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Tho~as Micheletti [TomM icheletti@excelsiorenergy.com] 

Wednesday, December 06, 2006 10:33 AM 

Mike Larson; Dave .Hart 

FW: 

' J 
.t 

Page I of 1 

Attachments: Power plant.plan producing hot debate Star Trib (3).pdf; J Chen Testimony highlighted 
public.DOC 

FYI. Hope you a well. 

Tom 

........... _ .. ,_._,~ --- ----------·--· .. -· ...... ,_, ____ ,_,,_,,_., ______ ,-, .. , ... --................ ----- ____ ,. ____ , ______ ,,, 

From: Thomas Micheletti 
Sent: Tuesday, December 05, 2006 7:24 PM 
To: 'Sen.David Tomassoni'; 's'eh.tom.saxhaug@senate.mn'; 'sen.tom.saxhaug@senate.mn'; 
'rep.tom.rukavina@house.mn'; 'Loren Solberg'; 'rep.tony.sertich@house.leg.state.mn.us'; Sandy Layman 
Subject: 

In case you missed it, attached is an article published in Sunday's StarTribune business page. My prediction is 
that many in the state will be happy that we are currently working on permits for two plants, and that we have two 
more sites t9 develop on the Iron Range. Some of the testimony in the Big Stone power plant proce~ding {Big 
Stone is located in South Dakota but needs certificates from the PUC here to build transmission for the pfant) 
makes me think that that plant is in serious jeopardy. Given the potential for just legal appeals on Minnesota 
issues, and the separate litigation involving alleged violations of the federal Clean Air Act by the existing plant, it 
seems inconceivable that Big Stone II, even if construction does start at some point, could eve.r be on line when 
its owners say it will, in 2011 . 

We have recently pointed out to the Governor's office, in a meeting last week, that his Department of Commerce 
is taking the following position in its filed testimony in the two power plant approval cases: They support the older, 
dirtier technology plant that is proposed to be built in another state, and they oppose the cleaner state of the art 
technology proposed to be built on the Iron Range in our state. I think the Gav's office was somewhat surprised 
by this, but the refrain we started out with five years ago still holds true: Why would we ever support the 
construction of $2 Billion Industrial plants in other states, when the states get the investment, they get our citizen's 
money, they get the jobs, we get the air pollution, and then someday we get another bill to pay for the mistake of 
bulfding that kind of plant in the first place. 
What's worse about all this is that we have MINNESOTA utilities promoting these concepts and opposing us. The 
main reason: they oppose the very idea of having even a little competition, especially from someone who has a 
technology that is cleaner, cheaper, and better. Please read Prof Jim Chen's testimony on this subject, as it is 
very important for the long term health and welfare of our Iron Range and the State. In the early 1970s, you 
legislators granted Minnesota utilities monopoly franchises. In return, they were supposed to act in the public 
interest. One utility in our case says that acting in its shareholder interest means the same thing as acting in the 
public interest. Others think that they can simply ignore the statute you passed in 2003. 
It.may be time for you to rethink what was done in the 1970s because fighting us and building dirty coal plants in 

the Dakotas does not meet the public interest test. 

Will tar k to you soon. 

Tom 

12/6/2006 
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