determines that evaluation of the proposed site or route will assist in the board’s ultimate decision on the permit application. Any
person may also suggest specific human or environmental impacts that should be included in the environmental assessment.
Subp. 3. Scoping decision. The chair shall determine the scope of the environmental assessment within ten days after the close of

the public comment period and shall mail notice of the scoping decision to those persons on the project contact list within five days
after the decision. Once the chair has determined the scope of the environmental assessment, the scope shall not be changed except
upon a decision by the chair or the board that substantial changes have been made in the project or substantial new information has
arisen significantly affecting the potential environmental effects of the project or the availability of reasonable alternatives. The
chair shall also determine as part of the scoping process a reasonable schedule for completion of the environmental assessment. The
scoping decision by the chair must identify:

A. the alternatives alternative sites or routes, if any, to be addressed in the environmental assessment;
Subp. 4. Content of environmental assessment. The environmental assessment must include:

B. a list of alternatives to the proposed project to be any alternative sites or routes that are addressed;
C. A discussion of the potential impacts of the proposed project and each alternative site or route on the human and natural

environment;
D. a discussion of mitigative measures that could reasonably be implemented to eliminate or minimize any adverse impacts

identified for the proposed project and each alternative site or route analyzed;
E. an analysis of the feasibility of each alternative site or route considered;

4400.2950 FINAL DECISION.
Subp. 3. Certificate of need decision. The EQB shall not make a final decision on a permit for a project that requires a certifi-

cate of need from the Public Utilities Commission until the applicant has obtained the necessary approval from  the Public Utilities
Commission.
Subp. 3 4. Notice. The EQB shall publish notice of its final permit decision in the State Register within 30 days of the day the

board makes the decision. The EQB shall also publish notice in the EQB Monitor. The EQB shall mail notice of it its final permit
decision to those persons whose names are on the project contact list. The EQB shall post notice of the final decision on the agency’s
Web page, if possible.
4400.3050 STANDARDS AND CRITERIA
No site permit or route permit shall be issued in violation of the site selection standards and criteria established in Minnesota

Statutes, sections 116C.57 and 116C.575, and in rules adopted by the board. The board shall issue a permit for a proposed facility
when the board finds, in keeping with the requirements of the Minnesota Environmental Policy Act, Minnesota Statutes, chapter
116D, and the Minnesota Environmental Rights Act, Minnesota Statutes, chapter 116B, that the facility is consistent with the state
goals to conserve resources, minimize environmental impacts, and minimize human settlement and other land use conflicts and
ensure the state’s electric energy security through efficient, cost-effective power supply and electrical transmission infrastructure.
4400.3450 PROHIBITED SITES.
Subp. 2. Water use. The areas identified in subpart 1 must not be permitted as a site for a large electric power generating plant

except for use for water intake or discharge facilities. If the board includes any of these areas within a site for use for water intake
or discharge facilities, it may impose appropriate conditions in the site permit to protect these areas for the purposes for which they
were designated. The board shall also consider the adverse effects of proposed sites on these areas which are located wholly out-
side of the boundaries of these areas.
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Subp. 5. Sufficient water supply required. No site may be designated that does not have reasonable access to a proven water
supply sufficient for plant operation. No use of groundwater may be permitted where removal of groundwater results in material
adverse effects on groundwater, groundwater dependent natural resources, or higher priority users in and adjacent to the area, as
determined in each case.
The use of groundwater for high consumption purposes, such as cooling, must be avoided if a feasible and prudent alternative

exists.
4400.5000 LOCAL REVIEW OF PROPOSED FACILITIES.
Subp. 2. Qualifying facilities Eligible projects. An applicant may seek approval from a local unit of government to construct the

following projects:
B. a large electric power generating plant of any size that burn burns natural gas and are is intended to be a peaking plant;

Subp. 3. Notice to EQB. Within ten days of submission of an application to a local unit of government for approval of an eligi-
ble projects, the applicant shall notify the chair in writing that the applicant has elected to seek local approval of the proposed proj-
ect. Within the sane ten-day period, the applicant shall mail notice to those persons on the general notification list that a permit has
been applied for from the local unit of government for the project and shall provide a description of the project and the name of a
person with the local unit of government to contact for more information.
Subp. 5. Environmental review. A local unit of government that maintains jurisdiction over a qualifying project shall prepare an

environmental assessment on the project in accordance with the requirements of part 4400.2750. The local unit of government shall
afford the public to participate in the development of the scope of the environmental assessment before it is prepared. Upon com-
pletion of the environmental assessment, the local unit of government shall publish notice in the EQB Monitor that the environ-
mental assessment is available for review, how a copy of the document may be reviewed, that the public may comment on the doc-
ument, and the procedure for submitting comments to the local unit of government. The local unit of government shall provide a
copy of the environmental assessment to the EQB upon completion of the document. The local unit of government shall not make
a final decision on the permit until at least ten days after the notice appears in the EQB Monitor. If more than one local unit of gov-
ernment has jurisdiction over a project, and the local units of government cannot agree on which unit will prepare the environmental
assessment, any local unit of government or the applicant may request the board to select the appropriate local unit of government
to be the responsible governmental unit to conduct an environmental review of the project.
Subp. 6. No local authority. In the event a local unit of government that might otherwise have jurisdiction over a proposed large

electric power generating plant or high voltage transmission line determines that it has no ordinances or other provisions for review-
ing and authorizing the construction of such project or has no capability of preparing an environmental assessment on the project,
the local unit of government shall refer the matter must be brought to the EQB for review.
Repealer. Minnesota Rules, parts 4400.0200, subparts 4, 5, 6, 7, 11, 13, 14, and 19; 4400.0600; 4400.0700; 4400.0710; 4400.0720;

4400.0800; 4400.0900; 4400.1000; 4400.1100; 4400.1200; 4400.1210; 4400.1310; 4400.1400; 4400.1500; 4400.2600; 4400.2710;
4400.2720; 4400.2800; 4400.2900; 4400.3000; 4400.3100; 4400.3200; 4400.3210; 4400.3310; 4400.3400; 4400.3500; 4400.3600;
4400.3710; 4400.3800; 4400.3900; 4400.3910; 4400.4000; 4400.4100; 4400.4200; 4400.4300; 4400.4400; 4400.4500; and
4400.4900, are repealed.
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Environmental Quality Board 
Adopted Permanent Rules Relating to Environmental Review of Large Energy Facilities 
The rules proposed and published at State Register, Volume 27, Number 47, pages 1681-1688, May 19, 2003 (27 SR 1681), are

adopted with the following modifications: 
4410.7010 APPLICABILITY AND SCOPE. 
Subpart 1.  Applicability. Parts 4410.7010 to 4410.7070 apply to any high voltage transmission line project or large electric power

generating plant project for which a certificate of need or other need determination is required by the Public Utilities Commission
under Minnesota Statutes, section 216B.243 or 216B.2425, and applicable law rules. 
Subp. 2.  Scope. Parts 4410.7010 to 4410.7070 establish the requirements for the conduct of environmental review of proposed

projects before the Public Utilities Commission for consideration of need pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, section 216B.243 or
216B.2425, and applicable rules.  Additional review at the EQB permitting stage is required under chapter 4400. 
4410.7025 COMMENCEMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW. 
Subpart 1.  Certificate of need application. A person who submits an application to the Public Utilities Commission for a cer-

tificate of need for a LEPGP or a HVTL pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, section 216B.243, shall at the same time submit a copy of
the application and all accompanying materials required by the PUC to the EQB.  The person shall provide the EQB with an elec-
tronic version of the application suitable for posting on the EQB’s Web page.
Subp. 2.  Transmission planning projects report. A person who submits a transmission planning projects report to the Public

Utilities Commission with a request for certification of a high voltage transmission line pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, section
216B.2425, shall at the same time submit a copy of the report and all accompanying materials required by the PUC to the EQB.
The person shall provide the EQB with an electronic version of the report suitable for posting on the EQB’s Web page.
4410.7030 PROCESS FOR PREPARATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT. 
Subpart 1.  Notice to interested persons. Upon receipt of an application for a certificate of need or receipt of a transmission plan-

ning projects report seeking certification of a high voltage transmission line, the Environmental Quality Board shall provide notice
to interested persons of the pending project.  Notice must be mailed to the following persons: 

D.  those persons known to the EQB to own property or reside in the area of the proposed project who are required to be given
notice of the certificate of need application or the transmission projects report under rules of the Public Utilities Commission; and

E.  local governmental officials in the area of the proposed project; and
F.  those persons who own property adjacent to any site or within any route identified by the applicant as a preferred location

for the project or as a site or route under serious consideration by the applicant if such sites or routes are known to the applicant. 
Subp. 2.  Content of notice. The notice required by subpart 1 must contain the following information: 

B.  a statement that authorization from the Public Utilities Commission to construct the facility has been applied for and a
description of the PUC process, including a statement that the PUC proceeding is the only proceeding in which the no-build alter-
native and the size, type, timing, system configuration, and voltage will be considered; 

D.  a statement that a public meeting will be held by the EQB and the date and place of the meeting and, a statement that the
public will have an opportunity to ask questions about the project and to suggest alternatives and impacts to address in the envi-
ronmental report, and a statement explaining the purpose of the public meeting; and

E.  a statement informing the public of where copies of the pertinent information may be reviewed and copies obtained;
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F. a statement indicating whether the project proposer may exercise the power of eminent domain to acquire the land neces-

sary for the project and the basis for such authority; and
G.  a statement describing the manner in which an interested person can add the person’s name to the mailing list for future

notices. 
Subp. 3.  Public meeting. The Environmental Quality Board shall hold a public meeting within 40 days after receipt of an appli-

cation for a certificate of need or receipt of a transmission planning projects report seeking certification of a high voltage trans-
mission line.  At least 20 15 days prior to the meeting, the EQB shall mail notice of the meeting to those persons listed in subpart 1.
The EQB shall also publish notice of the meeting in a newspaper of local circulation in the area at least ten days before the meet-
ing. The EQB shall also publish notice of the meeting in the EQB Monitor and by posting shall post the notice on the EQB Web
page.  The public meeting must be held in a location that is convenient for persons who live near a proposed project. 
Subp. 4.  Conduct of public meeting. The EQB shall make available at the public meeting a copy of the certificate of need appli-

cation or transmission planning projects report.  The EQB staff shall explain the process for preparation of the environmental report.
At the public meeting, the public must be afforded an opportunity to ask questions and present comments and to suggest alterna-
tives and possible impacts to be evaluated in the environmental report.  The EQB shall keep an audio recording of the meeting.  The
EQB shall provide at least ten 20 days from the day of the public meeting for the public to submit written comments regarding the
proposed project. 
Subp. 6.  Alternatives and impacts. A person desiring that a particular alternative to the proposed project or a possible adverse

impact of the project be considered in the environmental report shall identify the alternative or impact to be included, provide an
explanation of why the alternative or impact should be included in the environmental report, and submit all supporting information
the person wants the chair to consider.  The chair shall provide the applicant with an opportunity to respond to each request that is
filed.  The chair shall include the alternative or impact in the environmental report only if the chair determines that the evaluation
will assist the PUC in its decision on the certificate of need application or HVTL certification request. The chair shall include in
the environmental report any alternative or impact identified by the PUC for inclusion.  The chair may exclude from analysis any
alternative that does not meet the underlying need for or purpose of the project or that is not likely to have any significant environ-
mental benefit compared to the project as proposed, or if another alternative that will be analyzed is likely to have similar environ-
mental benefits with substantially less adverse economic, employment, or sociological impacts than the suggested alternative.
Subp. 7.  Chair decision. Within ten days after close of the public comment period, the chair shall issue an order determining the

following: 
A.  the alternatives to be addressed in the environmental report, including the alternatives required by part 4410.7035, subpart

1, item B; 
Subp. 8.  Notice of decision. At the time of the chair decision, the EQB shall mail the order to those persons who have request-

ed to be notified.  Any person may request the chair to bring the matter of what alternatives or impacts to include in the environ-
mental report to the board in accordance with part 4405.0600, subpart 5.  Such request shall be filed in writing with the chair with-
in ten days of the chair’s decision.  A request to bring the matter to the board shall not preclude the EQB from beginning prepara-
tion of the environmental report in accordance with the chair’s decision.
Subp. 9.  Time frame for completion of environmental report. The EQB shall complete the environmental report in accordance

with the schedule determined by the chair.  In establishing the schedule for completion of the environmental report, the chair shall
take into account any applicable statutory deadlines, the number and complexity of the alternatives and impacts to be addressed,
and the interests of the public, the applicant, the PUC, and the EQB, and other state agencies.  The EQB shall complete the envi-
ronmental report within four months of submission of the information required by part 4410.7025.  If the PUC should determine
that an initial certificate of need application or transmission planning projects report is incomplete, the EQB’s schedule shall be
extended accordingly. 
4410.7035 CONTENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT. 
Subpart 1.  Content of environmental report. The environmental report must include the items described in items A to H. 

B.  A general description of the alternatives to the proposed project that are addressed.  Alternatives shall include the no-build
alternative, demand side management, purchased power, facilities of a different size or using a different energy source than the
source proposed by the applicant, upgrading of existing facilities, generation rather than transmission if a high voltage transmission
line is proposed, transmission rather than generation if a large electric power generating plant is proposed, use of renewable ener-
gy sources, and those alternatives identified by the chair. 

F.  An analysis of the feasibility and availability of each alternative considered. 
Subp. 2.  Impacts of power plants. At a minimum, the EQB shall address in the environmental report the following impacts for

any large electric power generating plant and associated facilities: 
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A.  the anticipated emissions of the following pollutants and the calculations performed to determine the emissions expressed

as an annual amount at the maximum rated capacity of the project and as an amount produced per kilowatt hour and the calcula-
tions performed to determine the emissions:  sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, carbon dioxide, mercury, and particulate matter,
including particulate matter under 2.5 microns in length diameter; 

B.  the anticipated emissions of any hazardous air pollutants or and volatile organic compounds; 
D.  the anticipated contribution of the project to the formation of ozone expressed as reactive organic gases.  Reactive organic

gases are chemicals that are precursors necessary to the formation of ground-level ozone; 
G.  the anticipated amount of water that will be appropriated to operate the plant and the source of the water if known; 

4410.7050 ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT TO ACCOMPANY PROJECT. 
Subpart 1.  PUC decision. The environmental report, or environmental assessment or EIS prepared pursuant to part 4410.7060,

must be completed and a copy copies provided to the Public Utilities Commission before the PUC can commence hold any public
hearing or render a final decision on an application for a certificate of need or for certification of a HVTL.  However, the PUC can
commence the public hearing process by conducting prehearing matters. The EQB staff shall participate in the PUC proceeding
and be available to answer questions about the environmental report or environmental assessment or EIS and to respond to com-
ments about the document.  The environmental report or environmental assessment or EIS must be considered by the PUC in mak-
ing a final decision on a certificate of need or HVTL certification request. 
Subp. 2.  Completeness of environmental report. At the time the PUC makes a final decision on a certificate of need applica-

tion or a request for certification of a HVTL, the PUC shall determine whether the environmental report and the record created in
the matter address the issues identified by the chair in the decision made pursuant to part 4410.7030, subpart 7.  The PUC may
direct the EQB to prepare a supplement to the environmental report, or the environmental assessment or EIS if one is prepared pur-
suant to part 4410.7060, if the PUC determines that an additional alternative or impact should be addressed or supplemental infor-
mation should be provided. 
4410.7060 JOINT PROCEEDING. 
Subpart 1.  Environmental assessment. In the event an applicant for a certificate of need for a LEPGP or a HVTL has also applied

applies to the EQB for a site permit or route permit prior to the time the EQB completes the environmental report, and the project
qualifies for alternative review by the EQB under part 4400.2000, the EQB may elect to prepare an environmental assessment in
accordance with part 4400.2750 in lieu of the environmental report required under part 4410.7020.  If combining the processes
would delay completion of environmental review under parts 4410.7010 to 4410.7070, the EQB can combine the processes only if
the applicant and the Public Utilities Commission agree to the combination. If the EQB makes this election, it processes are com-
bined, the EQB shall include in the environmental assessment the analysis of alternatives required by part 4410.7035, but is not
required to prepare an environmental report under parts 4410.7010 to 4410.7070. 
Subp. 2.  Environmental impact statement. In the event an applicant for a certificate of need for a LEPGP or a HVTL has also

applied applies to the EQB for a site permit or route permit prior to the time the EQB completes the environmental report, and the
project does not qualify for alternative review by the EQB under part 4400.2000, the EQB may elect to prepare an environmental
impact statement in lieu of the environmental report required under part 4410.7020 if the applicant agrees and the Public Utilities
Commission agree to the additional time that will be required to prepare the environmental impact statement.  In this event, the EQB
shall include in the EIS the analysis of alternatives required by part 4410.7035, but is not required to prepare an environmental
report under part 4410.7020.
Subp. 3.  Procedures. In the event the EQB combines the two processes pursuant to subpart 1 or 2, the procedures of chapter

4400 shall be followed in conducting the environmental review.
Subp. 4. Joint hearing. If the EQB determines that a joint hearing with the Public Utilities Commission to consider both per-

mitting and need issues is feasible, more efficient, and may further the public interest, the EQB may decide to hold a joint hearing
with the approval of the commission. 
4410.7070 COSTS OF PREPARATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT. 
Subpart 1.  Applicant required to pay costs. The applicant for a certificate of need for a large electric power generating plant or

a high voltage transmission line or for a certification of a high voltage transmission line as part of a transmission planning projects
report shall pay the Environmental Quality Board the reasonable costs incurred by the EQB in preparing the environmental report.
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S Y L L A B U S 

When certificate of need proceedings precede routing permit proceedings for a 

large oil pipeline, the Minnesota Environmental Policy Act requires that an 

environmental impact statement be completed before a final decision is made on the 

certificate of need.  

O P I N I O N 

KLAPHAKE, Judge 

 Relator argues that conducting certificate of need proceedings for a large oil 

pipeline prior to the completion of an environmental impact statement violates the 

Minnesota Environmental Policy Act (MEPA).  All parties agree that the pipeline is 

subject to environmental review under MEPA, but this review is set to occur during the 

routing permit proceedings after a certificate of need has been granted.  Because the 

decision to grant a certificate of need for a large oil pipeline constitutes a major 

governmental action that has the potential to cause significant environmental effects, we 

conclude that MEPA requires an environmental impact statement to be completed before 

a final decision is made to grant or deny a certificate of need.  Accordingly, we reverse 

and remand for respondent Minnesota Public Utilities Commission (MPUC) to reconsider 

whether to issue a certificate of need after an environmental impact statement has been 

completed.  
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FACTS 

Relator Friends of the Headwaters (FOH) challenges the MPUC’s order to proceed 

with a final decision on a certificate of need for a large oil pipeline, arguing that to do so 

without preparing the required environmental analysis will violate the MEPA.  

 In November 2013, intervenor North Dakota Pipeline Company LLC (NDPC) 

filed applications for a certificate of need and a pipeline routing permit with the MPUC to 

construct a 612-mile pipeline to transport crude oil from Tioga, North Dakota to 

terminals in Clearbrook, Minnesota and Superior, Wisconsin.  Approximately 300 miles 

of the proposed pipeline would cross northern Minnesota carrying between 225,000 and 

375,000 barrels of oil per day.   

In February 2014, the MPUC accepted the applications as substantially complete 

and referred both matters to the Minnesota Office of Administrative Hearings for joint 

contested case proceedings on the certificate of need and routing permit.  The MPUC also 

directed the Energy Environmental Review and Analysis unit (EERA) of the Minnesota 

Department of Commerce to facilitate the development of alternative route proposals to 

those proposed by NDPC.   

In March, EERA held seven public meetings in six counties along the proposed 

pipeline route.  More than 1,000 comments were submitted by 940 commenters and 

organizations in response to the notice for comments. After reviewing these extensive 

comments, EERA identified 62 alternative project proposals for consideration as part of 

the ongoing proceedings.  In identifying these proposals EERA made a distinction 

between proposed route and system alternatives.  Consistent with previous MPUC 
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dockets, “route” alternatives were defined “as a deviation from the [NDPC’s] proposed 

route to address a concern or issue and met the stated purpose and need of the proposed 

project with no apparent major engineering or environmental issues.”  In contrast, a 

“system” alternative represented “a pipeline route that is generally separate or 

independent of the pipeline route proposed by [NDPC], and that does not connect to the 

specified Project endpoints (the North Dakota border to Clearbrook and Clearbrook to 

Superior, Wisconsin).”  EERA designated 8 of the identified proposals as system 

alternatives and 54 as route alternatives.  

After additional comments and a public hearing, the MPUC accepted 53 of the 

route alternatives and one of the system alternatives for consideration in the routing 

permit contested case hearing.  Around the same time, many organizations and agencies 

raised concerns about conducting the certificate of need and routing permit proceedings 

jointly based on the complexity of the issues facing the parties and the MPUC.   

In September, the MPUC held a public hearing on the issue of bifurcating the 

proceedings and staying the routing permit proceedings pending completion of the 

certificate of need proceedings. At the hearing, the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 

(MPCA) and the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR), as well as EERA 

recommended bifurcating the proceedings, with the certificate of need proceedings 

occurring first.  These parties also urged the MPUC to forward the remaining system 

alternatives for consideration during the certificate of need proceedings.  FOH and 

Amicus Carlton County Land Stewards supported bifurcating the proceedings, but also 

argued that MEPA required the MPUC to prepare an environmental impact statement 
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(EIS) evaluating both route and system alternatives prior to making a final decision in the 

certificate of need proceedings.  NDPC opposed both the proposed bifurcation of 

proceedings and further consideration of the remaining system alternatives as part of the 

certificate of need process.  NDPC also argued that preparation of an EIS at the certificate 

of need stage in bifurcated proceedings would be unnecessary and inappropriate, because 

a MEPA-compliant environmental review was already required as part of the routing 

permit proceedings.   

In October, the MPUC ordered that the certificate of need and routing permit 

proceedings be bifurcated, with the certificate of need proceedings to be completed first.  

The MPUC also determined that six of the remaining system alternatives should be 

evaluated as part of the certificate of need proceedings, while the 53 route alternatives 

and one system alternative would still be reviewed during the routing permit proceedings. 

Finally, the MPUC directed EERA to conduct a “high-level” environmental review of the 

six system alternatives to be considered during the certificate of need proceedings.  While 

the MPUC concluded that such a review would assist in developing the record, it 

acknowledged that this environmental review would “not be equivalent in terms of the 

specificity and level of detail to a comparative environmental analysis undertaken in the 

route permit proceeding.”  FOH petitioned for reconsideration, which the MPUC denied.  

This certiorari appeal follows. 

ISSUES 

Does MEPA require the completion of an environmental impact statement before 

the MPUC makes a final decision on a certificate of need for a large oil pipeline?  
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ANALYSIS 

This court will affirm an administrative agency’s decision unless its findings, 

inferences, conclusions or decisions are:  

(a) in violation of constitutional provisions; or 
(b) in excess of the statutory authority or jurisdiction 

of the agency; or 
(c) made upon unlawful procedure; or 
(d) affected by other error of law; or 
(e) unsupported by substantial evidence in view of the 

entire record as submitted; or 
(f) arbitrary or capricious. 

 
Minn. Stat. § 14.69 (2014).  This court affords the decision of an administrative agency 

“a presumption of correctness” and defers to its expertise.  In re Excess Surplus Status of 

Blue Cross & Blue Shield of Minn., 624 N.W.2d 264, 278-79 (Minn. 2001).  That 

deference extends to the agency’s interpretation of a statute it is charged with enforcing 

only if the statute in question is ambiguous and the agency’s interpretation is “one of long 

standing.”  In re Annandale NPDES/SDS Permit Issuance, 731 N.W.2d 502, 514 (Minn. 

2007).  But this court does not defer to an agency’s statutory interpretation when the 

language “is clear and capable of understanding.”  Id. at 513.  Rather, this court 

effectuates the intent of the legislature by interpreting the text of the statute according to 

its plain language.  Minn. Transitions Charter Sch. v. Comm’r of Minn. Dep’t of Educ., 

844 N.W.2d 223, 227 (Minn. App. 2014), review denied (Minn. May 28, 2014).  This 

includes consideration of the statute “as a whole,” accounting for the context of the 

surrounding words and sentences.  In re Minn. Power, 838 N.W.2d 747, 754 (Minn. 

2013).  



7 

 All parties agree that a MEPA-compliant environmental review must be completed 

at some point during the pipeline approval process.  The sole issue on appeal is when that 

review must be carried out.  Traditionally, certificate of need and routing permit 

proceedings for pipelines have been conducted jointly.  Under the routing permit 

requirements in Chapter 7852 of the Minnesota administrative rules, an applicant must 

conduct a comprehensive environmental assessment.  See Minn. R. 7852.1500 (2013).  

The Minnesota Environmental Quality Board (EQB) has approved this environmental 

assessment as an acceptable alternative to the formal EIS otherwise required by MEPA 

for large oil pipelines.  See Minn. Stat. § 116D.04, subd. 4a (2014) (authorizing the EQB 

to “identify alternative forms of environmental review which will address the same issues 

and utilize similar procedures as an environmental impact statement”).  While this 

alternative environmental review is associated with the routing permit process, because 

certificate of need and routing permit proceedings typically occurred simultaneously, the 

MPUC generally has effective access to a MEPA-compliant environmental review while 

considering both applications.   

Here the MPUC deviated from its usual practice and chose to conduct the 

certificate of need proceedings prior to the routing permit proceedings.  As a result, the 

MEPA-compliant environmental review associated with the routing permit would not 

occur until after a decision was made on the certificate of need.  Neither party challenges 

the underlying decision to bifurcate the proceedings, but FOH argues that making a 

decision on the certificate of need in the absence of an EIS violates MEPA.  The MPUC 

and NDPC contend that requiring an EIS at the certificate of need stage is inconsistent 
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with the EQB’s longstanding determination that the alternative environmental review 

conducted as part of the routing permit proceedings satisfies MEPA.  We agree with 

FOH, and see this as a simple question of statutory interpretation that requires us to 

examine the plain meaning of two MEPA provisions.  

Minn. Stat. § 116D.04, subd. 2a (2014), requires the responsible governmental 

unit to prepare a detailed EIS before engaging in any “major governmental action” that 

creates the “potential for significant environmental effects.”  MEPA defines 

“governmental action” as “activities, including projects wholly or partially conducted, 

permitted, assisted, financed, regulated, or approved by units of government.”  Minn. Stat. 

§ 116D.04, subd. 1a(d) (2014).  The MPUC’s overall approval of the pipeline project 

constitutes a governmental action under this definition.  No one disputes that the construction 

of the pipeline has the potential for significant environmental impacts, and all parties agree a 

MEPA-compliant environmental review is required at some point during the pipeline 

approval process.  See Minn. R. 4410.4400, subp. 24 (2013) (mandating EIS for pipelines).  

Accordingly, it is clear that under subdivision 2a, a detailed EIS is required for the pipeline.  

Having established that an EIS is required under subdivision 2a, we must turn to 

subdivision 2b, which states:  

 If an environmental assessment worksheet or an 
environmental impact statement is required for a 
governmental action under subdivision 2a, a project may not 
be started and a final governmental decision may not be made 
to grant a permit, approve a project, or begin a project, until: 

(1) a petition for an environmental assessment 
worksheet is dismissed; 

(2) a negative declaration has been issued on the need 
for an environmental impact statement; 
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(3) the environmental impact statement has been 
determined adequate; or 

(4) a variance has been granted from making an 
environmental impact statement by the environmental quality 
board. 
 

Minn. Stat. § 116D.04, subd. 2b (2014).  Relying on subdivision 2b, FOH contends that 

the issuance of a certificate of need constitutes a “final governmental decision” to grant a 

permit, and as such is prohibited until an EIS has been completed.  We agree.  For 

purposes of MEPA, the definition of permit includes a “certificate, or other entitlement for 

use or permission to act that may be granted or issued by a governmental unit.”  Minn. R. 

4410.0200, subp. 58 (2013) (emphasis added).  This unambiguous definition 

encompasses a certificate of need.  All parties also agree that once the MPUC decides to 

grant a certificate of need, its decision regarding the issuance of that specific permit is 

final.  Therefore, based on the plain language of subdivision 2b, the MPUC’s issuance of 

a certificate of need constitutes a final governmental decision that is prohibited until the 

required environmental review is completed. 

 We are also not convinced that an EIS is not required before a certificate of need 

may be issued simply because the EQB has approved the environmental assessment 

associated with the routing permit process as an adequate alternative to a formal EIS.  

While the substance of this alternative review process may be equivalent to an EIS, its 

approval as an alternative by the EQB says nothing about when a final governmental 

decision to grant a permit may or may not be made in the absence of an EIS, which is 

specifically addressed by subdivisions 2a and 2b.  Minn. Stat. § 116D.04, subds. 2a, 2b. 

We also note that the legislature could have clearly stated that a certificate of need for a 
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large oil pipeline was excluded from the environmental review requirements of MEPA, 

but it declined to do so.  See Minn. Stat. § 116D.04, subd. 2a(a) (authorizing EQB to 

establish categories of action for which an EIS is mandatory and identifying certain 

actions for which an environmental assessment worksheet or EIS shall not be required).  

As a result, in the absence of a statutory exclusion or an explicit statement by the EQB 

that the approved routing permit application process supplants the need for environmental 

review at the certificate of need stage, subdivisions 2a and 2b must control our 

determination of whether environmental review is required.  The unambiguous language 

of those provisions mandates that in a situation such as this, when the MEPA-compliant 

environmental review would not occur until after a certificate of need was issued, an EIS 

must be completed as part of the certificate of need proceedings.  

 Finally, we point out that requiring an EIS during the initial certificate of need 

proceedings affirms the emphasis MEPA places on conducting environmental review 

early on in the decision-making process.  Specifically, MEPA states that, “[t]o ensure its 

use in the decision-making process, the environmental impact statement shall be prepared 

as early as practical in the formulation of an action.”  Id., subd. 2a.  This emphasis on 

timing is also consistent with the way federal courts have applied the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), which we may look to for guidance when interpreting 

MEPA.  See Minn. Ctr. for Envtl. Advocacy v. Minn. Pollution Control Agency, 644 

N.W.2d 457, 468 (Minn. 2002).  The United States Supreme Court has explained that the 

early-stage environmental review similarly required by NEPA is critical because it 

“ensures that that important [environmental] effects will not be overlooked or 
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underestimated only to be discovered after resources have been committed or the die 

otherwise cast.”  Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 349, 109 

S. Ct. 1835, 1845 (1989).   

In this case, the completion of an EIS at the certificate of need stage satisfies the 

imperative identified above by ensuring decision-makers are fully informed regarding the 

environmental consequences of the pipeline, before determining whether there is a need 

for it.  Moreover, completion of an EIS at the initial certificate of need stage seems 

particularly critical here because once a need is determined, the focus will inevitably turn 

to where the pipeline should go, as opposed to whether it should be built at all.  We 

acknowledge that the MPUC did order a high level environmental review to be 

considered during the certificate of need proceedings.  But as the MPUC noted, this 

review was not meant to serve as a substitute for the more rigorous and detailed review 

needed to satisfy MEPA, and it cannot take the place of a formal EIS now.  Accordingly, 

we conclude the MPUC erred by not completing an EIS at the certificate of need stage as 

MEPA requires.  

D E C I S I O N 

Where routing permit proceedings follow certificate of need proceedings, MEPA 

requires that an EIS must be completed before a final decision is made on issuing a 

certificate of need.  Therefore, we reverse the grant of a certificate of need and remand to 

the MPUC to complete an EIS before conducting certificate of need proceedings 

consistent with this opinion.  

Reversed and remanded. 
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Transmission Projects Report 2007 
Section 7:  Needs 

7.3.14     Hubbard-Menahga Area 

Tracking Number.  2007-NE-N3 

Utility.  Great River Energy  

Inadequacy.  The 34.5 kV system between Hubbard and Verndale is incapable of supporting the 
voltage on contingency for the projected load by 2010.   

A map of the area is shown on the following page.   

Alternatives.  GRE had planned to construct a 34.5 kV line from Hubbard to Menahga.  
However, due to the potential of ethanol loads on the southern end of the system, a larger line 
should be developed for meeting potential larger loads in the area.  The Hubbard-Menahga 115 
kV line would be the start of a Hubbard-Menahga-Wadena/Compton-Wing River 115 kV line.   

This area also has some wind potential.  The existing 34.5 kV system, due to capacity 
limitations, would not provide the needs if a large windfarm were to develop in the area.  The 
start of a 115 kV line between Hubbard and Wing River would provide the appropriate 
capability. 

Analysis.  The Menahga area sees low voltages on the loss of the Hubbard-Twin Lake 34.5 kV 
line. Historical load levels indicate that low voltage is already a problem if this critical 
contingency were to occur.  MP is installing a 2.4 MVAR capacitor at Sebeka Regulator Station, 
which should be complete early in 2008, and this will push the voltage issues out a few years, 
depending on load growth. 

Schedule.  GRE is assessing this system as part of its Long Range Planning study, which is 
schedule to be completed in 2008.  GRE may elect to proceed with this line in 2008.  A 
Certificate of Need will be required if the line is longer than 10 miles.   

100 



 

 
 



Transmission Projects Report 2009 
Section 6.3: Northeast Zone 
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6.3.11     Hubbard-Menahga Area 

Tracking Number.  2007-NE-N3 

Utility.  Great River Energy  

Inadequacy.  The 34.5 kV system between Hubbard and Verndale is incapable of supporting the 
voltage on contingency for the projected load by 2010.   
 
A map of the area is shown on the following page.   
 
Alternatives. GRE is planning on constructing a 115 kV line between the radial Hubbard-
Minnesota Pipeline 34.5 kV line and the Todd-Wadena Electric Cooperative Menahga 
substation.  This line will be operated at 34.5 kV initially.   
 
Analysis.  The Menahga area sees low voltages on the loss of the Hubbard-Twin Lakes 34.5 kV 
line and the Leaf River area sees low voltages for loss of the Verndale source.  Transferring the 
Menahga load from the Hubbard-Verndale system will rectify these low system voltages.  
Historical load levels indicate that low voltage is already a problem if this critical contingency 
were to occur.   
 
115 kV transmission is proposed for this area as there is some wind potential along the corridor.  
The existing 34.5 kV system would not be able to serve the needs of a large wind farm in the 
area, due to capacity limitations on the system.  The start of a 115 kV line between Hubbard and 
Wing River would provide the appropriate capability. 
 
Schedule.  GRE has scheduled this project for a 2013 energization.  The proposed 115 kV line is 
not expected to exceed ten miles in length, which means that a Certificate of Need from the 
Public Utilities Commission will not be required.   
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Chapter 6:  Needs   
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MPUC 
Tracking 
Number 

MTEP 
Year/App 

MTEP 
Project 
Number 

CON? Utility Description 

2005-CX-1 2006 / A 
 
 
 
 

279 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Yes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CapX 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Add new 230 kV Line between 
Boswell and Wilton (Bemidji – 
Grand Rapids 230 kV Line) to 
support the Bemidji area and 
the Red River Valley during 
winter peak conditions. This 
project is located in both the 
Northwest and Northeast zones.  
PUC Docket No. TL-07-1327 

2007-NE-N1 2009/C 2548 Yes MP New 230/115 kV transformer & 
transmission line upgrade to 
230 kV, Duluth area, St. Louis 
Co. Recent study indicates this 
project is not needed until the 
2020 timeframe. 

2007-NE-N2 2010/A 2547 No MP Transmission for Essar Steel, 
Grand Rapids-Nashwauk areas, 
Itasca Co., under construction  
PUC Docket No. TL-09-512 

2007-NE-N3 2011/A 2571 Maybe GRE MN Pipeline-Menahga 115 kV 
line (operated at 34.5 kV) 
This project is impacted by 
pipeline pumping station 
voltage drop issues.  The line 
may have to be extended to 
Hubbard or to RDO-Osage 34.5 
kV line, unless voltage drop 
issues can be corrected. Either 
option may put line over 10 
miles requiring a CON. 

2007-NE-N5 2010/A 2576 No GRE Pokegama 115 kV distribution 
substation 

2007-NE-N6 2012/B 2632 No GRE Onigum 115 kV conversion 
Line is currently less than 10 
miles, however CON may be 
required if route is altered. 

2009-NE-N1 2009/A 2552 No MP 3 mile Skibo-Hoyt Lakes 138 
kV transmission line, Hoyt 
Lakes area, St. Louis Co. 
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6.4 Northeast Zone 

6.4.1 Needed Projects 

The following table provides a list of transmission needs identified in the Northeast Zone by 
MISO utilities. There were no projects identified in this zone by non-MISO utilities. 

MPUC Tracking 

Number 

MTEP 

Year/App 

MTEP 

Project 

Number 

CON? Utility 
Project Description 

and Timeframe 

2003-NE-N2 

 

Cromwell – 
Wrenshall- 
Mahtowa-
Floodwood Area 

2011/A 2634 Yes MP/ 
 
GRE 

Savanna Project: 115 kV 
Savanna switching station and 
Savanna-Cromwell and 
Savanna-Cedar Valley 115 kV 
lines, St. Louis Co., 
PUC Docket Nos. CN-10-973 
and TL-10-1307 
Timeframe:  2015 

2003-NE-N6 

Taconite Harbor – 
Grand Marais 
Area 

NA NA Yes GRE Taconite Harbor-Grand Marais 
69 kV rebuild to 115 kV. 
This project has been delayed 
indefinitely due to drop in load 
growth. 

2007-NE-N1 

 

Duluth Area  
230 kV 

2009/C 2548 Yes MP Duluth 230 kV Project: New 
230/115 kV transformer & 
transmission line upgrade to 
230 kV to increase load-serving 
capability in the Duluth area. 
Recent study indicates this 
project is not needed until the 
2020 timeframe. 

2007-NE-N2 

 

Essar Steel Project 

2010/A 2547 No MP Essar 230 kV Project: 
Transmission for Essar Steel, 
Grand Rapids-Nashwauk areas, 
Itasca Co. Phase 1 is 
completed.  
PUC Docket No. TL-09-512. 

2007-NE-N6 

 

Onigum Area 

2012/B 2632 No GRE Onigum 115 kV conversion. 
Line is currently less than 10 
miles, however CON may be 
required if route is altered. Cass 
and Hubbard counties. 
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MPUC Tracking 

Number 

MTEP 

Year/App 

MTEP 

Project 

Number 

CON? Utility 
Project Description 

and Timeframe 

2009-NE-N1 

 

Nugget – Hoyt 
Lakes 

2009/A 2552 No MP Skibo-Hoyt Lakes 138 kV 
Line: New ~3 mile 
transmission line needed to 
provide redundant sources for 
expansion of an existing 
industrial customer; Hoyt 
Lakes Area, St. Louis Co. 

2009-NE-N2 

 

 

Deer River Tap 

2012/C 2551 No MP 28 Line Tap Reconfiguration: 
Put existing tap on dedicated 
breaker and rebuild to higher 
capacity, Cohasset – Deer 
River, Itasca Co. (This project 
has been cancelled in favor of 
MTEP Project #3531.) 
 

 
2009-NE-N2 

 

Deer River Area 
(f/k/a Deer River 
Tap) 

 
2012/B 

 
3531 

 
No 

 
MP 

Deer River 230 kV Project: 
construct Zemple 230/115 kV 
Substation to increase load-
serving capability and improve 
reliability in Deer River and the 
surrounding area; Deer River, 
Itasca Co. Due to line length, a 
CON was not required.  
PUC Docket No. TL-13-68.  
Timeframe:  2015 

2009-NE-N4 

 

Brainerd Lakes – 
Remer-Deer River 
Area 

NA NA Yes GRE Macville-Blind Lake 115 kV 
line and Macville 230/115 kV 
substation. This project has 
been delayed indefinitely due to 
drop in load growth. 

2009-NE-N5 

 

Ortman Project 

2010/A 2621 No GRE Build a new 230/69 kV 
transmission substation and 
build a new 20-mile 69 kV 
transmission line from the new 
Ortman Substation to the 
existing 69 kV transmission 
line just west of the Bigfork 
Substation 
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MPUC Tracking 

Number 

MTEP 

Year/App 

MTEP 

Project 

Number 

CON? Utility 
Project Description 

and Timeframe 

2009-NE-N6 

 

Staples-Motley-
Long Prairie Area 

NA NA Maybe GRE Shamineau Lake 115 kV 
substation and 115 kV line. 
This project has been delayed 
indefinitely due to drop in load 
growth. 

2009-NE-N7 

 

Park Rapids Area 

2010/A 
 
2012/B 

2566 
 
2566 

No 
 
No 

GRE Potato Lake 115 kV 
distribution sub and 115 kV 
line. Mantrap 115 kV 
conversion.  This project is 
projected to be in-service in 
2017 or sooner depending on 
load growth. The 2010/A 
portion of this project is 
complete. The  2012/B portion 
is expected to start in 2015. 
PUC Docket No. TL-10-86.  
 

2009-NE-N8 
 
Barrows Area 

NA NA No GRE Barrows distribution substation 
and 115 kV line. This project 
has been delayed indefinitely 
due to drop in load growth. 

2009-NE-N9 

 

Shell Lake Area 

2011/A 2599 No GRE Shell Lake 115 kV distribution 
substation and 115 kV line. 
This line will be built at 69 kV. 

2009-NE-N10 

 

Iron Hub 

NA NA No GRE Iron Hub distribution substation 
and 115 kV line. This project 
has been delayed indefinitely 
due to drop in load growth. 

2009-NE-N11 

Rush City-
Cambridge-
Princeton-Milaca 
Area 

NA NA Yes GRE Rush City-Milaca 230 kV line 
and Dalbo 230/69 kV source. 
This project has been delayed 
indefinitely due to drop in load 
growth. 

2011-NE-N1 

 
9 Line Upgrade  

2011/A 3373 No MP Rebuild existing 115 kV line to 
higher capacity. Blackberry – 
Meadowlands, St. Louis & 
Itasca Co. A CON was not 
required for this project. 
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MPUC Tracking 

Number 

MTEP 

Year/App 

MTEP 

Project 

Number 

CON? Utility 
Project Description 

and Timeframe 

2011-NE-N2 

 

15 Line Rebuild 

2011/A 2549 No MP 15 Line Reconfiguration: 
Rebuild & reconfigure existing 
115 kV line to higher capacity, 
Fond-du-Lac – Hibbard,  
Duluth area,  St. Louis Co. 

2011-NE-N5 

 
North Met Sub 

2010/A 2761 No MP Construct new 138/13.8 kV 
substation to serve new mine, 
Hoyt Lakes area, St. Louis Co. 

2011-NE-N8 

 

18 Line Upgrade  

2012/A 1292 No MP Increase capacity of existing 
115 kV line, Forbes – United 
Taconite, Eveleth area, St. 
Louis Co. 

2011-NE-N9 

 

Verndale 
Transformer 

2012/A 3534 No MP Increase 115/34.5 kV 
transformer capacity at existing 
Verndale Substation, Verndale, 
Wadena Co. 

2011-NE-N10 

 
Laskin 
Transformer 

2009/A 2759 No MP Increase 115/46 kV transformer 
capacity and replace end-of-life 
equipment at existing Laskin 
Substation, Hoyt Lakes area, 
St. Louis Co. 

2011-NE-N11 

 

 

 

Savanna 230 kV 
Expansion 

2012/C 3533 Yes MP Expansion of the Savanna 
Substation to 230/115 kV. 
Rebuild of existing 115 kV line 
(MTEP Project #3373) proved 
more economical for 
transmission line loading issue. 
Project may be required for 
future voltage support 
depending on area load growth; 
Floodwood area, St. Louis Co. 
Timeframe:  Deferred 
Indefinitely. 
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MPUC Tracking 

Number 

MTEP 

Year/App 

MTEP 

Project 

Number 

CON? Utility 
Project Description 

and Timeframe 

2011-NE-N12 

 

 

Wrenshall 
Substation 

2012/C 3756 No MP Develop new 115/46 kV 
substation in Thomson – 
Cromwell 115 kV Line to 
improve reliability in eastern 
Carlton Co. The project will 
eliminate the need for existing 
distribution circuits that would 
otherwise need to be rebuilt due 
to age and condition and is also 
a lower cost alternative; 
Wrenshall, Carlton Co. 

2011-NE-N13 

 

 

MH-MP 230 kV 
Line 

2012/C 3562 Yes MP 230 kV transmission 
connection to Manitoba needed 
to deliver 250 MW PPA from 
Manitoba Hydro to Minnesota 
Power. Alternative to MTEP 
Project #3831; located in  
St. Louis, Itasca, Koochiching, 
Lake of the Woods, & Roseau 
Co. (see Section 3.3.2) 
Timeframe:230 kV Alternative 
Deferred Indefinitely 

2013-NE-N1 

 

39 Line 
Reconfiguration 

2013/A 4039 No MP Reconfigure Laskin – Virginia 
115 kV Line; easement 
expiration over mine property 
requires removal & relocation 
of the line; Eveleth area, St. 
Louis Co.  
PUC Docket No. TL-12-1123 

2013-NE-N2 

 

North Shore 
Switching Station 

2013/A 4042 No MP New 115 kV switching station 
needed to improve industrial 
customer reliability. Silver Bay, 
Lake Co. 

2013-NE-N3 

 
Two Harbors 
Transformer 

2013/A 4043 No MP New 115/14 kV transformer at 
Two Harbors Switching State; 
age & condition of existing 
Two Harbors substation. Two 
Harbors, Lake Co. 
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MPUC Tracking 

Number 

MTEP 

Year/App 

MTEP 

Project 

Number 

CON? Utility 
Project Description 

and Timeframe 

2013-NE-N4 

 

Mesabi 115 kV 
Project 

2012/B 3791 No MP 115 kV switching station, 
capacitor banks, transmission 
line upgrades to improve 
reliability & facilitate industrial 
load growth in the Keewatin 
area, Itasca & St. Louis Cos. 

2013-NE-N5 

 

Canisteo Project 

2013/A 4040 No MP New substation in Boswell – 
Nashwauk 115 kV line to serve 
new industrial customer near 
Taconite, Itasca Co. 

2013-NE-N6 

 
Panasa Project 

2013/A 4041 No MP Panasa Project: Tap of 
Nashwauk – Blackberry 115 
kV line to serve new industrial 
customer near Calumet, Itasca 
Co. 

2013-NE-N7 

 
Canosia Road 
Substation 

2013/B 4044 No MP New 115/14 kV substation in 
Arrowhead – Cloquet 115 kV 
line to unload feeders at 
existing Cloquet Substation and 
retire aging Midway 
Substation. Esko, Carlton Co. 

2013-NE-N8 

 
Embarrass 
Transformer: 

2013/B 4045 No MP New 115/23 kV transformer at 
Embarrass Switching Station; 
unload Laskin – Virginia 46 kV 
system; Hoyt Lakes area, St. 
Louis Co. 

2013-NE-N9 

 

15th Avenue West 
Transformer 

2013/C 4047 No MP New 115/34.5 kV transformer 
at 15th Avenue West; 
reliability, load growth, & 
unloading existing substations. 
Duluth, St. Louis Co. 

2013-NE-N10 

 

Graham Mine 
Substation 

2013/C 4046 No MP New substation in Laskin – 
Hoyt Lakes 138 kV line to 
facilitate industrial customer 
expansion, Hoyt Lakes Area, 
St. Louis Co. 

2013-NE-11 

 

Arrowhead 230 kV 
Cap Bank 

2012/A 3843 No MP New 40 MVAR capacitor bank 
needed for voltage support at 
HVDC terminal; Hermantown, 
St. Louis Co. 
Timeframe:  Completed 
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MPUC Tracking 

Number 

MTEP 

Year/App 

MTEP 

Project 

Number 

CON? Utility 
Project Description 

and Timeframe 

2013-NE-N12 

 

Bison 230 kV Cap 
Bank 

2012/A 3842 No MP New 40 MVAR capacitor bank 
needed for voltage support at 
Bison Wind Energy Center; 
New Salem, North Dakota.  
This is a project in North 
Dakota and is reported here for 
informational purposes only.   
Timeframe:  Completed 

2013-NE-N13 

 
 
 
 
Great Northern 
Transmission Line 

2013/B 
 
2012/C 

3831 
 
3832 

Yes MP/MH New 500 kV & 345 kV lines 
from Winnipeg-Iron Range-
Duluth to facilitate increased 
transfer capability from 
Manitoba – United States, 
increase regional access to 
clean, renewable Canadian 
hydropower, and improve 
system reliability (MTEP 
Project #3831 is the 500 kV 
build and Project #3832 is the 
345 kV build). Impacted 
counties could include Kittson, 
Roseau, Marshall, Pennington, 
Red Lake, Polk, Clearwater, 
Lake of the Woods, Beltrami, 
Koochiching, Itasca, and St. 
Louis. (see Section 3.3.2) 
PUC Docket No. CN-12-1163 
Timeframe: October 2013 

2013-NE-N14 

NERC Facility 
Ratings Alert 
Medium Priority 

2013/A 4293 No MP Derates and physical mitigation 
on NERC “medium” priority 
lines. MP system-wide 

2013-NE-N15 

NERC Facility 
Ratings Alert Low 
Priority 

2013/A 4294 No MP Derates and physical mitigation 
on NERC “low” priority lines. 
MP system-wide 

2013-NE-N16 

 

HVDC Valve Hall 
Replacement 

2013/B 4295 No MP Modernization of Arrowhead & 
Square Butte converter stations. 
Hermantown area, St. Louis 
Co, MN & Center, ND 
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MPUC Tracking 

Number 

MTEP 

Year/App 

MTEP 

Project 

Number 

CON? Utility 
Project Description 

and Timeframe 

2013-NE-N17 

 

HVDC 750 MW 
Upgrade 

2013/C 3856 No MP Upgrade capacity of existing 
HVDC line & terminals to 750 
MW. Hermantown area, St. 
Louis Co. 

2013-NE-N18 

 
44 Line Upgrade 

2014/A 4425 No MP Increase capacity of existing 
115 kV line, Forbes – Hibbing, 
St. Louis Co. 

2013-NE-N19 

 
Hoyt Lakes Sub 
Modernization 

2014/A 4426 No MP Rebuild and reconfigure aged 
Hoyt Lakes Substation to serve 
new industrial customer. Hoyt 
Lakes area, St. Louis Co. 

2013-NE-N20 

 
Haines Road 
Capacitor Bank 

2014/C 4427 No MP New 115 kV capacitor bank at 
Haines Road Substation needed 
for voltage support in the 
Duluth area, St. Louis Co. 

2013-NE-N21 

 

 

 

Verndale – 
Hubbard 115 kV 
Line  

2014/B 2571 Yes GRE/ 
 
MP  

New Hubbard-Cat River 115 
kV line that will replace 2007-
NE-N3.  Due to motor starting 
at pumping station, it was 
decided to immediately operate 
at 115 kV.  To do so, Hubbard 
115 kV bus would need the 
removal of a 115/34.5 kV 
transformer.  This transformer 
would be moved to the new 
proposed Cat River Substation.  
The 115 kV line is expected to 
be over 20 miles in length and 
will serve 34.5 kV load 
between Verndale and 
Hubbard. 
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MPUC Tracking 

Number 

MTEP 

Year/App 

MTEP 

Project 

Number 

CON? Utility 
Project Description 

and Timeframe 

2013-NE-N22 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Osage Area 115 
kV Line 

2014/B 4378 Yes GRE 
 
 

Due to system intact and 
contingency voltage concerns 
in the Osage area and the radial 
aspect of two GRE radial lines, 
it was decided to build a 
Hubbard-Elijah-Potato Lake 
115 kV system to provide 
higher reliability to the loads of 
concern. To do so, Hubbard 
115 kV bus would need the 
removal of a 115/34.5 kV 
transformer. This transformer 
would be moved to the new 
proposed Elijah Substation.  
The 115 kV line is expected to 
be over 17 miles in length and 
will serve 34.5 kV load 
between Hubbard and Long 
Lake largely in the Osage area.  
The Potato Lake-Mantrap 
radial is expected to be built to 
115 kV prior to this project 
being in service (2009-NE-N7). 

2013-NE-N23 

 

 

39 Line & 16 Line 
Reconfiguration 

2013/B 4428 No MP Reconfigure Laskin – Virginia 
115 kV Line and Virginia – 
ETCO – Arrowhead 115 kV 
Line; easement expiration over 
mine property requires removal 
& relocation of the line; 
Possible alternative to 39 Line 
Reconfiguration (2013-NE-
N13) due to construction 
issues. Eveleth area, St. Louis 
Co.  
PUC Docket No. TL-12-1123 
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6.4.2 Completed Projects 

Some inadequacies in the Northeast Zone that were identified in the 2011 Biennial Report were 
alleviated through the construction and completion of specific projects over the last two years or 
can be moved to the completed category because changed circumstances have eliminated the 
need for the project.  Information about each of the completed projects is summarized briefly in 
the table below.  More information about these projects and inadequacies can be found in the 
2011 Biennial Report.  Also, additional information is available by contacting the designated 
person for the utility that was responsible for constructing the project. 

MPUC 

Tracking 

Number 

MTEP 

Year/ 

App 

MTEP 

Project 

Number 
CON Utility 

 

Description 

Date 

Completed 

PUC Docket 

2003-NE-N4 

 

Central Lakes 
Area 

2005/A 600 No GRE/ 
MP 

Southdale-Scearcyville 
115 kV line (aka Baxter-
Southdale) and 
Scearcyville Substation 

July 2012 

2003-NE-N5 

 
Pierz-Genola 
Area 

2010/A 1018 No GRE/ 
MP 

MP Little Falls to GRE 
Little Falls 115 kV line 
PUC Docket No. TL-11-
318 

April 2013 

2003-NE-N9 

 

Nashwauk 
Area 

2011/B 
2012/A 

2569 No GRE Shoal Lake 115 kV 
distribution 

October 2013 
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MPUC 

Tracking 

Number 

MTEP 

Year/ 

App 

MTEP 

Project 

Number 
CON Utility 

 

Description 

Date 

Completed 

PUC Docket 

2005-CX-1 

 
 
 
 
Bemidji – 
Grand Rapids 
230 kV Line 
 

2006/A 
 
 
 
 

279 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Yes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CapX 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Added new 230 kV line 
between Boswell and 
Wilton (Bemidji – Grand 
Rapids 230 kV line) to 
support the Bemidji area 
and the Red River Valley 
during winter peak 
conditions. This project is 
located in both the 
Northwest and Northeast 
zones.  
PUC Docket No. TL-07-
1327. 
 

November  
2012 

2005-NE-N2 

Mesaba IGCC 
Generator 

2007/A 1025 No Excelsior 
Energy1 

Mesaba IGCC Generator 
outlet lines, Grand Rapids 
area, Itasca Co.  

2005-NE-N2 

 
2007-NE-N3 

 

 

Hubbard – 
Menahga 
Area 

 
2011/A 

 
2571 

 
NA 

 
GRE 

MN Pipeline-Menahga 
115 kV line (operated at 
34.5 kV). This project is 
impacted by pipeline 
pumping station voltage 
drop issues. Consideration 
was giving to extending 
the line to Hubbard or to 
the RDO-Osage 34.5 kV 
line.  

 
 
Cancelled, 
replaced with 
the Hubbard – 
Cat River 
project 
2013-NE-N21 

2007-NE-N5 

Pokegama 
Area 

2010/A 2576 No GRE Pokegama 115 kV 
distribution substation  

Dec. 2011 

2009-NE-N3 

Line 28 
Reroute 

2010/A 3091 No MP Relocate line, Nashwauk 
area, Itasca Co.  

 
May 2013 

2011-NE-N3 

Swan Lake  
Sub 

2010/A 2762 No MP New Swan Lake load 
serving Substation, 
Duluth, St. Louis Co. 

 
April 2013 

                                                 
1 Excelsior Energy is an independent energy development company that has proposed to construct and operate the 
Mesaba Energy Project and is not a MTO member. See Section 6.3.8 of the 2009 Biennial Report for more 
information. 
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MPUC 

Tracking 

Number 

MTEP 

Year/ 

App 

MTEP 

Project 

Number 
CON Utility 

 

Description 

Date 

Completed 

PUC Docket 

2011 NE-N4  

 

LSPI 34.5 kV 

2009/A 2763 No MP Added LSPI 34.5 kV 
Transformer, Duluth, St. 
Louis Co. 

 
March 2012 

2011-NE-N6 

 

 

2011/A 3374 No MP Re-energized existing 
Substation, Taconite MN 
area, Itasca Co. 

April 2012 

2011-NE-N7 

 

25 Line Tap 

2012/A 3532 No MP 25L tap, constructed 
115/34.5 kV substation, 
Hibbing MN area, St. 
Louis Co. 

July 2012 

2013-NE-N11 

 

Arrowhead 
230 kV Cap 
Bank 

2012/A 3843 No MP New 40 MVAR capacitor 
bank needed for voltage 
support at HVDC 
terminal; Hermantown, St. 
Louis Co. 

December 
2012 

2013-NE-N12 

 

Bison 230 kV 
Cap Bank 

2012/A 3842 No MP New 40 MVAR capacitor 
bank needed for voltage 
support at Bison Wind 
Energy Center; New 
Salem, North Dakota 

August 2012 
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C:  GRE-MP 34.5 kV Region 
 
The GRE-MP 34.5 kV region covers the area that is served in majority by the GRE and MP 
34.5 kV integrated transmission system with some substations taking service at 115 kV. 
Generally the region is centrally located west of the Brainerd area with tourism and agriculture 
being the main industries in the area. Some of the major towns served from this area on the 
northern side from west to east are Park Rapids, Walker, and Pequot Lakes. The central towns 
are Wadena to the far west and the major eastern loads of Baxter and Brainerd. On the 
southern side of the region, from west to east, are the towns of Long Prairie and Little Falls. 
Many smaller towns fill in the spaces between these regional communities. The member 
systems which serve this area are: 
 

• Crow Wing Power (CWP) 
• Itasca-Mantrap Cooperative Electric Association (IMCEA) 
• Lake Country Power (LCP) 
• Stearns Electric Association (SEA) 
• Todd-Wadena Electric Cooperative (TWEC) 

 
Located in the heart of Minnesota's lake country, Crow Wing Power serves over 36,000 
members in Crow Wing, Cass, and Morrison counties. Crow Wing serves members in an 
approximately 2,800 square mile area, which includes eastern and northwestern Morrison 
County, the greater portion of Crow Wing County, and the southern portion of Cass County.  
 
The Itasca-Mantrap service area includes approximately two-thirds of Hubbard County, one-half 
of Becker county, and small parts of Cass, Wadena, and Clearwater counties.  
 
Lake Country Power serves a large diverse area in Northeastern Minnesota covering nearly 
10,000 square miles. The area served varies from bedroom communities to lakeshore 
properties to remote wilderness. The Onigum substation is the only LCP load in this region. 
 
Stearns Electric Association is located in central Minnesota, serving consumers in all of Stearns 
county, and portions of Todd, Morrison, Douglas, Pope, and Kandiyohi counties. The northern 
portion of Stearns is served by this region.  

 
Todd-Wadena Electric Cooperative serves member consumers in a majority of the rural areas of 
Todd and Wadena counties along with portions of Becker, Cass, Douglas, Hubbard, Otter Tail, 
and Morrison counties. 
 
This region has a diversified economy consisting largely of agriculture and related agri-
businesses. Other economic activity includes logging, tourism, and various service-related 
businesses. Population growth is occurring in the region due to the region’s rural character and 
the many lakes that are spread across the region.  
 
Existing System 
The load in this region is primarily served by the 34.5 kV sub-transmission system. The 34.5 kV 
system is supported by a 115 kV system in the area, with a bulk 230 kV system serving the 
115 kV system. The 230 kV system parallels the 115 kV system, except the Riverton-Benton 
County line. The other 230 kV lines are from Riverton to Badoura to Hubbard and Riverton to 
Wing River. These 230 kV points deliver power into the 115 kV system. The MP 250 kV DC line 
also passes through the area. 
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Fourteen 115 kV bulk delivery points to the 34.5 kV system are located at Brainerd, Baxter, Dog 
Lake, Little Falls, Blanchard, Long Prairie, Verndale, Hubbard, Akeley, Swanville, Eagle Valley, 
Long Lake, Platte River, and Pequot Lakes. Several 115 kV lines tie these substations together 
providing the main support to the area. A 69/34.5 kV transformation at Birch Lake provides an 
additional tie into the 34.5 kV system. Furthermore, the Badoura-Pequot Lakes-Birch Lake 
115 kV project will provide further 115 kV support through a 115/69 kV transformer at Birch 
Lake and a new 115/34.5 kV source at the Pine River substation.  
 
The 34.5 kV system contains several loops between the 115 kV sources from which the majority 
of the region’s load is served. Some loads are served on radial lines from these 34.5 kV loops 
including some radials that extend over 15 miles from the main 34.5 kV loop. In many of these 
loops, 34.5 kV voltage regulators and capacitors are present to maintain adequate voltages on 
the system when one end of the loop fails.  
 
Reliability and Transmission Age Issues 
 
Transmission Lines on List of 50 Worst Composite Reliability Scores 
Line 25 Little Falls 526FM 34.5 kV (PL)   Rank: 11 
Line 224 Blanchard 502F 34.5 kV   Rank: 17 
Line 244 Verndale 510FM 34.5 kV   Rank: 20 
Line 289 Long Lake 545F (OT, RT) 34.5 kV   Rank: 24 
Line 243 Long Prairie 501FM (TW-HAT, TW-IOT) 34.5 kV Rank: 38 
Line 29 Dog Lake 1T 34.5 kV (TW-WAT)   Rank: 46 
 
 
Transmission Lines Built before 1980 
Line 25 Little Falls 526FM 34.5 kV (PL)  8 Mi.-1958 
Line 76 Badoura 507FM-Birch Lake 516F 34.5 kV (HO)  5 Mi.-1960 
Line 224 Blanchard 508F 34.5 kV (ST-FN, ST-SU, ST-NTP) 12 Mi.-1969-71 
Line 244 Verndale 510FM 34.5 kV (TW-LRT)  4 Mi.-1962 
Line 289 Long Lake 545F 34.5 kV (OT, RT)  15 Mi.-1976 
Line 29 Dog Lake 1T 34.5 kV (TW-WAT)  8 Mi.-1974 
Line 231 Blanchard 524F 34.5 kV (ST-US, ST-SU)  13 Mi.-1971-75 
Line 245 Hubbard 515F 34.5 kV (TW-MET)  6 Mi.-1971 
 
The reliability of this region is generally a little worse than the GRE average. The line age 
information does not provide the full view of its reliability impact because it only covers part of 
the system. Much of the 34.5 kV system is owned and operated by Minnesota Power; GRE 
does not have line age and maintenance information for the MP facilities. 
 
Line 25 from Little Falls is a 32 mile 34.5 kV line serving two substations. Its reliability 
performance is among the 50 worst lines for each of the six indices used. The majority of the 
line is owned by Minnesota Power, so most of the maintenance and age information is not 
available. Minnesota Power rebuilt nearly 10 miles of line from MP Little Falls to the Lastrup tap 
in 2006 with arresters. Also, the tap switch at Crow Wing’s Little Falls substation has been 
replaced. 
 
Line 224 from Blanchard is a 40 mile, 34.5 kV line serving two substations. This line is operated 
by Minnesota Power. Its reliability performance is among the 50 worst lines for each of the six 
indices used, with its worst performance from high numbers of momentary and sustained 
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outages. The majority of the line is owned by Minnesota Power, so most of the maintenance 
and age information is not available. MP rebuilt about six miles of this line and GRE added 
arresters on the GRE owned portions of the line in 2006. Also, a grounding survey is planned to 
determine grounding additions if indicated. 
 
Line 244 from Verndale is a 19 mile, 34.5 kV line serving two substations. Its reliability 
performance is worse than the GRE average on all six indices. The majority of the line is owned 
by Minnesota Power, so most of the maintenance and age information is not available. Remote 
control has been added at the Sebeka tap switches to aid in outage restoration. 
 
Line 289 from Long Lake is a 33 mile, mostly radial 34.5 kV line serving three substations. Its 
reliability performance is worse than the GRE average on all six indices; with it worst 
performance due to long term outages. The maintenance reports do not show much 
maintenance on this line. The recent addition of the Long Lake 115-34.5kV substation should 
improve overall reliability, but not for issues related to the radial supply. The RDO substation 
has been converted to 115kV supply and the planned Long Lake-Badoura 115kV line will 
provide it with two-way 115kV supply. 
 
Line 243 from Long Prairie is a 28 mile, 34.5 kV line serving two substations. Its reliability 
performance was worse than the GRE average on five of the six indices. The majority of the line 
is owned by Minnesota Power, so most of the maintenance and age information is not available. 
The 2005 addition of the Eagle Valley 115-34.5kV substation has allowed the line to be 
reconfigured to reduce exposure. Also, remote control is being added to the Hartford tap 
switches to aid in outage restoration. 
 
Line 29 from Dog Lake is a 20 mile, 34.5 kV line serving two substations. Its reliability 
performance was worse than the GRE average on four of the six indices. Part of this line is 
owned by Minnesota Power, so most of the maintenance and age information is not available. 
There are no recent or planned projects to improve reliability of this line. 
 
Future Development 
 
Load Forecast 
The following forecast is the load served by the transmission system in the region. This load 
includes GRE, MP, and municipal load. 

  
GRE-MP 34.5 kV Region Load (in MW) 
Season 2011 2021 2031 
Summer 338.8 430.8 560.2 
Winter 363.0 473.4 613.6 

 
Planned Additions 
The following are projects that are expected over the LRP time period that are not significant in 
defining alternatives for future load serving capability. This list may also include generation or 
transmission projects that are already budgeted for construction, but have yet to be energized.  
 

• GRE and MP are planning a new 115 kV transmission line and substation that will 
connect CWP’s Southdale substation to MP’s 24 Line (Baxter-Dog Lake Tap) via a 
breaker station at Scearcyville. The scheduled ISD for this project is 2009.  
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• IM is planning a new Shingobee distribution substation with an ISD of 2009. GRE is 
building approximately 2.8 miles of 115 kV line from the Akeley-Badoura 115 kV line to 
connect the new substation to the system. 

• GRE and MP are constructing the Badoura project consisting of 63 miles of new 115 kV 
transmission connecting the Pequot Lakes, Badoura, Birch Lake, and Long Lake 
substations. New transformations will be placed at Birch Lake (115/69 kV) and at a new 
substation at Pine River (115/34.5 kV). As a result of this project, CWP is upgrading their 
Pine River substation and IM is converting its Tripp Lake substation from 34.5 kV to 115 
kV. The scheduled ISD for the project is 2010.  

• GRE and MP are planning a new 115 kV transmission connecting the GRE Menahga 
34.5 kV substation with MP’s Hubbard-MN Pipeline 34.5 kV line. The scheduled ISD for 
the project is 2010.  

• IM is planning a new Potato Lake substation in 2010. GRE is planning to connect the 
substation with approximately 6 miles of transmission line that taps the Mantrap Tap-
Mantrap 34.5 kV line.  

• CWP is proposing to add a new 115 kV distribution substation at Hardy Lake in 2012. 
This substation will directly tap the Southdale-Scearcyville 115 kV line. 

• CWP is planning a new Shamineau Lake substation in 2014. GRE will connect this 
substation via a new 5 mile line that taps the MP Motley-GRE Motley 34.5 kV line.  

• CWP is has identified a need for a new Barrows substation that will tap the Nokay-
Southdale 115 kV line. The projected ISD for this addition is 2014.   

• IM has identified the need for a new Shell Lake substation to be energized in 2015. In 
order to connect this substation to the bulk system, GRE plans to construct 
approximately 4.5 miles of transmission line from the Osage-Pine Point 34.5 kV line to 
the new substation. 

• CWP is planning to add a new 115 kV distribution substation at Portage Lake in 2019. 
This substation will connect to the Tripp Lake-Birch Lake 115 kV line via a 4.0 mile 
115 kV line. 

• CWP is proposing to add a Gilbert Lake substation that taps the Riverton-Baxter 115 kV 
line. The expected ISD is 2024. 

• CWP has identified a need for a new Ripley distribution substation that will directly tap 
the Dewing-Little Falls 115 kV line. The expected ISD for this project is 2029. 

• CWP has indicated that a new Royalton substation is needed in 2029. This substation 
will directly tap the Little Falls-Langola Tap 115 kV line. 
 

230-115 kV Bulk Delivery 
Analysis of the 34.5 kV region has shown that the regional bulk system voltages are beginning 
to depress as system loading is increasing. Of concern are the 230 kV system voltages in and 
around the Riverton area. While not violating criteria, the high voltage system voltage issues 
directly lead to voltage issues on the lower voltage systems. A more detailed analysis of bulk 
system issues will have to be done as this is outside the scope of this study. Some of the 
System Intact voltages are listed in the below table. 
 
 

Facility 
2011 
SUPK

% 

2021 
SUPK

% 
Riverton 230 kV 102.2 97.2 
Mud Lake 230 kV 101.8 96.8 
Wing River 230 kV 101.5 95.7 
Badoura 230 kV 102.9 97.3 
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Facility 
2011 
SUPK

% 

2021 
SUPK

% 
Hubbard 230 kV 103.1 97.2 
Little Falls 115 kV 102.5 96.7 
Blanchard 115 kV 102.5 97.0 
Platte River 115 kV 101.8 96.1 
Swanville 115 kV 103.0 97.3 

 
A new bulk source into the Little Falls area would help to boost the 115 kV voltages and improve 
regional 34.5 kV load serving capability. This source could come from the proposed Pierz 
230/115 kV source in the Central Minnesota Region-Mille Lacs Area. Other potential sources 
would involve 230 or 115 kV transmission from the St. Cloud and/or the Brainerd areas. 
Additions of 230 kV capacitor could help with the 230 kV system voltages. It is expected that the 
CAPX Fargo-Monticello 345 kV line would greatly help out with voltages in the area as through-
flow to the St. Cloud and Twin Cities metro areas would be reduced. 
 
A few bulk system thermal overloads were also observed. The Riverton-Brainerd and Mud 
Lake-Brainerd 115 kV lines overload for loss of the Mud Lake and Riverton 230/115 kV 
transformers, respectively.  
 

Thermal Overloads 
Facility Rating

MVA 
Estimated 

Year 
2011 
MVA 

2021 
MVA 

Riverton-Brainerd 115 kV line 90 2018 76.1 110.8 
Mud Lake-Brainerd 115 kV line 120 2020 102.5 134.8 

 
It is assumed that the cheapest option would be to rebuild these facilities to a higher capacity 
conductor. A new 230/115 kV transformation at Scearcyville may also provide loading relief to 
these facilities. However, further study is required to validate this option. Assuming a rebuild to 
636 ACSR, the following are the recommended bulk facility installations. The lines will likely be 
rebuilt by MP as they are the owners of these facilities. 
 

Estimated 
Year Facility Cost 

2018 Riverton-Brainerd, 13.13 Mile, 636 ACSR, 115 kV line rebuild $4,267,250 
2020 Mud Lake-Brainerd, 4.41 Mile, 636 ACSR, 115 kV line rebuild $1,433,290 

 
Verndale-Dog Lake-Baxter-Brainerd Area 
The Verndale-Dog Lake-Baxter-Brainerd system consists of the 34.5 kV system that ties these 
115/34.5 kV sources together. The following are the 34.5 kV outlets for this area: 
 

• 503 Line from Verndale 
• 503 Line from Dog Lake 
• 534 Line from Baxter 
• 504 Line from Brainerd 
 

This area also has two hydroelectric stations at Pillager and Sylvan. From Sylvan, the normally 
open 502 Line goes to the Little Falls-Platte River-Blanchard Area. 
 



GRE Long-Range Transmission Plan 

October 2008 C-6  

Other lines exist in the Verndale and Brainerd area that tie to the system, but are not of concern 
to the capability of serving GRE substations of Staples, Ward, and Motley. The GRE 115 kV 
loads in the area include Aldrich (Verndale), Thomastown, Southdale, Baxter, Nokay, and 
Dewing. The following forecast is the load served in this area. This load includes GRE, MP, 
and Staples Municipal load. 
 

Season 2011 2021 2031 
Summer 124.5 166.7 226.6 
Winter 117.3 151.5 195.9 

 
The distribution substation interconnections that are scheduled over the LRP time period are 
depicted in the following table. In total, four distribution substation interconnections are planned 
for the Shamineau Lake, Hardy Lake, Gilbert Lake, and Barrows substation projects.  
 

Estimated 
Year 

 
Facility 

 
Cost 

2012 Hardy Lake 115 kV 3-way switch $205,000 

2014 Shamineau Lake- MP 524 Line, 5.0 Mile, 477 ACSR, 
115 kV line and 3-way switch (operated at 34.5 kV) $2,700,000 

2014 Nokay-Southdale Line Tap to Barrows 1.0 mile, 336 
ACSR 115 kV line and 3-way switch $894,000 

2024 Gilbert Lake 115 kV 3-way switch $205,000 
 
 
Area Deficiencies 
Deficiencies seen in this area reside in the western portion of this system around Dog Lake and 
Verndale. The completion of the Scearcyville-Southdale 115 kV line in the eastern portion of the 
region will loop in the Southdale substation and create a 115 kV ring around the Brainerd/Baxter 
area, thus securing the transmission system through the LRP time frame. The overload of the 
Brainerd and Verndale 115/34.5 kV transformers can be alleviated by switching loads to the 
other transformers in the system if necessary. Most of the 34.5 kV voltage deficiencies seen are 
caused by loss of the Dog Lake 115/34.5 kV transformer.  
 

Overloads 
 
Facility 

Rating
MVA 

Estimated 
Year 

2011
MVA

2021
MVA Contingency 

Brainerd 115/34.5 kV transformer #1 30 2010 38.2 42.9 Brainerd 115/34.5 kV transformer #2
Brainerd 115/34.5 kV transformer #2 30 2010 38.3 43.0 Brainerd 115/34.5 kV transformer #1
Verndale 115/34.5 kV transformer #1 20 <2011 34.0 41.8 Verndale 115/34.5 kV transformer #2
Verndale 115/34.5 kV transformer #2 20 <2011 36.9 45.3 Verndale 115/34.5 kV transformer #1

 
Voltage Deficiencies 

 
Substation 

Estimated 
Year 

2011 
% 

2021 
% Contingency 

Shamineau Lake 34.5 kV 2017 95.6 89.3 Dog Lake 115/34.5 kV transformer 
Ward 34.5 kV 2018 99.4 88.0 Dog Lake 115/34.5 kV transformer 
GRE Motley 34.5 kV 2019 96.9 90.3 Dog Lake 115/34.5 kV transformer 
GRE Staples 34.5 kV 2019 97.3 90.0 Verndale-Wing River 115 kV 
MP Staples 34.5 kV 2020 96.7 89.3 Verndale-Wing River 115 kV 
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Alternatives 
Alternatives look at providing a new source into the 34.5 kV system and converting more load 
from 34.5 kV to 115 kV. 
 
Option 1:  Motley 115 kV conversion and Shamineau Lake-Ward development  
The conversion of the GRE Motley load to 115 kV would offload the 34.5 kV system to provide 
better voltage regulation upon outage of the Dog Lake 115/34.5 kV transformer. Adding a line 
between Shamineau Lake and Ward would allow for Ward to be served from the Dog Lake 
source upon loss of the Dog Lake Tap-Ward Tap 34.5 kV line or the Verndale-Aldrich 34.5 kV 
line. This line would be constructed to 115 kV standards and operated at 34.5 kV. 
 
Estimated 

Year 
 
Facility 

 
Cost 

2017 Motley- MP 24 Line, 4.3 Mile, 477 ACSR 115 kV line  $1,747,400
2017 GRE Motley conversion to 115 kV operation $350,000 
2018 Shamineau Lake-Ward, 6.75 Mile, 477 ACSR 115 kV line (operated at 34.5 kV) $2,814,000

 
 
Option 2:  Shamineau Lake 115/34.5 kV source 
This option would establish a 115/34.5 kV source at Shamineau Lake and provide 34.5 kV 
outlets to the MP 534 Line, Ward, and North Parker substations. This would provide another 
source into the middle of the area plus provide support to the Blanchard area. 
 

Estimated 
Year 

 
Facility 

 
Cost 

2016 Shamineau Lake-North Parker, 13.6 Mile, 477 ACSR 115 kV line 
(operated at 34.5 kV) $5,384,800 

2019 Shamineau Lake 115/34.5 kV source $6,201,400 

2022 Shamineau Lake-Ward, 6.75 Mile, 477 ACSR 115 kV line (operated 
at 34.5 kV) $3,149,000 

 
Generation Options 
Generation would be attractive on the low-side of the Verndale to unload the transformers. 
However, to offset transmission projects it would be more feasible away from the main delivery 
points to delay future lines or voltage support improvements. The capacity and radial nature of 
the 34.5 kV lines make it very difficult to justify generation placement in this area. 
 
Present Worth 
A cost analysis was performed on each option with loss savings assumed to be benchmarked 
against Option 1. The loss savings in MW for each option are as follows: 
 

Option 2011 
Summer 

2021 
Summer 

2031 
Summer 

2 0.0 -0.5 -0.9 
 
With the loss allocations, the present worth is summarized as follows (in 1000’s): 
 

Option Cumulative 
Investment 

Present 
Worth 

Present Worth w/ 
Loss Savings 

1 $9,644 $9,903 - 
2 $30,417 $29,822 $27,927 
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Option 1 offers the least amount of investment. However, Option 1 provides marginal voltage 
support throughout the LRP time period. The Ward and Shamineau Lake substations will need 
additional transmission facilities that will allow for adequate voltage support for System Intact 
conditions in 2032. The Option 2 facilities offer much improved system performance over the 
Option 1 facilities and provide benefits not only to this area but the Long Prairie-Swanville-
Blanchard Area as well via the Shamineau Lake-North Parker 115 kV line. Therefore, Option 2 
is being preferred as the recommended plan.  
 
Viability with Growth 
GRE will have to watch the load growth closely in this region. The Shamineau Lake 115/34.5 kV 
source will provide for additional flexibility in serving the area loads as they grow as they could 
be potential candidates for 115 kV conversion. A 115 kV line to Shamineau Lake would also 
lend itself to be a potential start to a 115 kV loop to Long Prairie and/or Blanchard. However, if 
load growth does not occur at the expected rates, GRE will have to revisit the transmission plan 
for the area to see if an alternate option makes better sense to pursue. 
 
Verndale-Hubbard Area 
The Verndale-Hubbard area consists of the 34.5 kV system that ties the 115/34.5 kV sources 
between Verndale and Hubbard. The 34.5 kV MP 515 Line ties the Verndale and Hubbard 
substations together and serves the GRE substations of Twin Lakes, Menahga, Orton, Sebeka, 
and Leaf River. Other lines exist in the Verndale and Hubbard area that tie to the system, but 
are not of concern to the capability of serving these GRE substations. This load includes GRE 
and MP load. 
  

Season 2011 2021 2031 
Summer 16.9 21.0 26.4 
Winter 21.9 27.5 35.1 

 
GRE’s Pipeline-Menahga 34.5 kV project will help to serve this system upon loss of either end 
of the loop. This project is currently budgeted with an expected ISD of 2010, will be constructed 
to 115 kV specifications, and is assumed as being in-service for the simulations.  
 

Estimated 
Year 

 
Facility 

 
Cost 

2010 Pipeline-Menahga, 8.5 Mile, 477 ACSR 115 kV line (operated at 34.5 kV) $1,644,563
 
 
Area Deficiencies 
Area deficiencies are voltage-related in nature and stem from the loss of ties to either the 
Hubbard or Verndale sources.  
 

Voltage Deficiencies 
 
Substation 

Estimated 
Year 

2011 
% 

2021 
% 

Leaf River 34.5 kV 2014 93.1 86.2 
GRE Sebeka 34.5 kV 2017 95.8 88.9 
Blue Grass 34.5 kV 2018 94.6 88.0 
Sebeka Regulator 34.5 kV 2020 95.4 89.2 
Orton 34.5 kV 2020 97.3 91.0 
Twin Lakes 34.5 kV 2020 97.1 91.0 
MP Sebeka 34.5 kV 2021 95.7 89.8 
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Alternatives 
Alternatives look to providing additional sources and ties to the 34.5 kV system.  
 
Option 1:  Leaf River-Compton 115 kV line 
Addition of a Leaf River-Compton 115 kV line operated at 34.5 kV would tie the Leaf River 
substation back to the Verndale substation upon loss of the Leaf River-Verndale 34.5 kV line. 
 

Estimated 
Year 

 
Facility 

 
Cost 

2021 Leaf River-Compton, 9.0 Mile, 477 ACSR 115 kV line (operated at 34.5 kV) $3,642,000 
 
Option 2:  Hubbard-Wing River 115 kV development 
This option looks at establishing a 115 kV path between the Hubbard and Wing River 115 kV 
substations and placing a new 115/34.5 kV substation at Orton Tap. Distribution substation 
conversions at Menahga, Leaf River, Compton, and Hewitt are required with this option.  
 

Estimated 
Year 

 
Facility 

 
Cost 

2021 Hubbard-Wing River 115 kV development $26,316,010 
 
Generation Options 
As discussed in the Verndale-Dog Lake-Baxter-Brainerd Area, generation would be attractive 
on the low-side of the Verndale substation to unload the transformers. However, to offset 
transmission projects it would be more feasible away from the main delivery points to delay 
future lines or voltage support improvements. Depending on load growth, distributed generation 
may offer a great opportunity in this area as small generation units may have long-term impacts 
on the transmission grid. 
 
Present Worth 
A cost analysis was performed on each option with line losses evaluated with Option 1 being the 
benchmark for loss savings. The loss savings in MW for each option are as follows: 
 

Option 2011 
Winter 

2021 
Winter 

2031 
Winter 

2 0.0 -0.6 -2.6 
 
With the loss allocations, the present worth is summarized as follows (in 1000’s): 
 

Option Cumulative 
Investment 

Present 
Worth 

Present Worth w/ 
Loss Savings 

1 $8,728 $7,093 - 
2 $63,068 $51,315 $47,150 

 
Based on the present worth values, it is evident that Option #1 is the preferred plan.  
 
Viability with Growth 
Option 1 provides adequate support to the system based on the present LRP load projections 
and would provide a base for deploying the Option 2 plan if needed. GRE will have to monitor 
load growth to see if Option 2 might become necessary. It may feasible to simply build the Orton 
Tap 115/34.5 kV source and Hubbard-Menahga-Orton Tap 115 kV line and convert Menahga to 
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115 kV operation. Wind projects may also push the development of the Option 2 facilities as the 
area around Verndale has the potential to see many wind interconnections.  
 
 
Verndale-Eagle Valley-Long Prairie Area 
The Verndale-Eagle Valley-Long Prairie system consists of the 34.5 kV system that ties the 
115/34.5 kV sources between Verndale, Eagle Valley, and Long Prairie. Two 34.5 kV outlets, 
the 519 and 533 Lines, exist at Verndale, one outlet exists at Long Prairie (501 Line), and two 
outlets emanate from Eagle Valley (513 and 517 Lines). Other lines exist in the Long Prairie and 
Verndale area that tie to the system, but are not of concern to the capability of serving GRE 
substations at Hartford, Iona, Eagle Bend, Hewitt, and Compton. The following forecast is the 
load served in this area. This load includes GRE, MP, and Wadena Municipal load. 

  
Season 2011 2021 2031 
Summer 37.4 43.6 49.4 
Winter 39.9 46.7 53.0 

 
Area Deficiencies 
The Eagle Valley 115/34.5 kV source greatly aids in holding the voltage at the Hewitt, Compton, 
and Wadena 34.5 kV substations upon loss of the Verndale source. However, the Compton 
voltage falls below criteria in 2022 and the Wadena voltage in 2023. Also of interest is the 
loading on the Verndale 115/34.5 kV transformers. The third 20 MVA, 115/34.5 kV transformer 
failed in 2006 and is has put additional strain on the remaining transformers. The most severe 
loading is seen when one Verndale 115/34.5 kV transformer is lost. Switching the system to 
have load sourced from other transformers will likely alleviate these overloads. The addition of 
the Shamineau Lake 115/34.5 kV source as identified in the Brainerd-Baxter-Dog Lake-
Verndale Area would also offer transformer loading relief.   
 

Overloads 
 
Facility 

Rating
MVA 

2011
MVA

2021 
MVA Contingency 

34.0 41.7 Verndale 115/34.5 kV transformer #2 Verndale 115/34.5 kV transformer #1 20 22.2 28.2 Dog Lake 115/34.5 kV transformer 
36.9 45.3 Verndale 115/34.5 kV transformer #1 Verndale 115/34.5 kV transformer #2 20 21.8 27.7 Dog Lake 115/34.5 kV transformer 

 
Voltage Deficiencies 

 
Substation 

Estimated 
Year 

2011 
% 

2021 
% 

Compton 34.5 kV 2022 97.2 92.3 
Wadena 34.5 kV 2023 96.0 91.0 

 
The GRE criterion is to have a 92% voltage at GRE buses, whereas MP buses have a criterion 
of 90% during contingency conditions.  
 
Alternatives 
The deficiencies in the area stem from the loss of the Verndale-Wadena 34.5 kV line as this 
puts the largest load in the area on a long radial line far from any source. Therefore, alternatives 
focus on 115 kV load conversion and providing additional ties into the Wadena area. 
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The following are options that were considered: 
 
Option 1:  Compton-Leaf River 115 kV line and Hewitt 115 kV conversion 
This option examines adding a Compton-Leaf River 115 kV line that is initially operated at 
34.5 kV. This would provide another tie to the Compton/Wadena area from the Verndale sub 
and help mitigate the Verndale-Wadena 34.5 kV outage. Conversion of the Hewitt substation to 
115 kV via a Wing River-Hewitt 115 kV line would further offload the 34.5 kV system to maintain 
the Wadena voltage during contingency situations. Finally, a 21.6 MVAR cap bank would be 
placed at the Verndale 115 kV bus to provide voltage support upon loss of the tie to Wing River.  
 

Estimated 
Year 

 
Facility 

 
Cost 

2022 Hewitt 115 kV conversion $350,000 
2022 Wing River-Hewitt, 4.5 Mile, 477 ACSR, 115 kV line $2,156,000
2022 Compton-Leaf River, 9.0 Mile, 477 ACSR, 115 kV line (operated at 34.5 kV) $3,642,000
2026 Verndale 115 kV 21.6 MVAR capacitor bank $281,200 

 
Option 2:  Wing River-Hubbard 115 kV development 
This option looks at establishing a 115 kV path between the Hubbard and Wing River 115 kV 
substations and establishes a new 115/34.5 kV substation at Orton Tap in the Hubbard-
Verndale Area. Distribution substation conversions at Menahga, Leaf River, Compton, and 
Hewitt are required with this option. 
 

Estimated 
Year 

 
Facility 

 
Cost 

2022 Wing River-Hubbard 115 kV development $26,316,010 
 
Present Worth 
A cost analysis was performed on each option with Option 1 being the benchmark for loss 
savings. The loss savings in MW for each option are as follows: 
 

 
Option 

2011 
Winter 

2021 
Winter 

2031 
Winter 

2 0.0 0.0 -2.6 
 
With the loss allocations, the present worth is summarized as follows (in 1000’s): 
 

Option Cumulative 
Investment 

Present 
Worth 

Present Worth w/ 
Loss Savings 

1 $16,520 $12,605 - 
2 $66,852 $50,835 $46,822 

 
Option 1 offers the least cost plan and requires the least investment. 
 
Viability with Growth 
Load growth will have to be carefully monitored in this area. The Leaf River-Compton 115 kV 
line offers only limited support to the Wadena substation. Conversion of the Wadena load to 115 
kV operations or establishing a 115/34.5 kV source at Wadena would provide more reliable 
service to this substation and would help with the Verndale transformer loading issues. Also, the 
area surrounding Wadena has the potential to have many larger wind farm interconnections that 
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could not be handled by the 34.5 kV system. In the event that that these wind projects develop, 
GRE would likely have to revert to the Option 2 facilities to handle the interconnections.  
 
 
Long Prairie-Swanville-Blanchard Area 
The Long Prairie-Swanville-Blanchard system consists of the 34.5 kV system that ties the 
115/34.5 kV sources between Long Prairie, Swanville, and Blanchard. Three 34.5 kV outlets, 
521, 524 and 508 Line, exist at Blanchard and one 34.5 kV outlet, the 527 Line, sources from 
Long Prairie. The Swanville source connects the 508 and 524 Lines. The 521 Line serves the 
MN Pipeline load individually as its start up causes voltage dips on the system. MP has isolated 
this load to its own 115/34.5 kV transformer at Blanchard. Other lines exist in the Long Prairie 
and Blanchard area that tie to the system, but are not of concern to the capability of serving 
GRE substations at Sobieski, Pine Lake, Pillsbury, Flensburg, and North Parker. The following 
forecast is the load served in this area and includes both GRE and MP load.  
 

Season 2011 2021 2031 
Summer 39.7 47.3 57.1 
Winter 34.6 40.7 48.7 

 
Area Deficiencies 
No line overloads were identified within this area. Voltage deficiencies stem from loss of the 
Swanville source which requires significant reconfiguration of the system.  
 

Voltage Deficiencies 
 
Substation 

Estimated 
Year 

2011 
% 

2021 
% 

North Parker 34.5 kV 2016 97.0 86.1 
GRE Flensburg 34.5 kV 2019 99.1 89.2 
North Parker Jct. 34.5 kV 2019 97.9 87.3 
Flensburg Switch 34.5 kV 2021 99.1 89.4 

 
Alternatives 
The immediate issue in this area is the voltage performance of the 34.5 kV system. The North 
Parker substation is on a radial line distant from all three area sources. Alternatives look to 
provide voltage support via new sources closer to the North Parker area. 
 
Option 1:  Pike Creek 115/34.5 kV source 
This option provides a new source at the junction of the 34.5 kV 508 and 521 Lines by 
rebuilding the Blanchard to 508-521 Tie 34.5 kV line to 115 kV. This also places a stronger 
source closer to the MN Pipeline load which would likely help in reducing voltage dips upon 
starting of the compressor station.  

 
The following is the estimated timeline for Option 1 installations: 
 

Estimated 
Year 

 
Facility 

 
Cost 

2016 Blanchard-Pike Creek, 9.15 Mile, 477 ACSR 115 kV rebuild $2,516,250 
2016 Pike Creek 30 MVA, 115/34.5 kV source $3,814,400 
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Option 2:  Shamineau Lake-North Parker development 
This option establishes a 34.5 kV connection between Shamineau Lake and North Parker to 
provide support to the North Parker substation (constructed to 115 kV standards). Eventually, a 
Shamineau Lake 115/34.5 kV source is required for support of both the Shamineau Lake and 
North Parker areas. 
 

Estimated 
Year 

 
Facility 

 
Cost 

2016 Shamineau Lake-North Parker, 13.6 Mile, 477 ACSR, 115 kV line 
(operated at 34.5 kV) $5,219,800 

2019 Shamineau Lake 30 MVA, 115/34.5 kV source $6,201,400 
 
Generation Options 
Generation would be attractive at North Parker to provide voltage support and defer 
transmission investment. However, the Shamineau Lake-North Parker transmission 
development would be beneficial to both the Dog Lake and the Swanville-Blanchard areas, thus 
making generation investment difficult to justify.  
 
Present Worth 
A cost analysis was performed on each option with line losses evaluated with Option 1 being the 
benchmark for loss savings. The loss savings in MW for each option are as follows: 
 
 

Option 2011 
Summer 

2021 
Summer 

2031 
Summer 

2 0.0 -0.6 -0.8 
 
With the loss allocations, the present worth is summarized as follows (in 1000’s): 
 

Option Cumulative 
Investment 

Present 
Worth 

Present Worth w/ 
Loss Savings 

1 $11,337 $12,969 - 
2 $22,870 $23,484 $21,365 

 
Option 1 is the least cost plan. However, as discussed in the Brainerd-Baxter-Dog Lake-
Verndale Area, the Shamineau Lake 115/34.5 kV source provides benefits to both areas. 
Therefore, Option 2 will be the recommended plan for the area. 
 
Viability with Growth 
Option 2 allows for future conversion of the North Parker and other area substations to 115 kV 
operation. The Blanchard and Little Falls 115 kV voltages are fairly weak as the sources into the 
115 kV system are distant from these substations, thus the voltage support provided by the Pike 
Creek source to the 34.5 kV system is dictated by the 115 kV system voltage levels. Also, the 
Shamineau Lake 115 kV line also would provide the basis for a 115 kV loop to Blanchard or 
Long Prairie. 
 
Blanchard-Platte River-Little Falls Area 
The Blanchard-Platte River-Little Falls system consists of the 34.5 kV system that ties the 
115/34.5 kV sources between Blanchard, Platte River, and Little Falls. One 34.5 kV outlet, the 
511 Line, exists at Blanchard and another outlet, the 526 Line, emanates from Little Falls. The 
two outlets meet with the 5261 FDR line, which ties the system together as a looped system. 
The Platte River substation is in the middle of the radial line that serves Rice and provides 
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emergency support upon loss of the Blanchard source. Other lines exist in the Little Falls and 
Blanchard area that tie to the system, but are not of concern to the capability of serving GRE 
substations of Little Falls and Lastrup. The following forecast is the load served in this area. This 
load includes GRE and MP substations. 
  

Season 2011 2021 2031 
Summer 28.7 35.3 35.7 
Winter 24.6 31.1 32.5 

 
Two distribution interconnection projects are planned for the area for the Ripley and Royalton 
substations. GRE interconnection costs are listed in the following table. 
 

Estimated 
Year 

 
Facility 

 
Cost 

2029 Royalton 115 kV 3-way switch $205,000 
2029 Ripley 115 kV 3-way switch $205,000 

 
 
Long-term Deficiencies 
The transmission system in this area is already deficient for both line overloads and voltage 
violations. They are as follows: 
 

Overloads 
 
Facility 

Rating
MVA 

 
Outage 

2011 
MVA 

Royalton 34.5 kV regulator 10 Little Falls Bulk-GRE Little Falls 34.5 kV 19.2 
Royalton Regulator-Rice Tap 34.5 kV 18 Little Falls Bulk-GRE Little Falls 34.5 kV 19.2 
Rice Tap-Little Rock 34.5 kV 18 Little Falls Bulk-GRE Little Falls 34.5 kV 18.8 
Little Rock-526-511 Tie Sw. 34.5 kV 18 Little Falls Bulk-GRE Little Falls 34.5 kV 17 
 

Voltage Deficiencies 
 
Substation 

2011 
% 

2021 
% 

 
Outage 

Estimated 
Year 

Pierz Regulator 34.5 kV 92.1 75.8 Little Falls Bulk-GRE Little Falls 34.5 kV 2013 
Rich Prairie 34.5 kV 92.6 77.3 Little Falls Bulk-GRE Little Falls 34.5 kV 2013 
Buckman 34.5 kV 93.7 79.5 Little Falls Bulk-GRE Little Falls 34.5 kV 2014 
Lastrup 34.5 kV 97.6 88.7 System Intact 2014 
Lastrup 34.5 kV 101.2 101.5 Little Falls Bulk-GRE Little Falls 34.5 kV 2016 
Pierz Regulator 34.5 kV 99.0 91.2 System Intact 2016 
Pierz 34.5 kV 99.0 91.1 System Intact 2016 
GRE Little Falls 34.5 kV 102.8 83.5 Little Falls Bulk-GRE Little Falls 34.5 kV 2017 
Lastrup 34.5 kV 97.2 88.2 Rice Tap-61k Distribution 34.5 kV 2017 
Little Rock 34.5 kV 97.2 86.0 Little Falls Bulk-GRE Little Falls 34.5 kV 2018 
Pierz 34.5 kV 102.4 83.7 Little Falls Bulk-GRE Little Falls 34.5 kV 2018 
GRE Little Falls 34.5 kV 100.4 93.1 System Intact 2019 
Little Falls 34.5 kV 101.1 94.6 System Intact 2021 

 
The GRE criteria are to have a 95% System Intact voltage and a 92% contingent voltage at 
GRE buses, whereas MP buses have a criterion of 90% during contingency conditions. Also of 
note are the bulk system voltages at Little Falls and Blanchard in the out-year scenarios. While 
not below the 95% criterion for system intact violations, the 115 kV voltage is becoming 
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depressed which is leading to depressed voltages on the 34.5 kV system and causing the 
Royalton and Pierz regulator stations to saturate their LTC’s.  
 
Alternatives 
The immediate issue in this area is relieving the flow on the 34.5 kV system upon loss of the 
Little Falls source. Also, it already takes two regulators to maintain voltage when the tie out of 
the Little Falls is lost. Taking these items into consideration, only one alternative was tested: 
 
Option 1:  115 kV conversion  
This option examines converting the GRE Little Falls and Lastrup substations to 115 kV 
operation by connecting them to the Little Falls 115 kV bulk substation. This would remove the 
two largest loads on this loop and greatly extend the life of the 34.5 kV system. 
 

Estimated 
Year 

 
Facility 

 
Cost 

2012 Little Falls-GRE Little Falls, 3.0 Mile, 795 ACSS 115 kV line $2,099,000
2012 GRE Little Falls 115 kV conversion $350,000 
2018 GRE Little Falls-Lastrup, 12.0 Mile, 795 ACSS, 115 kV line $6,646,000
2018 Lastrup conversion to 115 kV operation $350,000 

 
The 2012 timeline for the Little Falls conversion is based on the voltage. Conversion should take 
place as soon as funding can be procured for the project. 
 
Generation Options 
Generation would be attractive in the Buckman area, thus, providing a voltage source in the 
middle of the system. This generation however may not be able to resolve the voltage drop on 
the transmission lines, leading to continued voltage problems on the large loads located near 
the transmission sources.  
 
Present Worth 
Present worth analysis was not performed as there are no counter options provided for 
proposed plan. 
 
Viability with Growth 
Conversion of the GRE loads to 115 kV will greatly extend the life of the 34.5 kV system and 
provide 34.5 kV loading relief to the regulating stations. Establishing a 115 kV path to Little Falls 
from Lastrup will also provide a future tie to the Pierz 230/115 kV source (as discussed in the 
Central Minnesota Region-Mille Lacs Area) to help with bulk system voltage support around 
the Little Falls area. GRE and MP will have to monitor the load growth in the Little Falls region to 
see if the Pierz source is needed sooner than the 2022 time frame as estimated by the Mille 
Lacs area needs. Depending on the timing, establishing a 115/34.5 kV source from this 
substation would place a source in the middle of the loop thus potentially delaying the 
conversion of the Lastrup substation until the Mille Lacs development is needed.  
 
Akeley-Pequot Lakes Area 
The Akeley-Pequot Lakes system consists of the 34.5 kV system that ties the 115/34.5 kV 
sources between Akeley and Pequot Lakes. A 69/34.5 kV transformation exists at the Birch 
Lake substation that provides additional support to the area. A future 115/34.5 kV 
transformation will be placed at Pine River upon completion of the Badoura project along with a 
Badoura-Pine River-Pequot Lakes 115 kV line and a Badoura-Birch Lake 115 kV line. These 
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facilities are scheduled for completion in 2010 and are assumed as part of the base models. 
The 34.5 kV system consists of: 
 

• The 507 Line which ties the Birch Lake and Pequot Lakes 34.5 kV substations 
together and serves the GRE substations of Pine River and Tripp Lake. Both of 
these substations will be converted to 115 kV operation as part of the Badoura 
project.  

• The 543 and 509 Lines which serve GRE load of Onigum.  
 
The GRE Merrifield load is served from the Riverton-Pequot Lakes 115 kV line. This line not 
only serves the MP Pequot Lakes 115,34.5 kV substation, but also GRE’s 115/69 kV substation. 
The load served in this region includes GRE and MP load with the following forecast: 
 

Season 2011 2021 2031 
Summer 30.4 38.1 45.4 
Winter 38.9 52 63.7 

 
Crow Wing Power is also planning to add a new Portage Lake substation in 2019. GRE will 
have to install approximately 4 miles of 115 kV line and a 3-way switch on the Tripp Lake-Birch 
Lake 115 kV line for the interconnection. 
 

Estimated 
Year 

 
Facility 

 
Cost 

2019 Portage Lake 4.0 Mile, 336 ACSR, 115 kV line and 3-way switch $2,197,000
 
 
Area Deficiencies 
Deficiencies stem from the loss of the Birch Lake 34.5 kV tie to Hackensack or the 69/34.5 kV 
source at Birch Lake. This requires that the large loads of Onigum and Walker be fully supplied 
from Akeley. The system between Badoura and Pequot Lakes is secure throughout the LRP 
timeframe upon completion of the Badoura project.  
 

Overloads 
 
Line Segment 

Rating
MVA 

Estimated 
Year 

2011 
MVA 

2021 
MVA 

Badoura Tap-Akeley 34.5 kV 22 2013 20.8 26.9 
Akeley-Walker 34.5 kV 22 2016 25.3 19.5 
Badoura Tap-Akeley Bulk 34.5 kV 17 2021 14.6 17.2 

 
 

Voltage Deficiencies 
 
Substation 

Estimated 
Year 

2011 
% 

2021 
% 

Onigum 34.5 kV 2009 89.9 79.7 
Hackensack 34.5 kV 2015 93.1 84.8 
Ten Mile Lake 34.5 kV 2015 93.2 84.9 
Walker 34.5 kV 2019 95.5 88.4 
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Alternatives 
Alternatives will focus on converting the Onigum load to 115 kV as this is the largest load on the 
34.5 kV system between Akeley and Birch Lake. Onigum is the only Lake Country Power 
substation on the 34.5 kV system so conversion of this load would allow it to be backfed from 
LCP’s other substations. 
 
Option 1:  Birch Lake-Onigum 115 kV line 
This option establishes a Birch Lake-Onigum 115 kV line and Onigum 115 kV voltage 
conversion. 
 

Estimated 
Year 

 
Facility 

 
Cost 

2009 Birch Lake-Onigum, 9.85 Mile, 477 ACSR, 115 kV line $4,861,550 
2009 Onigum conversion to 115 kV $350,000 

 
 
Option 2:  Shingobee-Onigum 115 kV line 
This option establishes a Shingobee-Onigum 115 kV line and Onigum 115 kV voltage 
conversion. It is assumed that the Akeley-Shingobee Tap 115 kV line would be rebuilt to double 
circuit back to the Akeley substation so that the radial line could be on a dedicated breaker. 
 

Estimated 
Year 

 
Facility 

 
Cost 

2009 Shingobee-Onigum, 12.2 Mile, 477 ACSR, 115 kV line $6,176,100 
2009 Shingobee Tap-Akeley, 0.75 Mile, 477 ACSR, 115 kV double circuit line $796,250 
2009 Onigum conversion to 115 kV $350,000 

 
Generation Options 
Generation would be attractive at the Onigum substation as this is the largest load on the 
Akeley-Birch Lake system and could provide voltage support to the area. However, due to its 
proximity to many lakes, distributed generation may be environmentally difficult to site.  
 
Present Worth 
A cost analysis was performed on each option with line losses evaluated for MP and GRE 
control areas with Option 1 being the benchmark for loss savings. The loss savings in MW for 
Option 2 are as follows: 
 

Option 2011 
Winter 

2021 
Winter 

2031 
Winter 

2 0.1 0.1 -0.2 
 
With the loss allocations, the present worth is summarized as follows (in 1000’s): 
 

Option Cumulative 
Investment 

Present 
Worth 

Present Worth w/ 
Loss Savings 

1 $6,207 $11,372 -- 
2 $8,721 $15,973 $16,188 

 
Option 1 is the least cost plan and requires the least amount of investment. 
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Viability with Growth 
Option 1 is shorter in distance and would utilize existing right of way along its entire route. As 
load grows in the Walker area, the Option 2 line could be constructed to loop in the Onigum and 
Birch Lake substations and provide another 115 kV connection to the Akeley area. The MP 
Walker load could then be easily converted to 115 kV to extend the life of the area 34.5 kV 
system. 
 
Hubbard-Long Lake-Akeley Area 
The Hubbard-Long Lake-Akeley system consists of the 34.5 kV system that ties the 115/34.5 kV 
sources of Akeley and Hubbard. The 115/34.5 kV Long Lake substation provides a source in the 
middle of the system. Two 115 kV lines tie the Badoura substation to the region; one terminating 
at Hubbard and one terminating at Long Lake as part of the Badoura project. Furthermore, a 
115 kV line ties the Hubbard and Long Lake substations together. Three GRE distribution 
substations take service at 115 kV: RDO, Palmer Lake, and Long Lake. The 34.5 kV system 
consists of the following outlets: 
 

• Akeley 544 Line which serves GRE load of Nevis.  
• Long Lake 540 Line which serves the GRE load of Mantrap. 
• Long Lake 540 and 541 Lines which serve the Park Rapids area. 
• Long Lake 545 Line which serves GRE loads of Osage and Pine Point. 
• Hubbard 523 Line which serves the MP Hubbard substation. 
 

The load in the area has been increasing at a rate much greater than was anticipated during the 
previous long range plan. Based on current load projections, the 2011 loads will exceed the 
2003 LRP 2026 load forecast. Additionally, the projected 2031 winter peak load will more than 
double the 2026 WIPK load forecast from the previous LRP. The load served in this region 
includes GRE and MP load with the following forecast: 
 

Season 2011 2021 2031 
Summer 61.2 78.8 119.6 
Winter 85.8 123.9 184.7 

  
There are two new substation interconnections planned for the area over the LRP time frame for 
the Potato Lake and Shell Lake substations. The Potato Lake substation is proposed to be 
interconnected to the Mantrap-Mantrap Tap 34.5 kV line via a 7.0 Mile, 477 ACSR, 115 kV line 
while the Shell Lake substation is proposed to be connected to the Osage-Pine Point 34.5 kV 
line via a 5.0 Mile, 336 ACSR, 115 kV line. GRE interconnection costs are as follows: 
 

Estimated 
Year 

 
Facility 

 
Cost 

2010 Potato Lake 7.0 Mile, 477 ACSR, 115 kV line (operated at 34.5 kV) $2,901,000
2015 Shell Lake 5.0 Mile, 336 ACSR, 115 kV line (operated at 34.5 kV) $2,380,000

 
Area Deficiencies 
Due to the significant load growth projected to occur in the region, the 34.5 kV system will 
rapidly grow inadequate to serve the GRE substations in the area. This is demonstrated by the 
inability to achieve model solution with the 2031 WIPK loads applied. The remaining 
115/34.5 kV transformer at Badoura is assumed to be placed at Akeley upon completion of the 
Badoura project and has been included in the modeling. Violations seen were purely voltage-
related; there were no thermal overloads observed with the analysis. 
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Voltage Deficiencies  
 
Substation 

Estimated 
Year 

2011 
% 

2021 
% Contingency 

Potato Lake 34.5 kV 2013 96.1 66.8 Park Rapids Tap-Mantrap Tap 34.5 kV
Mantrap 34.5 kV 2013 96.8 68.6 Park Rapids Tap-Mantrap Tap 34.5 kV
GRE Osage 34.5 kV 2014 98.4 85.4 System Intact 
Pine Point 34.5 kV 2014 98.5 83.8 System Intact 
Dorset 34.5 kV 2015 98.7 76.8 Park Rapids Tap-Mantrap Tap 34.5 kV
GRE Nevis 34.5 kV 2016 100.1 83.9 Park Rapids Tap-Mantrap Tap 34.5 kV
MP Nevis 34.5 kV 2017 100.1 83.4 Park Rapids Tap-Mantrap Tap 34.5 kV

 
 
Alternatives 
Options look at converting the majority of the area GRE load to higher voltage levels due to the 
large loads being located far from the 34.5 kV sources. All options include a new termination at 
the Hubbard substation. Due to lack of space at the Hubbard substation, the 115/34.5 kV 
Hubbard transformers would have to be relocated to other locations. A likely location for a new 
115/34.5 kV source would be at the GRE Menahga substation. This would place a 115/34.5 kV 
source about midway between the Long Lake and Verndale sources. The TWEC Menahga 
distribution substation would be converted to 115 kV operation. 
 
Option 1:  Long Lake-Mantrap Tap 115 kV line and 115 kV conversion. 
This option explores rebuilding the Long Lake-Mantrap Tap 34.5 kV line to 115 kV specs with 
34.5 kV underbuild. This will place the Mantrap and Potato Lake loads on a dedicated breaker 
out of Long Lake and separate these loads from the Long Lake-Akeley loop. Eventually, these 
loads would have to be converted to 115 kV operation. To resolve the voltage issues seen at 
Pine Point and Osage, a voltage regulator would be placed approximately half way between the 
Osage 34.5 kV Tap Switches and the Osage 34.5 kV substation. Furthermore, a 115 kV loop 
would be constructed out of Hubbard to pick up the MN Pipeline, Osage, Shell Lake, and Pine 
Point substations once the voltage regulator can no longer hold the 34.5 kV voltage to an 
acceptable level. A 17 Mile, 115 kV line and a breaker station at Carsonville would connect the 
Osage/Pine Point area with the Potato Lake substation. 
 

Estimated 
Year 

 
Facility 

 
Cost 

2013 Long Lake-Mantrap Tap, 1.75 Mile, 477 ACSR, 115 kV line (operate at 34.5 kV)  $1,233,890 
2014 Osage 25 MVA, 34.5 kV Voltage Regulator Station $100,000 
2017 Potato Lake and Mantrap 115 kV conversions $1,000,000 
2017 Mantrap Tap-Potato Lake Tap-Mantrap, 4.75 Mile, 477 ACSR 115 kV line $1,444,640 
2019 Hubbard-Carsonville-Potato Lake, 47.33 Mile, 477 ACSR, 115 kV loop $20,839,950 

 
 
Option 2:  Potato Lake Tap 115/34.5 kV source 
This option places a new 115/34.5 kV source at the Potato Lake Tap switches and would be 
initially fed via a new 4.25 Mile, 477 ACSR, Long Lake-Potato Lake Tap 115 kV line with 
34.5 kV underbuild. Similarly to Option 1, the Potato Lake and Mantrap substations would be 
converted to 115 kV operation and the Hubbard-Carsonville-Potato Lake loop would be 
constructed after the installation of the Osage 34.5 kV regulator. 
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Estimated 

Year 
 
Facility 

 
Cost 

2013 Potato Lake Tap 50 MVA, 115/34.5 kV source $5,519,909 
2014 Osage 25 MVA, 34.5 kV Voltage Regulator Station $100,000 
2019 Hubbard-Carsonville-Pine Point, 30.33 Mile, 477 ACSR, 115 kV loop $12,147,950
2021 Potato Lake-Carsonville, 17 Mile, 477 ACSR, 115 kV line $9,397,000 
2021 Potato Lake Tap-Mantrap, 2.25 Mile, 477 ACSR, 115 kV line $618,750 
2021 Potato Lake and Mantrap 115 kV conversions $1,000,000 

 
Option 3:  Itasca-Mantrap 115 kV development 
This option initially converts the Mantrap and Potato Lake loads to 115 kV, adds the Osage 
34.5 kV regulator station, and eventually constructs the Hubbard-Carsonville-Potato Lake 
115 kV loop.  
 

Estimated 
Year 

 
Facility 

 
Cost 

2013 Potato Lake and Mantrap 115 kV conversions $3,427,500 
2014 Osage 25 MVA, 34.5 kV Voltage Regulator Station $100,000 
2019 Hubbard-Carsonville-Potato Lake, 47.33 Mile, 477 ACSR, 115 kV loop $20,839,950 

 
Option 4:  Itasca-Mantrap 69 kV development 
This option examines placing 115/69 kV sources at Long Lake and Hubbard and converting the 
majority of the Itasca-Mantrap loads to 69 kV operation. Potato Lake and Mantrap would be 
converted initially while the Hubbard-Carsonville-Potato Lake portions would be added when the 
Osage 34.5 kV regulator station fails to support Osage, Pine Point, and Shell Lake. 
 

Estimated 
Year 

 
Facility 

 
Cost 

2013 Long Lake 70 MVA, 115/69 kV source $2,174,028 
2013 Potato Lake and Mantrap 69 kV conversions $2,760,000 
2014 Osage 25 MVA, 34.5 kV Voltage Regulator Station $100,000 
2019 Hubbard 70 MVA, 115/69 kV source $2,174,028 
2019 Hubbard-Carsonville-Potato Lake, 47.33 Mile, 477 ACSR, 69 kV loop $17,326,850 

 
Generation Options 
Generation would be attractive at the Osage or Pine Point substations. The amount of load 
served on the radial OT Line is requiring the majority of the transmission alternatives proposed 
above. Due to the cost of the proposed additions, any generation addition that causes delay 
may be cost justified. 
 
Present Worth 
A cost analysis was performed on each option with line losses evaluated against Option 1 for 
loss savings. The loss savings in MW for each option are as follows: 
 

Option 2011 
Winter 

2021 
Winter 

2031 
Winter 

2 0.0 0.0 0.0 
3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
4 0.0 0.5 6.8 
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With the loss allocations, the present worth is summarized as follows (in 1000’s): 
 

Option Cumulative 
Investment 

Present 
Worth 

Present Worth w/ 
Loss Savings 

1 $51,105 $49,288 - 
2 $60,770 $58,070 $58,874 
3 $49,017 $48,323 $47,638 
4 $49,172 $49,635 $58,560 

 
Option 3 is the least cost plan and requires the least amount of investment. 
 
Viability with Growth 
Option 3 will provide the best flexibility to serve the load in the area. It will also offer most of the 
Itasca-Mantrap loads with 115 kV service and extend the life of the 34.5 kV system without 
major 34.5 kV system additions. 
     
 
Recommended Plan 
The following are suggested projects for the GRE-MP 34.5 kV region.  
 
. 
Estimated 

Year 
Responsible 
Company Facility Cost 

2009 GRE Birch Lake-Onigum, 9.85 Mile, 477 ACSR, 115 kV line $4,861,550 
2009 GRE Onigum conversion to 115 kV $350,000 
2010 CWP Pine River 115 kV distribution substation upgrade $350,000 
2010 IM Tripp Lake 115 kV distribution substation upgrade $350,000 

2010 GRE Pipeline-Menahga, 8.5 Mile, 477 ACSR, 115 kV line 
(operated at 34.5 kV) $1,644,563 

2010 GRE Potato Lake 7.0 Mile, 477 ACSR, 115 kV line (operated at 
34.5 kV) $2,901,000 

2010 IM Potato Lake 34.5 kV distribution substation  $940,000 
2012 GRE Little Falls-GRE Little Falls, 3.0 Mile, 795 ACSS, 115 kV line $2,099,000 
2012 CWP GRE Little Falls 115 kV conversion $350,000 
2012 GRE Hardy Lake 115 kV 3-way switch $205,000 
2012 CWP Hardy Lake 115 kV distribution substation $1,090,000 
2013 GRE Potato Lake and Mantrap 115 kV conversions $3,427,500 
2014 GRE Osage 25 MVA, 34.5 kV Voltage Regulator Station $100,000 

2014 GRE Shamineau Lake - MP 524 Line, 5.0 Mile, 477 ACSR, 115 kV 
line and 3-way switch (operated at 34.5 kV) $2,700,000 

2014 CWP Shamineau Lake 34.5 kV distribution substation $940,000 

2014 GRE Nokay-Southdale Line Tap to Barrows 1.0 Mile, 336 ACSR, 
115 kV line and 3-way switch $563,000 

2014 CWP Barrows 115 kV distribution substation $1,090,000 

2015 GRE Shell Lake 5.0 Mile, 336 ACSR, 115 kV line (operated at 
34.5 kV) $2,380,000 

2015 IM Shell Lake 34.5 kV distribution substation $940,000 

2016 GRE Shamineau Lake-North Parker, 13.6 Mile, 477 ACSR, 115 
kV line (operated at 34.5 kV) $5,384,000 

2018 GRE GRE Little Falls-Lastrup, 12.0 Mile, 795 ACSS, 115 kV line $6,646,000 
2018 CWP Lastrup conversion to 115 kV operation $350,000 

2018 MP Riverton-Brainerd, 13.13 Mile, 636 ACSR, 115 kV line 
rebuild $4,267,250 

2019 GRE Shamineau Lake 115/34.5 kV source $6,201,400 
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Estimated 
Year 

Responsible 
Company Facility Cost 

2019 GRE Hubbard-Carsonville-Potato Lake, 47.33 Mile, 477 ACSR, 
115 kV loop $20,839,950

2019 GRE Portage Lake 4.0 Mile, 336 ACSR, 115 kV line and 3-way 
switch $2,197,000 

2019 CWP Portage Lake 115 kV distribution substation $1,090,000 

2020 MP Mud Lake-Brainerd, 4.41 Mile, 636 ACSR, 115 kV line 
rebuild $1,433,290 

2021 GRE Leaf River-Compton, 9.0 Mile, 477 ACSR, 115 kV line 
(operated at 34.5 kV) $3,642,000 

2022 GRE Shamineau Lake-Ward, 6.75 Mile, 477 ACSR, 115 kV line 
(operated at 34.5 kV) $3,149,000 

2022 TWEC Hewitt 115 kV conversion $350,000 
2022 GRE Wing River-Hewitt, 4.5 Mile, 477 ACSR, 115 kV line $2,156,000 
2024 GRE Gilbert Lake 115 kV 3-way switch $205,000 
2024 CWP Gilbert Lake 115 kV distribution substation $1,090,000 
2026 MP Verndale 115 kV 21.6 MVAR capacitor bank $281,200 
2029 GRE Royalton 115 kV 3-way switch $205,000 
2029 GRE Ripley 115 kV 3-way switch $205,000 
2029 CWP Royalton 115 kV distribution substation $1,090,000 
2029 CWP Ripley 115 kV distribution substation $1,090,000 

 



Attachment D 
 

Ex. 35, Appendix 7, p. 1  
from PUC Docket 01-1958, SW MN 345 kV CoN 
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