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June 2, 2026 
 
Sasha Bergman Via E-Filing 
Executive Secretary 
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
121 7th Place East, Suite 350 
St. Paul, MN 55101-2147 
 
Re: Iron Range – St. Louis County – Arrowhead 345 kV Transmission Line 

Project  
Minnesota Power and American Transmission Company LLC Comments on 
Staff Briefing Papers and Preferred Decision Options 
Docket Nos. E015/CN-25-111 and E015/TL-25-112 

 
Dear Ms. Bergman: 
 
Minnesota Power and American Transmission Company LLC by and through its corporate 
manager ATC Management Inc. (“ATC”) (collectively, the “Applicants”) submit these 
comments for consideration by the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission (“Commission”) as 
it considers the scope of an environmental assessment addendum (“EA Addendum”), 
environmental report (“ER”), and the draft permit prepared by Commission Energy 
Infrastructure Permitting (“PUC-EIP”) staff. The Applicants submit these comments to address 
PUC-EIP staff’s Route Alternative B, the development of cost information for any alternatives 
or special permit conditions, and Decision Option 10 regarding a stay of this proceeding. The 
Applicants also provide their preferred decision options for the Commission’s consideration. 
 
As an initial matter, the Applicants appreciate the comprehensive review and summary of the 
proceedings to date provided by PUC-EIP staff in the briefing papers. The PUC-EIP staff 
provided a thorough analysis of the record to allow this Commission to make necessary 
decisions at this juncture. 
 
PUC-EIP Staff Route Alternative B 
 
PUC-EIP staff developed Route Alternative B based on comments from the landowner along 
Minnesota Power’s existing 98 Line route in Segment 1 of the Project.1 The Applicants now 
seek to clarify that Route Alternative B falls within the Applicants’ Proposed Route width for 
the Project and suggest that Route Alternative B could be reclassified as an Alignment 

 
1 Briefing Papers at 24 (May 27, 2026) (eDocket No. 20265-232259-01). 

http://www.mnpower.com/
http://www.atcllc.com/
https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7B30BA6E9E-0000-C61F-B39F-68729A0D345E%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=1
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Alternative as it does not require a change to the Proposed Route. PUC-EIP staff identified 
Route Alternative B, shown in Figure 1.  
 

Figure 1. Route Alternative B as Proposed by PUC-EIP Staff 

 
 
Page 2 of the Detailed Map in Appendix G of the Combined Certificate of Need and Route 
Permit Application (“Application”), reproduced in Figure 2, below, shows the Proposed Route 
width near Route Alternative B.  
 



Ms. Bergman 
June 2, 2026 
Page 3 
 

 

Figure 2. Proposed Route Near Route Alternative B2 
 

 
 
As shown in Figure 2, the Applicants expanded the Proposed Route width in this area to 
accommodate potential alignment alternatives.3 Because Route Alternative B falls within the 
Proposed Route width, the Applicants propose that the Commission reclassify Route 
Alternative B as Alignment Alternative AA-6. A map showing this alternative overlaid on the 
Proposed Route is included at Attachment A to this letter. 
 
Cost and Constructability Impacts of Potential Alternatives and Special Permit 
Conditions  
 
In light of the fact that the Project is a Midcontinent Independent System Operation 
(“MISO”) cost-allocated project, the Applicants want to emphasize the importance of 
ensuring that the record accurately reflects the costs and constructability considerations 
associated with any route alternatives, alignment alternatives, or special permit conditions 
developed during the proceeding. The Applicants will provide to PUC-EIP staff updated 
cost and constructability information related to any of the route alternatives, alignment 
alternatives, or special conditions under consideration in the EA Addendum (including the 

 
2 Application at Appendix G (Jan. 5, 2026) (eDocket No. 20261-226460-06).  
3 As stated in the Application, “[w]here the Proposed Route follows existing high-voltage transmission lines, the 
Applicants propose a route width of 1,000 to 5,250, feet to allow for routing of the Project on either side of the 
existing transmission lines.” Application at 100 (Jan. 5, 2026) (eDocket No. 20261-226460-03).  

https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7B50CE8F9B-0000-C471-BA62-635447523E80%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=83
https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7B60CA8F9B-0000-C81F-A11B-9F7651524BA6%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=80
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ER analysis).4 The Applicants believe it is important to include this information in the EA 
Addendum to ensure it is provided contemporaneously to the public when the PUC-EIP 
staff publishes the environmental review documents and that the Commission has a 
complete record upon which to base its route decision. 
 
Decision Option 10 
 
PUC-EIP staff included Decision Option 10 in the briefing papers. This decision option 
would stay this proceeding until the Commission adopts rules implementing Minn. Stat. § 
216I, in connection with Ms. Carol Overland’s Petition for Rulemaking in Docket No. 
E999/R-26-172. The Commission denied this Petition for Rulemaking at the May 28, 
2026, agenda meeting.5 In light of this denial, which means no rulemaking will be 
undertaken by the Commission at this time, the Commission need not take any action on 
Decision Option 10. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The Applicants remain available to provide PUC-EIP staff with information on any route, 
alignment, and system alternatives identified in the final scoping document, including 
information on constructability and feasibility, to aid in the PUC-EIP staff review and ensure 
this information is included in the EA Addendum. 
 
The Applicants support Decision Options 1, 3 (modified to reclassify Route Alternative B 
as Alignment Alternative AA-6), 4, and 7, and do not object to Decision Option 9. If you 
have additional questions or need additional information, please contact Jennifer 
Kuklenski, Manager – Regulatory Strategy and Policy, at jkuklenski@mnpower.com.   
 
Sincerely, 
 

  

Jennifer Cady  
ALLETE  
Vice President – ALLETE Public Policy & 
External Affairs 

Gregory Levesque 
ATC 
Vice President  

  
cc:  Service Lists  

 
4 The Applicants agree with the PUC-EIP staff’s recommendation in the draft scoping decision included at 
Attachment A of the briefing papers that “the ER analysis will be included as part of the EA addendum.” 
Briefing Papers at Attachment A at 3 (May 27, 2026) (eDocket No. 20265-232259-01). 
5 The Commission orally denied the Petition for Rulemaking at the May 28, 2026, agenda meeting. A 
written Order has not been published as of the date of this letter.  

mailto:jkuklenski@mnpower.com
https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7B30BA6E9E-0000-C61F-B39F-68729A0D345E%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=1
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IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION FOR A 

CERTIFICATE OF NEED AND ROUTE PERMIT FOR 

THE IRON RANGE – ST. LOUIS COUNTY – 

ARROWHEAD 345 KV TRANSMISSION PROJECT 
 

DOCKET NOS. E015/CN-25-111 
AND E015/TL-25-112 

 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

Carly L. Krause certifies that on the 2nd day of June, 2026, on behalf of Minnesota Power 
and American Transmission Company, she efiled a true and correct copy of the 
Comments on Staff Briefing Papers by posting the same on eDockets. Said document 
was served via electronic service or U.S. Mail as designated on the attached Official 
Service Lists on file with the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission in the above-
mentioned dockets. 
 
       /s/ Carly L. Krause    
       Carly L. Krause 

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