
414 Nicollet Mall 

Minneapolis, MN 55401 
 

April 27, 2026 

Sasha Bergman             —Via Electronic Filing— 
Executive Secretary  
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission 
121 7th Place East, Suite 350 
St. Paul, MN 55101 
 
RE: COMMENTS 
 NORTHWEST MAPLE GROVE 115 KV TRANSMISSION PROJECT  
 DOCKET NO. E002/TL-24-427 
 
Dear Ms. Bergman: 
 
Northern States Power Company, doing business as Xcel Energy, submits to the 
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission (Commission) these Comments pursuant to 
the Commission’s March 20, 2026 Notice of Complete Application and Public 
Information Meetings (Notice)1 in the above-referenced docket.  
 
We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments in support of the Commission’s 
consideration of the Northwest Maple Grove 115 kV Transmission Project (Project). 
The Project is needed to provide additional transmission capacity due to a significant 
increase in electric demand from new homes and businesses in the Twin Cities 
northwest suburbs, and to improve electric system reliability throughout the region. 
The Commission’s Energy Infrastructure Permitting (EIP) staff reviewed the Route 
Permit Application2 and found it complete under Minn. Stat. § 216I.05.3 Public 
information meetings were held in-person at the Maple Grove Community Center on 
April 14 and online on April 15, 2026. Written comments were accepted through 
April 27, 2026.  
 

 
1 Notice of Complete Application and Public Information Meetings (Mar. 20, 2026) (eDockets No. 20263-
229514-01). 
2 Xcel Energy, Application for a Route Permit for the Northwest Maple Grove 115 kV Transmission Line 
Project in Hennepin County, Minnesota, (Mar. 6, 2026) (eDockets No. 20263-229026-02) (Application).  
3 Application Completeness Determination (Mar. 20, 2026) (eDockets No. 20263-229529-01). 

https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7BC09E0B9D-0000-C61B-8922-F7757F502FB9%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=4
https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7BC09E0B9D-0000-C61B-8922-F7757F502FB9%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=4
https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7B1046C59C-0000-C017-95EF-3AC4E0EAA0DE%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=2
https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7BE0F00C9D-0000-CC13-BE8D-746A1872A53B%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=5
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Here, we respond to comments from: (1) Chuck and Ann Latia, and Darrel Corazalla 
(Latia and Corazalla Comments);4 (2) JoAnna Gellerman (Gellerman Comments);5 
(3) Paula Helgren (Helgren Comments)6 (4) the Minnesota Department of 
Transportation (MnDOT Comments);7 and (5) oral comments made during the public 
information meetings. Public commenters focused on six issues: (1) the proposed 
route, (2) viewshed and aesthetic impacts, (3) potential interference with radio and 
television, (4) impact on property values; (5) impacts to Rush Creek; and 
(6) transportation.8  

COMMENTS 

A. Route Alternative 

The Latia and Corazalla Comments propose the same alternative route for the Project.9 

The Comments explain that the route alternative “would begin at the east end of 105th 
Ave.” and “would continue south along what used to be ‘Ranchview’ to the ‘South 
Option Base,’ then continue west to the New West Maple Grove Substation.” The 
Helgren Comments also advocate for a southern route along Highway 610.10 As we 
discuss in more detail below, this route alternative would increase the total number of 
affected residents, increase environmental effects, and present challenges related to 
existing and planned development. Attachment 1 shows two potential alignments for 
this route alternative.  
 
Although both alignments of the route alternative present similar challenges, the 
alignment along Highway 610 (610 Route Alternative) presents greater operational 
challenges and impacts to existing and future development, whereas the alignment 

 
4 Latia Comments (Apr. 2, 2026) (eDockets No. 20264-229985-01); Corazalla Comments (Apr. 15, 2026) 
(eDockets No. 20264-230426-01). The Latia and Corazalla comments are nearly identical. Therefore, these 
comments combine responses to the Latia and Corazalla comments. The Latia’s filed a second set of 
comments on April 17, 2026. Second Latia Comments (Apr. 17, 2026) (eDockets No. 20264-230727). 
5 Gellerman Comments (Apr. 23, 2026) (eDockets No. 20264-230927). 
6 Helgren Comments (Apr. 22, 2026) (eDocket No. 20264-230835). Paula Helgren submitted these same 
comments again on April 24, 2026. Helgren Comments II (eDocket No. 20264-230996).  
7 MnDOT Comments (Apr. 24, 2026) (eDockets No. 20264-230933). The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service also 
filed comments. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Comments (Apr. 2, 2026) (eDockets No. 20264-229983-01) 
(USFWS Comments). The USFWS Comments relate to the biological consultation for the Project. USFWS 
found “the proposed line would follow existing road rights of way which minimizes habitat fragmentation,” 
and suggested the voluntary installation of bird diverters on the transmission line in an area near waterfowl to 
reduce collision mortality. USFWS Comments at 1. The Company appreciates USFWS comments and intends 
to install bird diverters as suggested. 
8 The Latia and Corazalla Comments note that they did not receive notice about a pre-Application open 
house held in April 2025. We regret that a clerical error caused nine addresses to be omitted from the pre-
Application open-house notices. These addressees did receive the post-Application Notice of Public 
Information Meetings dated March 20, 2026. 
9 Latia and Corazalla Comments at 1.  
10 Helgren Comments at 2.  

https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7B20C54F9D-0000-C314-B012-6B7B1C3CE987%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=3
https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7B4064919D-0000-C017-AF5A-8090021F7116%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=1
https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7B9083B09D-0000-CC1E-9238-1624D821180D%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=4
https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/submissions/e82df705-c044-4f23-ad92-6d1ab2fdd7f7/documents/da16074d-97a6-41fe-af84-d6d77b05ea5f/download
https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7BA032BB9D-0000-C510-8E07-E321FE7373AB%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=3
https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7BC04FCF9D-0000-C21B-85CF-E9C51C64E58C%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=1
https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/submissions/f2ad82f9-bc83-42a0-97d4-50b9752de021/documents/679f241d-2734-4ce0-ba02-e89decdd5dbc/download
https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7B70BF4F9D-0000-CE12-BAD1-21D572E942A0%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=2
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partially along 101st Avenue North (101 Route Alternative) has greater environmental 
effects. Both alignments of the proposed alternative route are similar to routes Xcel 
Energy evaluated and rejected during the route-selection process: the South Option 
and South Interconnect Option (Southern Options).11 The Commenters’ route 
alternative presents challenges similar to those that caused the Company to reject the 
Southern Options during the route-selection process. The Application discusses the 
reasons we rejected the Southern Options at Section 4.1.3.  
 
First, the proposed alternative will increase the total number of affected residents. 
Either alignment of the route alternative would be partially located along Niagara 
Lane and the backside of about 22 townhomes. It would also be much closer to these 
residences than the residences affected by Xcel Energy’s proposed route, which 
extends west along 105th Avenue North. As shown in Table 1, both the 610 Route 
Alternative and 101 Route Alternative increase the number of residences within 500 
feet of the centerline. The increase in number of residences impacted over the 
proposed route is most pronounced within 100 feet. Only one residence is within 
100 feet of Xcel Energy’s proposed route, whereas 22-23 residences are within 
100 feet of the route alternative.12  
 

Table 1 
Number of Residences Within 500 Feet 

Proximity to 
Anticipated 

Alignment (ft) 
RPA Alignment Alternative 610 Alternative 101 

50 0 0 0 
100 1 22 23 
250 39 46 47 
500 176 203 195 

 

Second, the effects of the proposed alternative would increase as planned 
developments in the area proceed. As discussed in Sections 2.2.1.1, 4, and 4.1.4 of the 
Application, during route selection, Xcel Energy received feedback that the Southern 
Options would hinder development of at least two properties. The owner of the 
property at the northwest corner of 105th and Niagara Lane North indicated they 
were evaluating two proposals: one for development of approximately 131 mostly 

 
11 Application § 4.1.3. 
12 The Gellerman Comments do not propose an alternative route but encourage the Commission to “take the 
route that avoids residential areas and try to go where [the route] effects businesses.” Gellerman Comments 
at 1. The Gellerman Comments also state, “[T]he volume of homes will only increase. So that many more 
homes . . . will be affected.” Id. The Applicant’s proposed route avoids more residences than an alternative 
closer to Highway 610. As more residences are developed near Highway 610, the impacted residences would 
increase along any route located near Highway 610.  



4 
 

detached residences and one for a 60,000-square-foot medical office building 
(Residential/Medical Office Development). The property owner raised concerns 
about the Southern Options’ effect on the ability of the property to be developed for 
these purposes. Similarly, a development south and west of 105th and Niagara is 
entitled for a 42,000-square-foot medical building (Medical Building Development). 
During the route selection process, the developer of this Medical Building 
Development explained the Southern Options could significantly impair development 
of the property.13 Although the route alternative may have less impact on the Medical 
Building Development than the Southern Options, it would have the same impact on 
the Residential/Medical Office Development.  
 
The 610 Route Alternative would present additional development-related challenges. 
The Helgren Comments stated that the City of Maple Grove (City) expressed a 
“desire to avoid proposed development which would have been the southern path 
along 610.”14 We are unfamiliar with any such position by the City. In fact, the 
Highway 610 corridor has already seen significant commercial development, and 
many of the remaining parcels have been slated for new development. During route 
selection, the City stated that a route along Highway 610 would interfere with 
development plans, including the Minnesota Health Village and associated road 
construction. Routing a transmission line through this highly developed area would be 
practically difficult given the short distances between the commercial properties and 
Highway 610. There are also reliability and risk-management issues with operating a 
critical transmission line along a major highway corridor, rather than a secondary two-
lane road like 105th, given the difficulty of accessing the site.  

The 101 Route Alternative avoids some of these development challenges along the 
Highway 610 corridor but presents new ones. The Project would need to cross private 
farmland north of 101st Avenue North, rather than entirely following existing 
corridors. This alignment would put the Project near at least one additional residence. 
The area north of 101st also has greater wetland impacts. The 101 Route Alternative 
would impact more than twice the area of wetlands as the proposed route. The 
wetland impacts of both alignments compared to the proposed route are provided in 
Table 2.   

 
13 The comment letters from these two stakeholders are included in Attachment B.5 to the Route Permit 
Application. 
14 Helgren Comments at 2. 
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Table 2 
Wetland Impacts (Acres in Right-of-Way) 

Wetland Type RPA Alignment 610 Alternative 101 Alternative 
Freshwater Emergent 
Wetland 

0.7 acres 1.0 acres 1.6 acres 

Riverine 0.2 acres 0.0 acres 0.0 acres 

Freshwater Forested 
Wetland 

0.0 acres 0.3 acres 0.3 acres 

Total 0.9 acres 1.3 acres 1.9 acres 

 
The impacts to forested wetland tend to be more significant than impacts to other 
types of wetland. Forested wetland within the right-of-way must be cleared of trees to 
accommodate the conductors, even if the no structures are placed within the wetland. 
Clearing of forested wetland is generally considered a permanent wetland impact 
because there is a permanent change in type of wetland even if they can be spanned. 
The Company’s proposed route impacts no forested wetland, whereas the route 
alternative would permanently impact 0.3 acres of forested wetland. 
 
Third, either alignment of the route alternative presents significant engineering 
challenges in spanning MnDOT’s recently completed highway interchange connecting 
I-94, Highway 610, and Rush Creek Boulevard. A southern route would require 
crossing this triple-interchange with significant elevation increases. An approximately 
200-foot steel pole with davit arms—significantly taller than typical structures for this 
Project—would be required to span the 600-1,000 feet distance across the 
interchange. If the 101 Route Alternative were selected, a tower would likely need to 
be placed in a wetland. By contrast, the Company’s proposed route selects the 
narrowest feasible crossing point for I-94. 
 
Because a southern alignment would have greater human and environmental effects, 
and presents significant engineering challenges, it does not appear to warrant further 
evaluation.  
 
B. Aesthetic Impacts 

Commenters during the public information meeting raised concerns about potential 
aesthetic impacts of the Project. Aesthetic impacts of the Project are discussed in 
Section 7.3.4 of the Application. The Project’s viewshed is located in mixed use and 
agricultural land neighboring I-94.15 The route follows existing corridors for most of 
its length. Along 105th, the route will be on the opposite side of the right-of-way 

 
15 Application § 7.3.4. 
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from most residences, mitigating visual impacts to those homes. For these reasons, 
overall aesthetic impacts of the Project are anticipated to be minimal, though they 
may be more acute for those within the Project’s immediate viewshed.16  
 
Xcel Energy carefully consults with all individuals and entities that may have a legal 
interest in the identified property where a new or expanded right-of-way and related 
transmission structure is needed. A right-of-way agent will consult with each property 
owner about the best location to place a transmission tower that must be built on 
their property. The Second Latia Comments expressed a preference to have any tower 
located on the east or west side of their house. No pole is currently planned to be 
located on the Latias’ property. Based on anticipated pole placements, any pole would 
be across 105th from the Latias’ property. We are more than willing to take feedback 
on pole placement from adjacent property owners. But we will also have to account 
for the desires of the landowner where the structure is located, as well as engineering 
constraints.   
 
C. Electronic Interference  

The Latia and Corazalla Comments expressed concerns about interference with 
electronic devices, including AM radio and television reception.17 The Project’s 
potential to interfere with reception of radio, television, cellular, and Global 
Positioning System signals is discussed in Section 7.3.11 of the Application.18 
Electronic interference from transmission lines can impact electronic communications 
like radios, television, and microwave communications through a shadowing effect. 
Shadowing can occur when communication signals are physically blocked by a 
transmission line structure (line-of-sight interference).  
 
Interference with television signals is uncommon because television-broadcast 
frequencies are generally high enough to avoid corona-generated-noise effects. The 
use of shielded coaxial cable for cable television transmissions generally makes them 
insusceptible to interference from electromagnetic noise. Although television 
interference is rare, it can happen when a structure is aligned between a receiver and a 
weak, distant signal. Interference could occur if the device was located immediately 
adjacent to a tower structure, blocking its signal. Moreover, digital and satellite 
television transmissions can be affected by multi-path reflections (shadowing) 
generated by nearby towers. This occurs when radio signals bounce off obstacles and 
arrive at a receiver via multiple paths, interfering with the direct signal.  

 
16 Id. § 7.3.4.1. 
17 Latia Comments at 1.  
18 Application § 7.3.11. 
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Electronic interference dissipates rapidly the farther the device is from the 
transmission line. Interference with electronic devices can be mitigated by prudent 
structure placement or with the movement of the receiver. Given that the proposed 
route is more than 100 feet from all but one residence, interference with radio is not 
anticipated. If the Project causes interference with electronic devices, we are 
committed to taking the actions necessary to restore reception. 

D. Property Values 

Concerns were also raised about the Project’s impact on property values. The impact 
of transmission lines on property values is discussed in greater detail in Section 7.3.6 
and Appendix H of the Application. Changes to a specific property’s value are 
difficult to predict. Studies show that impacts to property values tend to lessen as the 
size of the impacted property increases. Research also shows that, if impacts to 
property values occur, they typically range from 3 to 6 percent.19 The general 
consensus of recent literature concludes that transmission lines have little, if any, 
impact on the property values of agricultural land. The observed impacts of 
transmission lines on agricultural property values have, over time, reduced to near 
zero as adaptations have been made to transmission lines to reduce the impacts on 
agricultural production. Across all types of property, property value impacts decrease 
with distance from transmission lines, with no impacts typically observed between 200 
feet and 1 mile. Impacts on property values also tend to diminish over time. Although 
impacts may be unavoidable with necessary energy infrastructure projects, our goal is 
always to minimize impacts as best as practicable. The impacts of the Project, 
including on property values, can be minimized by selecting the route proposed in the 
Application, which affects fewer residences and businesses than a southern route 
alternative.  
 
E. Rush Creek 

The Gellerman Comments also noted impacts on Rush Creek20 may be a concern. 
The impacts of the Project on surface water bodies, including Rush Creek, are 
discussed in Section 7.7.5.9 of the Application. The Project will require no in-water 
work or structures to be placed in Rush Creek. Rush Creek could see minimum 
impacts as a result of the Project. Specifically, construction could cause sedimentation 
to Rush Creak due to disturbance of surrounding land by excavation, grading, 
construction traffic, and dewatering holes drilled for transmission structures. These 

 
19 Id. § 7.3.6. 
20 The Gellerman Comments do not specify which creek it refers to. But we assume the Comments refer to 
Rush Creek since it is the only creek within the right-of-way. 
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impacts will be avoided or minimized through implementation of sediment-control 
practices detailed in the Minnesota Construction Stormwater Permit and the Project-
specific Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. There will be negligible effects on 
Rush Creek during operation because disturbed soil will be restored to previous 
conditions or better, and the amount of land area converted to an impervious service 
would be limited. The Company will maintain sound water and soil conservation 
practices during operation to protect topsoil adjacent to Rush Creek.  
 
F. Transportation 

The MnDOT Comments address a number of topics, including impacts to a Regional 
Transportation Management Center (RTMC)/Intelligent Transportation Systems 
(ITS) facility and co-location of the Project with I-94 and Highway 610. As requested 
by MnDOT, we are committed to ongoing communication regarding any adjustments 
to the alignment or route width within the area of the RTMC/ITS facility. We will 
also continue to collaborate with RTMC/ITS staff regarding pole placement, 
construction access, and conductor stringing to avoid interference with fiber, cameras, 
detection systems, and power feeds. The Company also confirms it will be respectful 
of trunk highway clear zones, bridge safety buffers, intersection sightlines, and future 
MnDOT corridor use. We will also continue to coordinate with MnDOT regarding 
seed requirements and herbicide restrictions, including in areas designated as MnDOT 
“vegetation of concern” and Monarch Candidate Conservation Agreement with 
Assurances Adopted Acres. Finally, the Company recognizes, and will honor, 
MnDOT’s request for “ongoing coordination on contaminated materials screening, 
noxious weed management, wetland considerations, and proper handling of any 
activities within MnDOT ROW.” 
 

CONCLUSION 

We appreciate the public’s input on our Application for this important Project that is 
needed to address the significant increase in electric demand from new homes and 
businesses in the Twin Cities northwest suburbs, and to improve electric system 
reliability throughout the region. We look forward to continued engagement with 
stakeholders and the Commission regarding the Project.  
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We have electronically filed these Comments with the Commission, and copies have 
been served on the parties on the attached service lists. Please contact me at 
casey.storey@xcelenergy.com or (612) 216-8258 if you have questions regarding this 
filing. 

 
Sincerely, 
 
/s/ 
 
CASEY STOREY 
SENIOR SITING AND LAND RIGHTS AGENT   
 
 
c: Service List 

mailto:casey.storey@xcelenergy.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Cheryl Knoblach, hereby certify that I have this 27th day of April, 2026, served copies or 
summaries of the foregoing documents on the attached list(s) of persons via electronic filing. 

 24-427 
 Agency Reps 
 Tribal Government Contacts 
 Tribal Historic Preservation Offices 
 PPSA General List 

Dated this 27 April 2026 

/s/ Cheryl Knoblauch
Cheryl Knoblach 
Legal Secretary 
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