
 
 

 
January 22, 2025 
 

VIA E-FILING 
Will Seuffert 
Executive Secretary 
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
121 7th Place East, Suite 350 
St. Paul, MN 55101-2147 
 
Re: In the Matter of the Application of Minnesota Power and Great River Energy for a 

Certificate of Need and Route Permit for the Northland Reliability Project 345 kV 
Transmission Line  
MPUC Docket Nos. E015,ET2/CN-22-416; E015,ET2/TL-22-415 

 Response to January 2025 Comments and Decision Options Filed January 
21, 2025 

 
Dear Mr. Seuffert: 
 
Via this letter, Minnesota Power and Great River Energy (collectively, the “Applicants”) 
provide responses to comments filed in the above-referenced dockets and decision 
options filed by Commissioner Tuma on January 21, 2025. 
 
Response to January 2025 Comments 
On December 23, 2024, the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission (“Commission”) 
issued a Request for Comments on certain topics related to the Northland Reliability 345 
kV Transmission Line Project (“Project”). Initial comments were due January 10, 2025, 
and reply comments were due January 17, 2025. The “Applicants filed initial comments 
on January 10, 2025 (“Applicants’ Initial Comments”). Between January 10 and January 
17, 2025, multiple comments were received from landowners in the Cole Lake Riverton 
Region. At the time of filing the Applicants’ Initial Comments, the Applicants requested the 
opportunity to respond to any other comments filed in response to the Commission’s 
Request for Comments. The following provides the Applicants’ response to other 
comments filed by January 17, 2025. 
 
As an initial matter, the Applicants remind the Commission that they have been meeting 
with and gathering comments from landowners and stakeholders throughout the Project 
area for over two years, well in advance of filing the Combined Application for a Certificate 
of Need and Route Permit (“Combined Application”) on August 4, 2023. Prior to filing the 
Combined Application, this outreach included multiple preapplication open houses, 
letters, individual landowner conversations, and meetings with local units of government, 
state agencies, federal agencies, and Minnesota Tribal Nations. After filing the Combined 
Application, the Applicants continued meetings with local units of government, state 
agencies, federal agencies, and Minnesota Tribal Nations. The Applicants also 
participated in all public meetings and public hearings organized by the Commission and 
the Department of Commerce, Energy Environmental Review and Analysis and reviewed 
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every comment that has been filed in the Project docket. The Applicants have taken every 
aspect of this process seriously and with sincere appreciation for those that have chosen 
to participate.  
 
The Applicants acknowledge that not everyone will be satisfied with the outcome of the 
process, but that the goal of these robust Certificate of Need and Route Permit processes 
is to make the most reasoned decision that is consistent with Minnesota’s need and 
routing criteria while ensuring that the permitted Project is constructible and can be 
constructed consistent with all safety, reliability, operational codes and standards, and 
good utility practice. Thus, based on their fulsome review of the record, the Applicants 
continue to believe that the Project need has been demonstrated sufficiently for the 
Commission to issue a Certificate of Need and that the Commission should issue a Route 
Permit for either the Co-location Maximization Route or the Modified Proposed Route (as 
further modified by decision option 6(d)(xvi) or 7(d)(xv)), as both satisfy the state routing 
criteria. 
 
The Applicants provide responses to the following comments filed during the comment 
period outlined in the Commission’s Request for Comment: 

 Don and Marie Boucher 
 Patrine Turnbloom 
 Marilyn Jedinak 
 Tim and Sue Sasse 
 Mary and Rodger Spolarich 
 Little Rabbit Lake Commenters (“LRL”) 

 
Don and Marie Boucher filed comments related to the location of the Project near Cole 
Lake Way.1 Specifically, they opposed the Proposed Route included in the Application 
and alignment alternative AA6. They wrote in support of the Co-location Maximization 
Route (incorporating alignment alternative AA3) as it limits the need for new rights-of-way 
by co-locating the Project with existing transmission line rights-of-way in this area. Don 
and Marie Boucher posed two of their own questions and the Applicants provide the 
following responses. 

1) If Co-location Maximization Route is approved, is the new 3,000 foot right-of-way 
as requested still necessary? If so, why? 
 
The route width for the Co-location Maximization Route is 1,000 feet wide. The 
Modified Proposed Route is 3,000 feet wide. Regardless of which route is selected 
by the Commission, the right-of-way for the Project will be 150 feet to be located 
within the approved route width. 
 

 
1 Comment by Don and Marie Boucher (Jan. 5, 2025) (eDocket No. 20251-213809-01). 

https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/documents/%7B10A35194-0000-C711-AB2E-5B63E82E11BD%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=11
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2) If Applicant can support consolidating lines in other areas because of residential 
opposition, why can’t the Applicant also support consolidating lines in the Cole 
Lake Way area? 
 
The Applicants developed several route alternatives that incorporated additional 
co-location opportunities in response to a request from the Commission in October 
2023. The Applicants have developed the Modified Proposed Route and the Co-
location Maximization Route as full end-to-end routes that satisfy the state routing 
criteria. The Co-location Maximization Route includes consolidating lines in the 
Cole Lake Way area and would cost approximately $150 million to $200 million 
more to construct than the Modified Proposed Route. The Applicants have not 
advocated for either one of these routes over the other, but have presented both 
routes for the Commission’s consideration. 

 
Patrine Turnbloom provided written comments in support of route alternative E4 and route 
alternative E5.2 The comment encouraged use of these route alternatives because of the 
“existing lines” and the “additional grasslands will marry up nicely with the existing habitat 
under the lines.” The Applicants note that not all of route alternatives E4 and E5 are 
grasslands, with much of the southern portion of these route alternatives crossing wooded 
areas and the Mississippi River--twice. When given the options of all the alternatives 
presented in this area, the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources stated its 
preference for route alternative E1.3 
 
Marilyn Jedinak, Tim and Sue Sasse, and Mary and Roger Sporlach each provided written 
comments opposing route alternative E4 and route alternative E5.4 Each stated unique 
reasons for their opposition, but the comments generally stated concerns with 
environmental impacts, the cost of the use of these route alternatives, and the proximity 
to homes. The Applicants have previously stated their opposition to route alternative E4 
and route alternative E5, requesting that the Commission grant a Route Permit for the 
Co-location Maximization Route (incorporating route alternative E1 in this area) or the 
Modified Proposed Route.5 
 
On January 17, 2025, LRL filed 83 pages of comments and exhibits (“LRL January 17 
Filing”).6 Much of the material in the LRL January 17 Filing has been addressed in the 
Applicants’ September 19, 2024 Response to Public Hearing Comments.7 The comments 

 
2 Comment by Patrine Turnbloom (Jan. 17, 2025) (eDocket No. 20251-214133-01). 
3 MnDNR Exceptions to the ALJ Report at 1 (Nov. 25, 2025) (eDocket No. 202411-212366-01). 
4 Comment by Marilyn Jedinak (Jan. 13, 2025) (eDocket No. 20251-214187-01); Comment by Tim and Sue 
Sasse (Jan. 16, 2025) (eDocket No. 20251-214087-01); Comment by Mary and Roger Sporlach (Jan. 14, 
2025) (eDocket No. 20251-214073-01). 
5 Applicants’ September 19, 2024 Response to Public Hearing Comments at Attachment C (Sept. 19, 2024) 
(eDocket No. 20249-210359-06). 
6 Comment by LRL (Jan.17, 2025) (eDocket No. 20251-214133-01). 
7 Applicants’ September 19, 2024 Response to Public Hearing Comments at Attachment E at Appendix 1 
(Sept. 19, 2024) (eDocket No. 20249-210359-06).. 

https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/documents/%7B20237694-0000-CA1A-82A5-2D4628C07124%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=6
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/documents/%7BF0D96493-0000-C818-85A5-64BC7C2942F3%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=20
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/documents/%7B10157694-0000-C01B-98FA-74FC98862AC1%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=4
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/documents/%7B10B67094-0000-C618-A750-AD728C31709B%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=7
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/documents/%7B80370C92-0000-C120-9FB0-BF05292C055C%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex#page=1
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/documents/%7B30227694-0000-C413-9041-467B0E2C8567%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=5
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/documents/%7B80370C92-0000-C120-9FB0-BF05292C055C%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex#page=54


Mr. Seuffert 
January 22, 2025 
Page 4 
 
 
of LRL have also been documented in findings of fact.8 However, LRL has chosen to 
present the same information in a way that misrepresents prior arguments and obfuscates 
the facts on the record in this proceeding.9 In an effort to refocus the analysis on the facts 
on the record, the Applicants have provided responses to LRL’s various claims and 
arguments in Attachment 1. The “slight variations” discussed by LRL and illustrated in 
LRL Exhibit C and Exhibit F each introduce new impacts to existing infrastructure or 
residences that are not addressed by LRL in its comments. For example, the way LRL 
has drawn the proposed alignments in Exhibit C would place the Project in very close 
proximity to existing structures in this area. The way LRL has drawn the proposed 
alignments in Exhibit F would place them too close to, and in some cases directly on top 
of, existing transmission lines, which would need to be relocated for LRL’s conceptual 
alignment modifications to be feasible. Also in Exhibit C, LRL’s alignment does not take 
into account the already planned and in-process work for the Riverton STATCOM project, 
as further described in the Applicants’ September 19, 2024 Response to Public Hearing 
Comments and the Direct Testimony of Mr. Winter, which would prevent the siting of the 
Project through the area south of the Riverton Substation.10 Based on these and other 
issues identified by the Applicants in Attachment 1, LRL’s newly-suggested alignment 
change is not feasible or practicable.  
 
Commissioner Decision Options 
On January 21, 2025, Commissioner Tuma filed two revised decision options: Decision 
Option 6 and Decision Option 9. The Applicants will address each of these in more detail 
during the Commission Agenda meeting on January 23, 2025. However, to provide 
alternative language for consideration, the Applicants have proposed revisions to Tuma 
Decision Options 6 and 9B as shown in Attachment 2. While the Applicants do not prefer 
revised Decision Option 6, the Applicants have proposed edits for the Commission’s 
consideration. For Decision Option 9B, these revisions align more closely with the 
process set forth in the Route Permit and prior Commission approvals of final alignment 
development.  
 
Further, the Applicants are concerned about the situations that may arise if Tuma Decision 
Option 9B, as originally proposed, is adopted where the alignment is more costly on a 
dollar basis than purchasing a property. Under this scenario, the Applicants would need 
to inform a landowner that the Commission has ordered the Applicants to purchase a 

 
8 See ALJ Report at 70 (Nov. 8, 2024) (eDocket No. 202411-211670-01).. 
9 For example, LRL goes so far as to equate the Applicants to a “con man,” takes statements made by the 
Applicants at a Crow Wing County Board meeting grossly out of context, and, without basis, concludes a 
“lack of credibility” on the part of the Applicants. 
10 Applicants’ September 19, 2024 Response to Public Hearing Comments at Attachment E at Figure 2 
(Sept. 19, 2024) (eDocket No. 20249-210359-06); see also Winter Direct at n.4 (July 8, 2024) (eDocket No. 
20247-208392-03) (“The Riverton STATCOM Project was included in the 2023 Minnesota Biennial 
Transmission Projects Report (Docket No. E999/M-23-91) under tracking number 2021-NE-N21 (“230 kV 
STATCOM Project”). This project is needed on a basis entirely independent of the Northland Reliability 
Project, as discussed in the 2023 Biennial Report. Construction of the project is anticipated to take place 
between 2025-2027.”) 

https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/documents/%7B70B40D93-0000-C236-A415-4BA747BBD6BB%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=31#page=76
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/documents/%7B80370C92-0000-C120-9FB0-BF05292C055C%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex%22%20l%20%22page=44
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/documents/%7BC0E79390-0000-CA44-B88F-BAAA7A8CA614%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=210%22%20l%20%22page=12
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property and displace the owners instead of the Applicants implementing a design change 
that would allow those owners to retain their property. The impact of purchasing a property 
(and paying legal fees or relocation costs) is more than just a financial calculation for 
many and Tuma Decision Option 9B makes the evaluation proposed very challenging. 
Related changes have also been made to Tuma Decision Option 6(d)(xviii). 
 
Finally, the Applicants are not proposing alternative language for Tuma Decision Option 
9A. The Applicants will be prepared to discuss their position that Tuma Decision Option 
9A should not be adopted during the Commission’s meeting. At a high level, however, the 
Applicants are opposed to this decision option based on their demonstrated history of 
successfully working with landowners to reach appropriate land rights agreements, Tuma 
Decision Option 9A would unnecessarily insert additional persons, processes, 
procedures, and costs into a well-established legal framework resulting in worse 
outcomes. 
 
Conclusion 
The Applicants appreciate the time and attention dedicated to the important proceedings 
for the Project.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
/s/  Kodi J. Verhalen 
Kodi J. Verhalen 
Taft Stettinius & Hollister LLP 
Attorney for Minnesota Power 

/s/ Lisa M. Agrimonti 
Lisa M. Agrimonti 
Fredrikson & Byron, P.A. 
Attorney for Great River Energy 

 
 



Little Rabbit Lake Landowners’ Comment Applicants’ Response 
The Applicants’ Comments suddenly asserted, months after they 
first became aware of them, that E4/E5 were “infeasible.”1 

As stated in the Applicants’ December 1, 2023 response to scoping 
comments: “Further, Applicants’ alternative is based on extensive 
engineering and technical analysis in response to the 
Commission’s November 15, 2023 Order, and represents the only 
feasible way to route the Project adjacent to the existing 
infrastructure in the Riverton area.”2  
 
As stated in the Applicants’ December 8, 2023 response to scoping 
comments: “Therefore, the EA’s consideration of the Applicants’ 
route and alignment alternatives will address the issues identified 
by members of the public in these areas and the proposals from 
members of the public do not need to be individually considered in 
the EA.”3 
 

 
1 LRL Comments at 2. LRL also goes so far as to state: “Like a con man’s shell game or ‘Whack-a-Mole,’ the Applicants have employed a confusing number of 
names to identify their various proposed routes.” LRL Comments at 1 at n.2. It is critically important to know that the “Modified Proposed Route” was developed 
after careful consideration of public comments, the Environmental Assessment’s (“EA”) development, and analysis of constructability and cost considerations for 
each equivalent route or alignment alternative proposed during this proceeding. The Modified Proposed Route and the Co-location Maximization Route both take 
the Proposed Route (from the Application) and incorporate various route and alignment alternatives. 
2 Applicants’ Response to Route Alternatives and Conditions at 5 (December 1, 2023) (eDocket No. 202312-200917-02)(emphasis added). 
3 Applicants’ Response to Route Alternatives and Conditions at 2-3 (December 1, 2023) (eDocket No. 202312-200917-02)(emphasis added). 
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Little Rabbit Lake Landowners’ Comment Applicants’ Response 
In a further admission of incompetence, the Applicants suddenly 
claimed that cost estimates included in the EA and their prior 
representations that the various alternative routes, including 
E4/E5, were “equivalent in length and cost,” were wrong and 
inaccurate.4 

The quoted language could not be located in the Applicants’ 
August 5, 2024 Comments on the EA or any previous comments 
of the Applicants, as cited by LRL. Instead, as explained by the 
Applicants in their August 5, 2024 Comments: “The EA included 
incorrect costs for the alternatives and example full route options 
summarized in these tables. The Applicants provided this 
information to EERA in response to a request for information 
while EERA was developing the EA. An explanation of the errors 
the Applicants were able to identify that led to these incorrect costs 
is provided in Attachment 2, along with a table showing the correct 
costs.”5 As noted in Attachment 2 to the Applicants’ August 5, 
2024 comments, “No cost associated with relocating the Riverton 
Substation was included in this estimate [for Route Alternatives E4 
and E5].”6 

Since issuance of the ALJ Decision, the Applicants have 
embarked on a strategy of misinformation, mischaracterization 
and misleading statements to denigrate the use of E4/E5.7 

The Applicants have consistently responded to these route 
alternatives since they were originally proposed during scoping 
(see quotes from the Applicants’ December 2023 letters discussed 
above). The Applicants have provided additional information to 
clarify their position throughout this proceeding. 

 
4 LRL Comments at 2. 
5 Applicants’ Comments on the EA at 6 (Aug. 5, 2024) (eDocket No. 20248-209266-02). In Attachment 2 to these comments, the Applicants detail the ways in 
which the EA omitted certain cost information in its comparisons. These corrections were made by EERA in its September 5, 2024 filing. 
6 Applicants’ Comments on the EA at Attachment 2 at 3 (Aug. 5, 2024) (eDocket No. 20248-209266-02). 
7 LRL Comments at 3. 
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Little Rabbit Lake Landowners’ Comment Applicants’ Response 
Indeed, at this stage of these proceedings, one has to ask, if E4/E5 
are so infeasible, why did the Applicants’ representatives 
describe them as “really good,” “very good,” and “great 
alternatives?”8 

LRL has inadvertently taken these comments made by the 
Applicants at a Crow Wing County Board meeting in June of 2024 
out of context. Each of these quotes is a small excerpt  from a long 
presentation by the Applicants explaining the route permit process 
and the environmental review being undertaken by the EERA. 
Specifically, that the public has “done a really good job” sharing 
concerns and presenting route alternatives. And, when looking at 
those route alternatives, “a lot of them are very, very good, and as 
you can see, they are straight lines that intentionally follow existing 
infrastructure, so they are great alternatives that people put in a lot 
of thought and effort into,” but in this conversation, the Applicants 
did not identify any specifically that fell within this assessment. 
LRL incorrectly attributes these comments specifically to route 
alternatives E4 and E5.9  

Among others, the Crow Wing County Board of Commissioners 
also encouraged approval of E4/E5.10 

LRL mischaracterizes the position of the Crow Wing County 
Board of Commissioners that is on the record. The Crow Wing 
County Board of Commissioners provided the following comment 
in the letter cited by LRL: “Crow Wing County would encourage 
the use of existing easements and power line corridors to the west 
of these designated non-motorized trails (E1, E3, E4 & E5).”11 
Therefore, despite the way LRL uses the Crow Wing County 
comment to support route alternatives E4 and E5, the County also 
encouraged approval of route alternatives E1 or E3. 

 
8 LRL Comments at 4. 
9 See Crow Wing County Board Meeting Recording (starting at minute 26) available at https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KB866WNU6ck&t=26m (June 11, 
2024). 
10 LRL Comments at 4 at n.4. 
11 Crow Wing County Comments on the EA (Aug. 5. 2024) (eDocket No. 20248-209288-01). 
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Little Rabbit Lake Landowners’ Comment Applicants’ Response 
If E4/E5 are so clearly “infeasible,” why did the Applicants fail 
to realize that when they submitted their EA?12 

The EA was produced by EERA, not the Applicants. Also, the 
Applicants objected to the original inclusion of the route 
alternatives (Dec 2023 scoping comments) for the explicit reason 
that the Applicants’ Riverton Route Alternative is the only feasible 
route through the area besides Modified Proposed Route 

The [state routing] factors to be considered do not include pure 
cost considerations.13 

Minnesota’s routing criteria (Minn. Stat. § 216E.04, subd. 8 
(referencing Minn. Stat. § 216E.03, subd. 7) and Minn. R. 
7850.4100) establish multiple factors that the Commission must 
consider when evaluating an application for a Route Permit. One 
of those factors does state that the Commission shall consider the 
“costs of constructing” a route.14 Therefore, the Applicants 
provided this information for the various route and alignment 
alternatives for the Commission’s consideration. 

[The Applicants] have presented no legitimate arguments to 
suggest – much less establish – any errors, misunderstandings, 
wrong findings, or conclusions by the ALJ.15 

The Applicants submitted detailed comments in response to the EA 
and the ALJ Report, including specific exceptions to the ALJ’s 
findings which the Commission may use in making its decision.16  

 
12 LRL Comments at 4. 
13 LRL Comments at 6. 
14 Minn. R. 7850.4100(L). 
15 LRL Comments at 7. 
16 See Applicants’ Comments on EA at 1-7 (Aug. 5, 2024) (eDocket No. 20248-209243-01); Applicants’ September 19, 2024 Response to Public Hearing Comments 
at (Sep. 19, 2024) at Attachment D (eDocket No. 20249-201359-01); Applicants’ Exceptions to ALJ Report at 2-28 (Nov. 25, 2024) (eDocket No. 202411-212404-
01).  
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Little Rabbit Lake Landowners’ Comment Applicants’ Response 
Indeed, the Applicants have failed to consider even slight 
variations of E4/E5 that would eliminate and ameliorate the 
alleged need for E4/E5 to cross directly over the Riverton 
Substation.17 

The route alternatives were evaluated in the EA by EERA as 
presented by the original proposers. The Applicants specifically 
developed route alternative E1, which is now included in the Co-
location Maximization Route, in response to the Commission’s 
October 2023 directive on corridor consolidation and address 
issues in the area. The Applicants have consistently stated that 
there are not feasible or better alternatives for accomplishing these 
goals than route alternative E1.18 The Applicants’ position is based 
on extensive evaluation of the existing infrastructure and routing 
constraints in the area, including the infrastructure and constraints 
in the area of route alternatives E4 and E5. The “slight variations” 
discussed by LRL and illustrated in LRL Exhibit C and Exhibit F 
each introduce new impacts to existing infrastructure or residences 
that are not addressed by LRL in its comments, as discussed below.  

The Minnesota Department of Commerce, Energy 
Environmental Review and Analysis staff disagree with the 
Applicants’ position regarding the Riverton Substation.19 

In its exceptions to the ALJ Report, EERA stated: “EERA staff 
believes route alternatives E4 and E5 are not the most appropriate 
routes in the Cole Lake to Riverton Region of the project.” Instead, 
stating that the Co-location Maximization Route “is the most 
consistent with the Commission’s routing criteria in this region.”20 

 
17 LRL Comments at 8. 
18 See Applicants’ Response to Route Alternatives and Conditions at 4 (December 1, 2023) (eDocket No. 202312-200917-02); Applicants’ Response to Route 
Alternatives and Conditions at 4-7 (December 8, 2023) (eDocket No. 202312-201101-02). 
19 LRL Comments at 8 citing EERA’s September 5, 2024 Responses to Comments on the Environmental Assessment at 5 (eDocket No.20249-2100005-02). 
20 EERA’s Exceptions to ALJ Report at 2 (Nov. 25, 2024) (eDocket No. 202411-212396-01). 

Docket Nos. E015,ET2/CN-22-416 and E015,ET2/TL-22-415
Attachment 1
Page 5 of 15

https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/documents/%7B9057278C-0000-CD3E-89B2-443784B1949E%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=322#page=4
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/documents/%7B7033598C-0000-C93B-B421-1F7519CFCAB6%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=315#page=4
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/documents/%7B9006C491-0000-C710-B239-436DB4569A75%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=75#page=5
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/documents/%7BD0DA6493-0000-C51A-B84A-960B4D5649F6%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=21#page=2


Little Rabbit Lake Landowners’ Comment Applicants’ Response 
Exhibit B shows property parcel 81240552, owned by Minnesota 
Power and Light, one of the Applicants. The Riverton Substation 
is clearly visible in the upper left-hand (north-northwest) corner 
of the Minnesota Power and Light Parcel. Nearly all of this 
Applicant-owned property is devoid of buildings. 
 
 Exhibit C illustrates just one example of a slight 
movement of E4/E5 that avoids the Riverton Substation, 
consistent with EERA’s conclusion. 

EERA’s conclusion from September 5, 2024, did not take into 
account the already planned and in-process work for the Riverton 
STATCOM project, as further described in the Applicants’ 
September 19, 2024 Response to Public Hearing Comments.21 This 
figure was also provided in the Applicants’ January 10, 2025 
comments.22 The need for a STATCOM or similar system to 
replace critical system voltage support historically provided by 
local baseload generators has been reported by Minnesota Power 
since its 2021 Integrated Resource Plan (Appendix F), and reported 
in the MN Biennial Transmission Projects Report in 2023 (MPUC 
Tracking Number 2021-NE-N21). Therefore, this newly-
suggested alignment change is not feasible or practicable.  
 
In general, the “slight modifications” to the centerline of route 
alternatives E4 and E5 illustrated in LRL Exhibit C and Exhibit F 
each introduce new impacts to existing infrastructure or residences 
that are not addressed by LRL in its comments. For example, the 
way LRL has drawn the proposed alignments in Exhibit C would 
place the Project in very close proximity to existing structures in 
this area as shown in Appendix 3 to this response. The way LRL 
drew the proposed alignments in Exhibit F would place them too 
close to, and in some cases directly on top of, existing transmission 
lines. For LRL’s conceptual alignment modifications to be valid, 
they would need to account for the relocation or reconfiguration of 
the existing transmission lines, as the Applicants have  done this 
for the Co-Location Maximization Route. 

 
21 Applicants’ September 19, 2024 Response to Public Hearing Comments at Attachment E at Figure 2 (Sept. 19, 2024) (eDocket No. 20249-210359-06); see also 
Winter Direct at n.4 (July 8, 2024) (eDocket No. 20247-208392-03) (“The Riverton STATCOM Project was included in the 2023 Minnesota Biennial Transmission 
Projects Report (Docket No. E999/M-23-91) under tracking number 2021-NE-N21 (“230 kV STATCOM Project”). This project is needed on a basis entirely 
independent of the Northland Reliability Project, as discussed in the 2023 Biennial Report. Construction of the project is anticipated to take place between 2025-
2027.”). 
22 Applicants’ Response to Commission’s Request for Comments at Attachment 3 (Jan. 10, 2025) (eDocket No. 20251-213840-01). 
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Little Rabbit Lake Landowners’ Comment Applicants’ Response 
The E4/E5 routes then proceed across the Mississippi River 
using the existing river crossings and rights of way.23 . . . But 
E4/E5 follow the existing powerline rights of way that already 
cross the Mississippi River twice. The Applicants conspicuously 
fail to acknowledge this fact. No additional or different river 
crossings are required, contrary to the alleged concerns of the 
Applicants.24 

Route alternatives E4 and E5 each cross the Mississippi River 
twice and must be done adjacent to locations where existing 115 
kV and 230 kV transmission lines cross the Mississippi River.25 
This would result in widening the existing right-of-way at the 
Mississippi River crossings by at least 110 feet and placing eight 
additional wires over the Mississippi River in both locations. The 
Modified Proposed Route and Co-location Maximization Route 
both avoid these additional Mississippi River crossings (widening 
rights-of-way over the Mississippi River, Section 10 Corps water 
crossings, and MnDNR public waters). 
 
As the MnDNR stated in its own exceptions to the ALJ Report, 
when evaluating all alternatives in the Cole Lake Riverton Region, 
including the Modified Proposed Route, the Co-location 
Maximization Route (including route alternative E1), and the other 
E route alternatives (E2, E3, E4, and E5): “E1 is the favorable route 
for DNR in the Cole Lake Riverton Region, as consolidating 
infrastructure and reducing the amount of new ROW is favorable 
to DNR.”26 

If the Applicants had spent even a few minutes looking at the 
relevant maps, they would have quickly seen that a minor 
modification in E4/E5 would eliminate any need to move the 
Riverton Substation.27 

The Applicants spent considerable time evaluating route 
alternatives in the Riverton area, including route alternative E4 or 
route alternative E5, but as discussed in detail in the Applicants’ 
September 19, 2024 Response to Public Hearing Comments, and 
addressed in subsequent filings by the Applicants, there was not a 
feasible solution.28 

 
23 LRL Comments at 9. 
24 LRL Comments at 10. 
25 While LRL comments that “The Applicants conspicuously fail to acknowledge this fact” (LRL Comments at 10), that is simply not true. The locations of existing 
115 kV and 230 kV transmission lines are shown on various maps in this proceeding and the Applicants have included these existing lines in maps they have 
provided to the Commission. 
26 MnDNR Exceptions to the ALJ Report at 18 (Nov. 25, 2024) (eDocket No. 202411-212371-01) (emphasis added). 
27 LRL Comments at 9. 
28 Applicants’ September 19, 2024 Response to Public Hearing Comments at Attachment E at 15-17 (Sept. 19, 2024) (eDocket No. 20249-210359-06). 
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Little Rabbit Lake Landowners’ Comment Applicants’ Response 
Moreover, E4/E5 is better than either the MPR or CLMR in terms 
of crossing protected or impaired waterways.29 

While this may be the opinion of LRL, the resource agency 
responsible for these waterways does not agree that route 
alternatives E4 and E5 are preferred in this area. As the MnDNR 
stated in its own exceptions to the ALJ Report, when evaluating all 
alternatives in the Cole Lake Riverton Region, including the 
Modified Proposed Route, the Co-location Maximization Route 
(including route alternative E1), and the other E route alternatives 
(E2, E3, E4, and E5): “E1 is the favorable route for DNR in the 
Cole Lake Riverton Region, as consolidating infrastructure and 
reducing the amount of new ROW is favorable to DNR. The E1 
alternative reduces the number of wetlands impacted, forested 
wetlands, water crossings, and a significant decrease in overall 
forested landcover through this area. There is a reduction in MBS 
Sites and NPCs Spanning any high-quality habitats and lakes of 
high and outstanding biodiversity significance in this area would 
be preferred.”30 

The [Modified Proposed Route] would cross Snowshoe Mine Pit 
Lake, a State-designated trout lake with DNR water access; 
bisect Rowe Mine Pit Lake and Carlson Pit Lake; cross over a 
protected stream from Little Blackhoof Lake to Little Rabbit 
Lake; and run through protected wetlands and the Rabbit River 
east and northeast of Little Rabbit Lake.31 

The identified waterbodies and wetlands are within Modified 
Proposed Route. The anticipated centerline was developed along 
property lines and parallelling County Road 128 and County Road 
59. As shown in Appendix 1, while the Modified Proposed Route 
crosses these waterbodies and wetlands, the Rabbit River, an 
unnamed water, Ironton Creek, the western edge of a wetland, and 
the western edge of Snowshoe Mine Lake are crossed by the 
Modified Proposed Route right-of-way. 

 
29 LRL Comments at 10. 
30 MnDNR Exceptions to the ALJ Report at 18 (Nov. 25, 2024) (eDocket No. 202411-212371-01) (emphasis added). 
31 LRL Comments at 10. 
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Little Rabbit Lake Landowners’ Comment Applicants’ Response 
The CLMR would cross impaired Little Rabbit Lake twice, 
because the Applicants would follow both of the existing 
powerline crossings over the south bowl of the lake. It would also 
cross protected wetlands on the northwest corner of the body of 
water that forms where the Little Rabbit River empties into Little 
Rabbit Lake. 

The identified waterbodies are within the Co-location 
Maximization Route. As shown in Appendix 2, Rabbit Lake 
would be crossed once by the Co-location Maximization Route 
right-of-way, co-located with existing transmission line crossings. 
. 

[Route alternatives] E4 and E5 run[] along existing powerline 
rights of way in unpopulated areas. . . . [they] proceed[] through 
Crow Wing County tax forfeit land, thereby avoiding private 
property and structures.32 

Route alternatives E4 and E5 cross tax forfeit lands between the 
Cuyuna Series Compensation Station and the northern Mississippi 
River channel. The remaining area of route alternatives E4 and E5 
is comprised of privately-owned parcels as shown in Appendix 3. 
Appendix 3 shows route alternatives E4 and E5 in the location 
identified by LRL in Exhibit C to their comments. 

The [Modified Proposed Route] requires the MPUC to authorize 
a 3,000-foot-wide route corridor within which the Applicants’ 
would have carte blanche to wreck their destruction to build and 
then maintain their massive power towers.33 

As with any Route Permit, the anticipated center line within a route 
width is the starting point for Permittees when designing a project 
and obtaining land rights. The Route Permit contains significant 
compliance filing requirements that Permittees must abide by in 
finalizing a designed centerline and right-of-way for a project, 
including providing information on environmental impacts should 
a designed alignment and right-of-way deviate from the anticipated 
alignment and right-of-way. These compliance filings are subject 
to the review and oversight of EERA and the Commission 
throughout the development process. 

 
32 LRL Comments at 10. 
33 LRL Comments at 11. 
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Little Rabbit Lake Landowners’ Comment Applicants’ Response 
The [Co-location Maximization Route] is similarly destructive . 
. . such a corridor engulfs virtually every existing residence along 
Bluegill Road on the west side of Little Rabbit Lake.34 

The Co-location Maximization Route specifically utilizes the 
existing transmission line rights-of-way in the area. The proposed 
double circuit 345kV line would replace the existing 230 kV line 
on the existing right-of-way, requiring only an additional 20 feet 
of right-of-way beyond the edge of the existing right-of-way. The 
existing 230 kV line will be consolidated with the other existing 
lines on their existing rights-of-way, similarly requiring minimal 
additional right-of-way. The Project and its right-of-way will not 
use the entire route width and EERA and the Commission will 
receive compliance filings identifying the final right-of-way for the 
Project prior to construction. 

But those maps [referring to Attachment 2 to the Applicants’ 
January 10, 2025 Comments) clearly have been drawn to ensure 
the existing structures fall “within 75 feet of the alignment of 
route alternative E4 and route alternative E5.35 

The route alternative E4 and E5 centerlines were provided by 
EERA and this is how EERA and the EA evaluated these routes – 
the alignments were not drawn by the Applicants. And LRL’s 
comments about “moving the hypothetical centerline” in each 
instance fails to take into account that the existing 115 kV and 
230 kV transmission lines still needs to be located in this area, so 
the Project cannot just overtake the existing transmission lines 
rights-of-way and its centerline with also accounting for the 
relocation of the existing lines within the area. 

 
34 LRL Comments at 11. 
35 LRL Comments at 11. 
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Little Rabbit Lake Landowners’ Comment Applicants’ Response 
The Applicants’ first asserted E4/E5 would require displacing 3 
“residences.” When forced to identify those residences by the 
MPUC, they back-tracked and now admit “[b]ased on a desktop 
review’ that there are (1) a garage; (2) “an accessory structure;” 
and (3) a residence within 75 feet of the right-of-way.36 

These structures were identified as residences in the EA. As stated 
in the EA: “In addition, this route alternative may require 
residential displacement.”37 
 
The Applicants’ initial comments were based on the EA analysis 
and identification of these as “residences.” During the succeeding 
months, the Applicants were able to complete a visual inspection 
of these properties and update the status of these structures.38 

The first page of Exhibit G is the Applicants’ CLMR route map 
showing the wide swath of land within which the Applicants 
want to be able to operate and place their 345kV powerline 
towers. Superimposed on the map is a neon green line, which, 
more accurately than the Applicants’ efforts, draws the right-of-
way centerline just slightly to the east (right) on the map. That 
centerline then impacts many of the dwellings and structures 
along the west shore of Little Rabbit Lake.39 

As with any Route Permit, the anticipated center line within a route 
width is the starting point for Permittees when designing a project 
and obtaining land rights. The Route Permit contains significant 
compliance filing requirements that Permittees must abide by in 
finalizing a designed centerline and right-of-way for a project, 
including providing information on environmental impacts should 
a designed alignment and right-of-way deviate from the anticipated 
alignment and right-of-way. These compliance filings are subject 
to the review and oversight of EERA and the Commission 
throughout the development process. The Co-location 
Maximization Route (incorporating route alternative E1 in this 
area) was specifically designed to maximize utilization of the 
existing rights-of-way and compliance filings would need to 
explain any deviation from this intent. Therefore, the Applicants’ 
representation of the centerline for route alternative E1, which is 
identical to the centerline studied in the EA and currently under 
consideration by the Commission as part of the Co-location 
Maximization Route, is accurate. 

 
36 LRL Comments at 11 at n.8. 
37 EA at Table 6-62 at n.4. 
38 Applicants’ Response to Commission’s Request for Comments at 3 (Jan. 10, 2025) (eDocket No. 20251-213840-01). 
39 LRL Comments at 12-13. 
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Little Rabbit Lake Landowners’ Comment Applicants’ Response 
Although the ALJ apparently accepted the Applicants’ 
commitments to work closely with appropriate state agencies, 
such as the MnDNR and MnPCA, to implement impact 
mitigation measures, given their established lack of credibility, 
the LRL respectfully suggests that the Applicants cannot be 
trusted to perform as promised.40 

As this Commission is aware, the Permittees must complete 
compliance filings and pre-construction requirements under any 
Route Permit from the Commission. Additionally, the Applicants 
will need to work with the MnDNR and the MPCA on any permits 
required for the Project and compliance therewith. Such a 
statement by the LRL is unfair and certainly not supported by the 
record. 

 
40 LRL Comments at 15. 
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Indeed, the Applicants are not aware of several residences that 
have been built within the past 18 months that fall directly within 
their requested ROWs and likely will have to be removed. The 
Applicants either do not realize, or do not want to disclose, that 
the MPR and CLMR will preclude a number of property owners 
from proceeding with long-planned building projects.41 

As with any Route Permit, the anticipated center line within a route 
width is the starting point for Permittees when designing a project 
and obtaining land rights. The Route Permit contains significant 
compliance filing requirements that Permittees must abide by in 
finalizing a designed centerline and right-of-way for a project, 
including providing information on environmental impacts should 
a designed alignment and right-of-way deviate from the anticipated 
alignment and right-of-way. These compliance filings are subject 
to the review and oversight of EERA and the Commission 
throughout the development process. 
 
The Applicants have carefully developed the proposed route 
widths for the Project to allow for certain flexibility when 
designing the Project. As to the Modified Proposed Route, a wider 
route width is requested to accommodate new structures that may 
have been built between when a map was created at a moment in 
time (whether by the Applicants or by EERA) and the initiation of 
landowner contacts after issuance of a Route Permit. As to the Co-
location Maximization Route, the route was designed to maximize 
the use of existing transmission line rights-of-way and the 
anticipated centerline only requires a minimal amount of additional 
right-of-way at the edges of the existing right-of-way. Because 
permanent structures are generally not allowed in existing rights-
of-way, there should not be any new residences constructed within 
the requested existing right-of-way for the Co-location 
Maximization Route. Furthermore, any property owners planning 
building projects within or adjacent to these existing rights-of-way 
are doing so knowing there is a significant transmission line 
corridor in this area including 69 kV, 115 kV, and 230 kV 
transmission lines.  
 
Further, the State of Minnesota has a long-held preference for 
following existing transmission lines where practicable when new 
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Little Rabbit Lake Landowners’ Comment Applicants’ Response 
projects are proposed as codified in Minn. Stat. § 216E.03, subd. 
7(e): “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.” In either 
instance, Applicants will work with landowners to the greatest 
extent practicable on the location of the Project to avoid existing 
structures. 

The Applicants also never realized or understood that their MPR 
and CLMR would be built across wetlands and impaired 
waterways protected by the Federal Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. 
§§1251-1387.42 

The Applicants had meaningful and detailed discussions with the 
MnDNR and USACE as they were developing route alternative E1 
to ensure that the route would be capable of being permitted by 
these resource agencies. The crossings that LRL identifies 
associated with the Co-location Maximization Route were 
included in those discussions.  
 

Given these facts, the MPR and CLMR, which will require 
massive footings sunk into the water table, likely will adversely 
affect the water table level and thereby the existing wells of area 
residents. The footings may impair water quality.43 

Impacts to groundwater during construction and operation of the 
Project are not anticipated. Structure foundations will generally 
range in depth. All foundation materials will be non-hazardous. 
Any effects on water tables would be localized and short term and 
would not affect hydrologic resources. Prior to construction, 
geotechnical investigations will be completed to help identify 
shallow depth to groundwater resource areas, and foundations will 
be designed accordingly. The Applicants will continue to work 
with landowners to identify springs and wells near the Proposed 
Route. . 

 
41 LRL Comments at 16. 
42 LRL Comments at 16. 
43 LRL Comments at 17. 
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Little Rabbit Lake Landowners’ Comment Applicants’ Response 
The Applicants presently do not adequately maintain their 
existing right-of-way zones. . . . One need only consider the 
devastation wrought in Hawaii, California and Colorado from 
wildfires caused by public utilities’ powerlines. Approving the 
Applicants’ MPR or CLMR, which would be close to dozens and 
dozens of existing homes and buildings, makes no sense. The 
MPUC should not ignore this significant, common-sense risk 
that would arise from ignoring the findings and 
recommendations in the ALJ Decision. 44 

 The Applicants take vegetation management very seriously and 
work with all landowners on a recurring maintenance cycle to 
address vegetation within the right-of-way. Many of the lines 
within or near the routes under consideration for the Project have 
deferred ongoing maintenance until after a decision has been made 
on the Certificate of Need and Route Permit.   

 

 
44 LRL Comments at 17. 
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1/17/2025 

 
 
Applicants’ Revisions to Decision Option 6 

 

In the Matter of Minnesota Power and Great River Energy for a 
Certificate of Need and Route Permit for up to an approximately 180‐ 
mile, double circuit 345‐kV transmission. 
 

PUC Docket No. E015,ET2/CN‐22‐416 & E015,ET2/TL‐22‐415 
 
Commissioner Tuma offers the following revised Decision Option 6: 
 

TUMA REVISED 6: 
 
Issue a route permit to Minnesota Power and Great River Energy for the Northland 
Reliability Project authorizing the Co‐Location Maximization Route proposed by the 
Applicants, and adopt the ALJ’s findings and conclusions consistent with that route, except as 
modified below: 
 

a. Iron Range Substation Region 
ii. Reject ALJ Findings 97 and 737 and ALJ Conclusions 11 and 14 (Staff if A3 
is not selected), and 
viii. Adopt the Applicants’ route and EERA’s modified Findings 97 and 737 
filed on 11/25/2024. (EERA, Staff) 
 

b. Hill City to Little Pine Region 
 i. Adopt AA1 (Public) For the property identified in AA1 require the applicant to continue the 
proposed route to the south and east of the 92 line without the proposed realignment, and 
require the permitee to work with the affected landowners to provide mitigation or relocation 
in consultation with the Landowner Resolution Liaison. 
 

vii. Do not aAdopt the Swatara route width expansion, but require the applicant to continue 
the proposed routeanticipated centerline to the east of the 92 line, and require the permitee 
to work with the affected land owners to provide mitigation or relocation in consultation 
with the Landowner Resolution Liaison. 
 

c. Cole Lake to Riverton Region 
iii. Reject the ALJ’s Finding 737 and Conclusions 11 and 14. (Staff, if any of 
the below routes are selected in this region), 
xvi. Adopt the Applicants’ route and EERA’s modification to Findings 116 and 
737 filed on 11/25/2024. (EERA, Staff) 
xvii. Extend the co‐location at the Mississippi River in Perry Lake Township to reduce the 
number of structures at the Mississippi Crossing as proposed by the applicant in their 
Attachment 1 of their January 10, 2025 filing. 
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1/17/2025 

 
 
Applicants’ Revisions to Decision Option 6 

 

d. Long Lake Region 
ii. Adopt H4/H7 Applicants’ modified route alternative (ALJ, Staff) 
xv. Reject ALJ Finding 738 and Conclusions 11 and 14 (Staff if any of the 
above routes are selected in this region) 
xvi.  From the North, follow H1 Follow the Applicants’ route to and through Applicants’ modified 
H4/H7, but when it reaches the northern boundary of Erickson’s property, locate the line on the 
eastern boundary of the 3,000‐foot route width leading to 
and through Applicants’ modified H4/H7. (Erickson/Loehr, Staff) 
xvii. Expand the route width at the already expanded Area at the intersection of Minnesota 
Highway 18, CSAH 23 and County Road 159 in Crow Wing County by another 500 1,000 feet 
to the north and to allow the Applicants work with the landowners and the Landowner 
Resolution Liaison in this portion of the route to identify acceptable route from West to East 
in this area. 
 
xviii. When the Applicants come to the Commission for cost recovery of the Project, for the 
portion  bBetween  Platte  Township  Crow Wing  County  and Mayhew  Township Morrison 
County  the  realignments  of  the  existing  230kv  lines,  the  Applicants  must  provide 
information  justifying  any  realignments  incorporated  into  the  Project  are  not  adopted 
unless  the  applicant  can show  opportunities  for  land  acquisition  or mitigation  that would  not 
require  realignment  are  fully  explored with  landowners  and  the  Landowner  Resolution  Liaison; 
Applicants bear  the  risk of  denial  of  cost  recovery  for  realignments  found  to  be  imprudent  and 
unreasonable. 

 

e. Benton County Elk River Region 
i. Adopt the Co‐Location Maximization Route (ALJ, Staff, Applicants) 
 
f. Additional Findings and Conclusion 
iii. Adopt the Applicants’ alternative modifications to ALJ Conclusion 11 as 
filed on 11/25/2024, to the extent it aligns with other decisions made by 
the Commission. (If the Commission does not adopt ALJ’s recommendation to include A3, E4, 
E5, H1, or modified H4/H7) (Staff) 
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Applicants’ Revisions to Decision Option 9B ‐ Clean 

 

9B. Co-Location Maximization Route shifting of structures of the existing Co-Location line(s): 
The Co-location Maximization Route is approved as proposed by the Applicants, except as 
modified within this Order. The approved Co-location Maximization Route includes an anticipated 
centerline that incorporates certain shifting of existing transmission lines to accommodate 
structures that have been erected near existing transmission lines as detailed in Section III of the 
Applicants’ January 10, 2025 filing. The permittee shall continue to work with landowners in 
advance of the plan and profile filing to explore possible mitigations or property purchases that 
would eliminate the need for shifting the existing transmission lines. As part of the plan and profile 
filing, the Permitees shall file in edockets a description of their resolutions, proposed actions, and 
final design for review by EERA. 
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9B. Co-Location Maximization Route shifting of structures of the existing Co-Location line(s):
The Co-location Maximization Route is approved as proposed by the Applicants, except as 
modified within this Order. The approved Co-location Maximization Route includes an 
anticipated centerline that incorporates certain shifting of existing transmission lines for which 
the project is proposed to co-locate shall not be adjusted around impacted residence, agricultural 
structures or properties subject to the "Buy the farm" Statute unless the cost of the possible 
mitigation or acquisition of the property is greater than 75% of the estimated mid-range cost of 
the realignmentto accommodate structures that have been erected near existing transmission 
lines as detailed in Section III of the Applicants’ January 10, 2025 filing. The permittee shall
enter into negotiationscontinue to work with landowners in advance of the final plan and profile
filing to explore possible mitigations or property purchases. In addition to property acquisition 
any relocation of residence shall provide for moving costs, legal fees, appraisals, construction 
estimates and other expenses necessary to make the landowner whole as deemed appropriate by 
the Landowner Resolution Liaison. Thirty days before the final that would eliminate the need for 
shifting the existing transmission lines. As part of the plan and profile meetingfiling, the
permiteePermitees shall file in edockets a description of their resolutions, proposed actions, or 
status of negotiations with all impacted landowners. The Landowner Resolution Liaison shall 
provide responses within 15 days of any concerns identified along with a recommendation 
regarding whether permitee’s actions have been reasonable and in the public interest. If final 
resolutions with these landowners has not been reached by the plan and profile meeting the 
Liaison shall continue to monitor resolution and provide regular updates as outlined in their 
contractand final design for review by EERA.

Applicants’ Revisions to Decision Option 9B ‐ Compare
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IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 

MINNESOTA POWER AND GREAT RIVER 

ENERGY FOR A CERTIFICATE OF NEED AND 

ROUTE PERMIT FOR THE NORTHLAND 

RELIABILITY PROJECT 345 KV 

TRANSMISSION LINE 
 

MPUC DOCKET NOS. E015,ET2/CN-22-415 

AND E015,ET2/TL-22-416 
 

OAH DOCKET NO. 21-2500-39822 
 
  

 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
Carly Krause certifies that on the 22nd day of January, 2025, on behalf of Minnesota 

Power and Great River Energy, she efiled a true and correct copy of the Applicants’ 
Responses to January Comments and Decision Options via eDockets. Said 
document was also served via U.S. Mail or email as designated on the attached Service 
Lists on file with the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission in the above-referenced 
dockets. 
 
       /s/ Carly Krause     
       Carly Krause 
 
 

https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/edockets/searchDocuments.do?method=showeDocketsSearch&showEdocket=true
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