
John Dunn
N3473 County Road K 
Mauston, WI  53948

November 30, 2014

The Honorable Ann O’Reilly
Attention Docket E-015/CN-12-1163 and OAH 65-2500-31196
Office of Administrative Hearings
P.O. Box 64620 
600 North Robert Street
St. Paul MN 55164-0620

This comment is made by a private individual in the matter of Minnesota Power’s application for 
a Certificate of Need with regard to the proposed “Great Northern Transmission Line.”  

I believe there more cost effective ways to meet the public’s needs and public policy objectives 
than this transmission line proposal called the Great Northern Transmission Line.  For example 
putting the same or even less money toward energy conservation and load-management 
measures.  

I believe better energy costs can be achieved for Minnesota electricity consumers by employing 
reasonable alternatives.  The costs of employing the alternatives would be less and with greater 
benefit than the proposed project called the Great Northern Transmission Line.  

I believe Minnesota Power is being deceptive in its portrayal of this proposal and of the purpose 
of the proposal.  Minnesota Power is not being forthright in its publicized claims or in expressing 
its intentions publically or in the application with Minnesota PUC.  Further, Minnesota Power is 
being deceptive in putting Phase II on hold.  American Transmission Company, the would be 
partner with Minnesota Power, in a letter dated October 31, 2014 and posted on the docket has 
endorsed Phase I.  The Environmental Report prepared by Minnesota Department of Commerce 
gets the greater scope of this proposal and discusses the potential for bulk power transfers.  

I would like to say, an approved Power Purchase Agreement does not constitute a public need.  
Neither does a renewable optimization agreement of hydropower and wind storage energy 
products to serve Minnesota Power, or send additional hydropower to other utilities in the United 
States; such an agreement does not constitute public need.  An approved Integrated Resource 
Plan does not constitute public need either.  

The question of public need and of suitability of Manitoba’s hydropower is open and unanswered 
in terms of this proposal which is before the Administrative Law Judge and the Minnesota PUC.  



Minnesota Power claims imported power would be clean and emissions free.  This is a half truth 
because there is an overall negative effect on emissions and the hydro projects are very 
damaging.  I would like to reference Hydropower Greenhouse Gas Emissions, February 14, 2012 
by Synapse Energy Economics, Inc. – 
http://www.clf.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/02/Hydropower-GHG-Emissions-Feb.-14-2012.pdf  
Hydropower in Quebec and New Foundland may be no better than burning natural gas with 
respect to carbon dioxide.  While no two hydroelectric developments are the same; Manitoba 
Hydro is likely worse than some others because of continued and ongoing environmental 
degradation over a greater surface area of flooded lands.  This report should cause Minnesota’s 
public policy makers and the decision makers to do a double-take regarding Manitoba Hydro.  

A similar independent study of Manitoba Hydro is lacking.  In fact the Pimicikamak and others 
have been calling for comprehensive review of how the northern hydropower system is operated 
with the goal of minimizing environmental impacts.  I would like to offer two editorials – 
Hydro's damage adds up, September 16, 2013 , Editorial, Winnipeg Free Press
http://www.winnipegfreepress.com/opinion/editorials/hydros-damage-adds-up-223869381.html
Fighting For a Fishery, December 10, 2013, by Steve Ducharme 
http://www.winnipegfreepress.com/opinion/columnists/fighting-for-a-fishery-235187641.html

One of the objectives expressed in October of this year when the Pimicikamak evicted Manitoba 
Hydro from the Jenpeg Generation Station taking over the dam was: “A commitment from 
Manitoba and Manitoba Hydro to undertake a comprehensive review of how the northern 
hydropower system is operated with a view to minimizing environmental impacts.”  

Manitoba Hydro, the Province of Manitoba and the Pimicikamac just signed a Process 
Agreement (found at the end of this comment document) for, among other things, 
implementation of the 1977 Northern Flood Agreement.  If Manitoba Hydro had acted honorably 
these past decades such a process agreement would not have been necessary.  One may have 
doubts about Manitoba Hydro’s future behavior.  

Manitoba Hydro knows that their past actions and the way hydro has been operated has been 
socially and environmentally damaging.  Hydro has operated for decades under interim license, 
without a final license.  Although it is now requesting final licensees for Churchill River 
Diversion and Lake Winnipeg Regulation, it is requesting no changes to its interim licenses as 
though nothing has been learned in the past decades that could improve the ways these systems 
are operated with respect to environmental damage.  And their application for a final license, as I 
understand it, includes augmented flow which exceeds the provisions of the original interim 
license and Northern Flood Agreement.  

Minnesota Power can not back up its claim of hydro power from Manitoba being clean.  
Minnesota Power can not present impartial scientific studies; Minnesota Power is talking noise, 
blowing hot air about hydro being clean.  

http://www.clf.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/02/Hydropower-GHG-Emissions-Feb.-14-2012.pdf
http://www.winnipegfreepress.com/opinion/editorials/hydros-damage-adds-up-223869381.html
http://www.winnipegfreepress.com/opinion/columnists/fighting-for-a-fishery-235187641.html


Minnesota Power’s claim is to bring needed power into Minnesota.  The capacity of the line is 
much greater than the 750MW presented and even 750MW far exceeds any claimed need for 
increased power in Minnesota.  750MW exceeds the 250MW PPA + 133MW ROA.  The actual 
capacity of the line would be much greater the 750MW; this is revealed by the planned 
conductoring for the line.  

Minnesota Power’s claim is to increase system reliability.  It is hard to imagine a new addition or 
upgrade that wouldn't increase reliability if done properly, but most would not bring any 
practical, appreciable increase in reliability.   

In considering the Great Northern Transmission Line from the (end user) consumers’ point of 
view, most consumers already enjoy an uninterrupted, adequate, quality supply of electric power.   
The most likely cause of an outage for them is because of something interfering at the 
distribution level.  So, the most cost effective reliability gains for them are with distribution line 
maintenance, squirrel proofing and continued safety education for two legged squirrels.  

Other practical reliability objectives would be most cost effectively realized through energy 
conservation (efficiency and habits) and load-management measures.  Also, more distributed 
generation like home solar has benefits for managing grid operations, addressing peak demand, 
lowing operations costs and increasing reliability.  

When it comes to reliability for bulk power transfers, increasing market reach and things of that 
nature; this is not a public need.  The costs of enabling this when there are reasonable, sensible, 
more cost effective alternatives are not in the public interest.  Besides, the actual outcome 
regarding consumer prices with increased capacity for bulk power transfers is in doubt; 
economists and analysts would reach different conclusions whether consumer prices would be 
lower or higher by increasing capabilities for bulk power transfers.   

In an impartial cost-benefit-analysis, for the money spent – conservation, energy efficiency, load 
management and locally produced solar would have the greatest benefits for the costs.  All of 
these work everywhere, throughout the United States, Canada, Mexico and beyond.  

Wherever electricity is consumed, gains in energy efficiency can be made.  Even negative 
growth in electricity demand can be realized.  It is not Minnesota’s responsibility to prop up the 
irresponsible; all could benefit from aggressive energy efficiency.  
Energy efficiency: a key tool for boosting economic and social development  
http://www.iea.org/newsroomandevents/pressreleases/2014/september/name-125300-en.html

http://www.iea.org/newsroomandevents/pressreleases/2014/september/name-125300-en.html


The Power Purchase Agreement between Minnesota Power and Manitoba Hydro is likely an 
introductory offer to get their foot in the door, to help get the Great Northern Transmission Line 
approved and to enable them engage in the risky business of competing in a shrinking market.    

Manitoba Hydro’s most recently completed hydro project, Wuskwatim, has been losing money.  
http://www.pub.gov.mb.ca/pdf/13hydro/43-13.pdf report.  Wuskwatim was completed in 2012 
and is not expected to make any money by Hydro’s estimates until 2023.  

I would also like to introduce this article – Unprecedented Risk – 06/19/2014 – by Byron 
Williams and Gloria Desorcy.  It discusses how distributed solar, among other things, may 
influence hydropower exports. –   
http://www.winnipegfreepress.com/opinion/analysis/unprecedented-risk-263765151.html

Great Northern Transmission Lines has a connection with the planned new Keeyask dam and 
with its associated debt burden.  

According to a former dean of engineering at the University of Manitoba “…all it would take for 
[Manitoba Hydro] the Crown corporation to be in a situation where its solvency was put into 
question is a major drought (even one of no greater proportion than the 2002-04 event), an 
unexpected sharp rise in interest rates, a continuing deterioration of the export markets, or any 
combination of these which causes a credit downgrade.”  
http://www.winnipegsun.com/2013/12/12/ndp-risking-hydros-future

This all advises extra caution with regard to speculating on the future costs of electricity from 
Manitoba Hydro, the dependability of this supply and any demand for it.  

Approving eminent domain taking for this proposal would be sickening.  This is a speculative 
private business endeavor, not a public project and not in the public interest.  

Sincerely, 

John Dunn  
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