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From: Ann Brazil
To: Ek, Scott (PUC)
Cc: Tuma, John (PUC)
Subject: Renville County, Birch Coulee landowner - Xcel easement reconsideration
Date: Friday, June 20, 2025 6:51:41 PM
Attachments: Aug 2 2024 Xcel Docs and Exhibits B&W.pdf

Aug 2 2024 Xcel Exhibit A - in Color.pdf
May 19 2025 Exhibits.pdf
396971.pdf
407444.pdf
394703.pdf

Dear Scott,
Thank you for your call today.  As I relayed, I tried to contact Mr. Tuma via phone several
times over the past week.   I was referred to Mr. Tuma by Scott Greenslit, a neighboring
farmer, who is also impacted by the Xcel Energy's MN Connection Project in Renville
County.

I originally emailed the PUC regarding my concern of using valuable farmland (email with
points below) when the Xcel Energy MN Connection project was being proposed to run the
poles down the Southern and Eastern border of my farmland in Birch Coulee township (West
1/2 of Section 36 - parcels 03-00930-00, 03-00940-00), which is adjacent to the proposed Birch
Coulee Solar LLC (Birch Coulee Wilson Solar) site. I also own the 80 acres, north of these
two parcels, parcel 03-00777-00, which is across a gravel road (670th avenue) from the 1/2
section of 36 and also impacted by the Xcel project.

Today, I am writing to you because I have new information that the power poles and the full
150 foot easement required will be placed entirely on my land (for parcels 03-00930-00, 03-
00940-00), rather than on the property line as originally proposed. For parcel 03-00777-00 (just
north of parcel 03-00930-00) the easement shows it eventually veers back to the 75 foot easement, as
originally proposed.  I am told from neighboring landowners and my brother, Dan Brazil, who own land
north of my land and are also impacted by the project, that the lines (or stakes/borings) have remained
along the property line.

I have attached the original communication and exhibits I received on August 2, 2024, from
Xcel regarding Right of Entry to bore and the proposed placement (Aug 2 2024 Xcel Exhibit
A-in color attachment) on the property line.  As you will see the proposal was to place these
poles on the property line, so each landowner would share (75 feet of each landowner's
property) in the 150 feet easement for each pole.

In May of this year, we discovered the stakes where the borings were to be drilled were NOT
along the proposed property lines.  I reached out to Mr. Mike McTighe, Xcel Energy's
consultant at WSB's to find out why the stakes were more than 100 feet off the property line
on my land.   He responded there was an easement, and they were taking the "path of least
resistance" and I would receive a letter.  In addition, at this time I made Mr. McTighe aware
my bank contacted me that the compensation checks for the borings had bounced.  Since the
checks bounced, the borings were NOT taking place along the property line as proposed in
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Aug 2, 2024 Exhibit A, and there was no language regarding deviation in the Right of Entry
agreement I relayed to Mr. McTighe they needed to hold off on any borings on my parcels.

I received the attached letter dated May 19, 2025 and exhibits (see May 19 2025 Exhibits
attached below) from Xcel, outlining a 100% deviation from where the poles are being
placed.  The Exhibits show that on BOTH the southern and eastern border of the land I own
(Section 36-parcels 03-00930-00, 03-00940-00) Xcel is taking the full 150 feet of easement ONLY on my
land.   This was not in the initial public hearings nor was it what was proposed on any documents I received. 
This is what I feel is a bait and switch tactic.  

Upon further research, I have found the following documents have been recorded by Renville
County for land that borders the West 1/2 of Section 36 - parcels 03-00930-00, 03-00940-00,
which is the land I own.

1. Birch Coulee Solar LLC has entered into a storage lease agreement (document A396971
attached below) with the landowners of the SE 1/4 of Section 36- parcels 03-00960-00
and 03-00950-00, which borders the East of my land.

2. Birch Coulee Solar LLC has entered a purchase option agreement (document A407444
attached below) with the landowners of the NE 1/4 of Section 36 - parcels 03-00921-00
and 03-00920-00, which borders the East of my land.

3. Northern State Power Easement (document A394703 attached below) - NW 1/4 of
Section 1, Township 112, Range 33 West, Renville County & Section 2, Township 112
North, Rand 33 West, Renville County, which is adjacent to the South side of my land
in Section 36.

Regarding documents in points 1 & 2, whether the land to the East of my land is owned, leased, or has an
option to purchase by another party (i.e. Birch Coulee Solar LLC) why is Xcel allowed to take the "path of
least resistance?"  Why am I forced to bear 100% of the burden of having these poles on my land?  Why
isn't the project staying on the property line?  Or as I stated in my earlier email and I will restate as I think it
is an option that should also be considered:

. . . the adjacent land/solar field could serve a dual purpose:  both housing of the solar panels and
the transmission poles and lines. . . .   When such a simple solution exists:  to position the poles/lines
a few feet to the East, on land that will no longer be farmed, why wouldn’t the logical approach be to
do so.  Why take high quality, hard to obtain farmland away from farmers when there is a better
option literally feet away?

Regarding the document in point 3, Northern State Power (a.k.a. Xcel) already has an easement for the
parcels on the south side of parcel 03-00940-00, so why is Xcel placing this project and the 150 foot
easement entirely on my property?   Even if there are other poles already on adjacent property, these
transmission lines are much higher so why can't they use the land for both? 

My father passed away in 2023, he became a farmer at the age of 18 when he took over the family farm
when his father passed away, and he farmed all his life and loved farming.  He relayed to us children, the
farmland he was passing on was rich soil and should be farmed.  He did NOT enter an agreement with Birch
Coulee Solar because he believed the farmers would benefit the most from such rich soil.  Taking valuable
farmland for transmission poles is really no different, especially in this situation where it is more than what
is fair or necessary.   I want to honor my father's wishes and also want the farmers to lose as little valuable



land as possible in this situation.   As a result, I ask for your reconsideration and review of Xcel's plan which
is being forced because it's as Mike McTighe stated, "the path of least resistance."  I believe in fairness and
would like the PUC to take into consideration what is not only fair to me as a property owner but also the
farmer's who work the land to feed the world and make an income of their own.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,
Ann Brazil Johnson

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Ann Brazil <annmbrazil@gmail.com>
Date: Fri, Mar 21, 2025 at 1:09 PM
Subject: Misuse of farmland - Renville County landowner
To: <publicadvisor.puc@state.mn.us>, consumer.puc@state.mn.us
<consumer.puc@state.mn.us>, <attorney.general@state.mn.us>

To whom it may concern:

I am writing to call attention to the lack of communication and potential improper use of valuable
farmland.   I have been informed the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission, Birch Coulee Solar LLC,
and Xcel Energy's MN Energy Connection Project are not communicating with one another and as a
result not making well laid out plans or minimizing the use of valuable farmland.

In talking to Mike McTighe from WBS, who is working on behalf of Xcel Energy to gain "Right of
Entry" to my land he relayed he was not aware of the Birch Coulee Solar LLC project, which is being
planned adjacent to my property.   I own three parcels of land in Renville County (03-00777-00, 03-
00930-00, 03-00940-00) where Right of Entry has been requested.  The latter two parcels are
adjacent to land that has been secured by the Birch Coulee Solar LLC for the development of a solar
field.

I have tried and need to point out that the adjacent land/solar field could serve a dual purpose:  both
housing of the solar panels and the transmission poles and lines.   I am told they require a 75’
easement and as a result they are not only difficult to farm around but the process to survey the
land “for a period of up to two years” will cause additional disruption to farming.  When such a
simple solution exists:  to position the poles/lines a few feet to the East, on land that will no longer
be farmed, why wouldn’t the logical approach be to do so.  Why take high quality, hard to obtain
farmland away from farmers when there is a better option literally feet away?

My request is to place these lines a few feet to the east, by removing their footprint from parcels 03-
00930-00, 03-00940-00 and leveraging parcels 03-00920-00, 03-00950-00, and 03-00960-00 which
are part of the proposed solar site.  I will await your response before signing any “Right of Entry” to
my land.

Should you have any questions, please feel free to call me at 952-546-6962 or email me
at annmbrazil@gmail.com.

Thank you,

Ann M. Brazil Johnson

mailto:annmbrazil@gmail.com
mailto:publicadvisor.puc@state.mn.us
mailto:consumer.puc@state.mn.us
mailto:consumer.puc@state.mn.us
mailto:attorney.general@state.mn.us
mailto:annmbrazil@gmail.com







































































