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I. INTRODUCTION 

 
By a vast preponderance of the evidence on the record, a need has been 

demonstrated for additional high-voltage outlet transmission capacity to deliver energy 

from wind generation capacity in Southwestern Minnesota to load centers further east.  

According to repeated testimony and the Application, reliable existing transmission outlet 

capacity for the Buffalo Ridge region is limited to 260 MW.  This outlet capacity is 

totally consumed by the 300 MW of wind generation capacity that is already installed in 

the region.  Before additional wind generation capacity can be installed on Buffalo Ridge, 

which is Minnesota’s richest wind regime, additional high-voltage transmission facilities 

must be constructed. (Ex. 35, p. 5 and elsewhere)  Cost-effective development of 

Minnesota’s wind resources is a policy priority, and Xcel Energy is mandated to develop 

substantial additional wind capacity.  These facts are not in dispute. 

Three matters are in dispute in this proceeding.  First and foremost is the dispute 

over whether additional transmission capacity will be used for additional wind power, 
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rather than being consumed by electricity generated by coal and lignite power plants.  

Second in dispute, and related to whether additional transmission will be used for wind, is 

what size additional high-voltage transmission should be.  Finally, there is some dispute 

as to whether it would be more cost-effective to develop wind capacity closer to load 

centers without the need for additional transmission capacity. 

The North American Water Office (NAWO) acknowledges that there are a variety 

of very significant advantages to developing wind generation capacity that has no 

transmission concerns because it is located close to load centers.  NAWO fully supports 

such development.  But such haphazard development is not the subject of this 

proceeding, and evidence for such development is not contained in the record of this 

proceeding.  The subject of this proceeding is whether to install transmission capacity 

needed to further develop an extraordinarily rich wind resource in Southwestern 

Minnesota.  (See Xcel Energy Ex. #37)  NAWO has a long and deep history of 

supporting the development of Minnesota’s richest wind resource, for an extensive list of 

economic, social and environmental reasons, many of which are discussed in detail in Ex. 

611, “Economic Impact Analysis of Windpower Development in Southwestern 

Minnesota,” by Dan Juhl.  NAWO continues to fully support wind development in 

Southwestern Minnesota, based on the record, in this proceeding.   

From our perspective, the dispute over what size additional transmission capacity 

should be is not particularly substantive, and we leave it to other parties to pour through 

the gory details.  From our perspective, the paramount concern is to ensure that the 

installation of additional high-voltage transmission capacity, regardless of the sizes under 

dispute, enables the development of locally owned wind generation.  As NAWO 
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Witness Crocker testified, the fundamental difference in this proceeding is not whether 

161 kV powerlines are constructed rather than 354 kV powerlines, or whether Option 1 is 

preferable to Option 3.  (Mr. Crocker’s testimony was given prior to the introduction of 

Option 1H.)  Instead, the fundamental issue is whether additional transmission outlet 

capacity, of whatever size, enables local landowners to take advantage of the rich wind 

resource that is blowing across their farms. (Vol. 19, p. 140) 

From our perspective, most of the conditions proposed by various parties that are 

intended to ensure that additional transmission outlet capacity is used for wind are not 

objectionable, and may in fact be helpful.  But they are not sufficient.  Enabling 

investment capital to form around locally owned wind generation capacity, however, is 

by far the surest way to ensure that additional transmission outlet capacity is used for 

wind.  The surest way to enable investment capital to form around locally owned wind 

generation is to provide certainty for local landowners that their wind generation capacity 

will have access to electric markets via the high-voltage transmission system.  The only 

way to ensure that locally owned wind generators have access to transmission outlet 

capacity is to directly incorporate and attach development of the necessary low-voltage 

collection system to the development of the high-voltage transmission system.  (That a 

low-voltage collector system is necessary no matter what, see Gonzalez at Vol. 1, p 105-

107, and in the Argument below for more citations.)  And the only way to ensure that the 

low-voltage collection system is incorporated into the development of the high-voltage 

transmission system is by requiring it to be included as part of an Order for Certificates 

of Need. 
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II. THE THREE DISPUTES, FROM LEAST TO MOST 

 

A. Wind Development in Proximity to Load Centers Rather than Wind 

Development along Buffalo Ridge in Southwestern Minnesota 

 
There is no substantive evidence on the record in the present proceeding to 

suggest that Minnesota’s interest in wind energy development would be better served by 

eschewing Minnesota’s richest wind regime in favor of haphazard wind development at 

less cost-effective sites, in order to reduce transmission costs.  There is no evidence on 

the record of what those cost savings, if any, might be, relative to the cost of wind 

development on Buffalo Ridge with the attendant additional transmission costs.  Without 

such evidence, any argument against Certificates of Need for additional high-voltage 

transmission capacity in Southwestern Minnesota, and in favor of haphazard wind 

development elsewhere, is without merit and must be dismissed. 

 
B. Option 1H Compared to Option 3 

 
On the record, there was no serious consideration given to any option other than 

Option 1, Option 3, and after it was introduced, Option 1H.  The Applicant, upon the 

introduction of Option 1H, essentially abandoned Option 1, and Option 1H then became 

the Applicant’s preferred option.  Option 1H was introduced and developed by Xcel 

Energy as a result of testimony by Southwestern Minnesota County Commissioners, in 

particular, the testimony of Lincoln County Commissioner Jim Nichols. (Vol. 6. pp. 72-

76)  

The primary objective of NAWO in this proceeding is not to defend ideological 

predilections, but rather to accomplish a major advancement toward local ownership of 

thousands of megawatts of wind generation capacity in Southwestern Minnesota.  
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Therefore, NAWO also takes its leadership regarding what size additional certified high-

voltage transmission facilities should be from the leadership of the communities that are 

most directly affected by additional high-voltage transmission development. 

 
While various parties to this proceeding filled volumes of transcript discussing the 

appropriate size of transmission facilities to provide additional outlet capacity, that 

discussion is relatively unimportant if the primary objective is to achieve major 

development of locally owned wind generation capacity.  The discussion of transmission 

line size is more ideological than substantive if high voltage transmission development 

includes the development of transmission access for locally owned generation.  If high 

voltage transmission development does not include development of transmission access 

for locally owned generation, the high voltage development is abusive, and NAWO 

opposes it, regardless of its relative size.   

Leadership representing the Southwestern Minnesota Communities, in the person 

of Nobles County Commissioner David Benson, Chairman of the Rural Minnesota 

Energy Task Force, endorsed Option 1H linked to local access, which means including 

the collector system. (Vol. 24, p.12-13, emphasis in testimony)  For the reasons 

expressed by Rural Minnesota Energy Task Force representatives that support the 

endorsement of Option 1H, and for reasons provided by the Applicant, the Department of 

Commerce, and the Izaak Walton League, NAWO supports Option 1H, so long as Option 

1H is linked to local access.  NAWO support for Option 1H is therefore totally 

conditional upon including requirements for appropriate rate-based collector system 

facilities within the Order for Certificates of Need in this proceeding. 
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Unless the local access linkage is present in the Order for Certificates of Need in 

this proceeding, NAWO opposition to Option 1H, Option 3, or any other high voltage 

transmission configuration is absolute.  Without the local access linkage, any 

transmission configuration is nothing more than another private corporate program to 

pillage and loot public resources, and will be opposed by NAWO with all the knowledge, 

experience and skill at our disposal.  The prospect of such opposition should not be taken 

lightly.  Commissioner Benson’s testimony that without the linkage for local access, 

Energy Task Force support for transmission “would be lukewarm, at best,” (Vol. 24, p. 

13) is properly understood in the context created by his testimony at Vol. 7, p.169.  

Commissioner Benson testified May 9 in Red Wood Falls that local Public Safety 

officials and police department personnel remember with concern previous controversy 

created by arrogant and abusive transmission construction.   

In that same vein, Lincoln County Commissioner Jim Nichols testified about 

widespread local support for transmission development that includes appropriate 

collector system components, to the point where counties and townships will provide 

right-of-way to further help the development. (Vol. 6, p. 65-66)  But he also cautioned 

that there would be no support if great big companies own all the development, and he 

asked, quite pointedly, “Why develop if there is no local development?” (Vol. 6, p. 82)            

 

C. Conditions to Ensure that Additional Transmission Outlet Capacity is 

Used for Wind, and Enables Local Ownership of Wind Generation 

Capacity 

 

There are good reasons to believe that appropriate conditions attached to the 

certification of the proposed transmission outlet capacity expansion will increase the 
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probability that more of the additional outlet capacity will be used for its stated and 

intended purpose, more of the time.  The situation is complicated, unfortunately, by the 

fact that certain conditions in isolation could be counterproductive.  For example, 

requiring Power Purchase Agreements equaling X megawatts to be signed prior to 

certification, could result in unnecessary transmission construction delays and/or even 

worse, have the effect of freezing out local ownership of wind generation capacity.  Other 

conditions, such as requesting specific desired transmission treatment under FERC and 

MISO, involve decisions that are outside the control of the Applicant or MPUC, and may 

or may not be effectual.  NAWO trusts that the Applicant will, in its brief, expose the 

potential for at least some of these unhappy if unintended consequences.        

There is no doubt, however, that the transmission industry is in a period of major 

reorganization, during which uncertainty surrounds rules, guidelines and procedures that 

determine how the transmission system is to be operated.  Xcel Energy Witness Gonzalez 

testified about these “changing rules of the road” for transmission operations during the 

first day of hearings. (Vol. 1, p.107)   

Witness James P. Johnson confirms that transmission is in transition, in a state of 

flux, and that nothing is cast in stone regarding how transmission providers are 

compensated. (Vol. 13, p. 103-104; 174)  Of fundamental importance, on page 177 of 

Vol. 13, Witness Johnson testifies that is not clear how FERC and MISO will deal with 

reservations of network transmission service for future load growth.  Witness Johnson 

again confirms, at page 66 of Vol. 14, that everything is “new” regarding how 

transmission services will be managed, and that it is, “All still being worked out.” (Vol. 

14. P. 69)   
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There is no evidence on the record to suggest that transmission operating rules 

and procedures are cut and dried enough so that following a prescribed process 

guarantees achieving the stated objective of the Applicant, i.e., providing outlet 

transmission capacity for wind energy generated along Buffalo Ridge.  To the contrary, 

Witness Gonzales agrees that while the proposed outlet capacity is indeed intended for 

wind, that intent cannot be guaranteed. (Vol. 8, p. 29)  The inability of the Applicant to 

ensure that the proposed outlet capacity will be used for its stated and intended purpose is 

further emphasized by Xcel Energy Witness Alders on Redirect: 

Q. Can Xcel Energy guarantee in this proceeding that only renewable 
generation resources will utilize all portions of the generation outlet 
capability increases that are designed into the proposal? 

 
A. I don’t believe any such guarantee can be made. 

Vol. 10, p. 159 
 

So the question becomes, what type of condition could possibly be applied to the 

certification of these transmission facilities when the transmission industry is in such a 

state of flux, in order to ensure that there is maximum wind on the wires, without 

unnecessary delays or abuse of local communities?   

 
II. ARGUMENT 

 

A. The Condition Ensuring That Additional Transmission Outlet 

Capacity Is Used For Wind 

 

The happy answer to the above question is to apply a condition that enables local 

investment capital to form around locally owned wind generation projects.  Other parties 

will no doubt amply address additional conditions, and as noted above, some of them 

may prove helpful.  But attracting investment capital to locally owned wind generation is 

the key to ensuring that wind is on the wires because generation sources for the energy 
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that is transmitted will be determined not by promises and commitments and signatures 

on documents as rules for transmission operations unfold uncertainly.  Instead, generation 

sources for the energy transmitted will be determined by the presence of on-line wind 

generation facilities operating in the real world.   

Indeed, attracting investment capital to locally owned electric generation capacity 

is the key condition for accomplishing the overall energy transition as well.  Old central-

station technologies of the past century, that are so laden with environmental, social and 

economic liabilities (See MEQB Cross Examination of Dan Juhl at Vol. 6, p. 42), can 

only be systematically phased out as sufficient capital gets invested into the modern, 

more efficient, cleaner, safer and more equitable renewable energy technologies of the 

future.  And enabling the people and communities living closest to the resource to own 

the profits from its development, finally creates the opportunity for sufficient investment 

capital to get involved to seriously put the phase-out/phase-in energy transition dynamic 

into motion.  This Certificate of Need proceeding sets the stage for this remarkable 

advancement in human development to actually happen.  

Investment capital will form around locally owned wind generation if local 

farmers, all of whom know very well how to borrow money, have a set, prescribed path 

to bring their energy product to market.  The wind resource is abundantly present.  The 

generation technology to harvest the wind resource is mature and stable.  An equitable 

and functional boilerplate Power Purchase Agreement has been worked out, and is 

becoming routine.  What is still lacking, however, is the clear and unambiguous pathway 

from locally owned wind generation to electric energy markets.  A clearly prescribed 

process for access to the high-voltage transmission system will provide that pathway.  
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But until that pathway is established, uncertainty and the degree of difficulty attached to 

delivering electricity to markets act as a dam that prevents investment capital from 

flowing to locally owned wind generation on a scale that is significant from a societal 

perspective.     

Once that pathway is established, however, investment capital will rush to 

purchase locally owned wind generators.  Investment capital will want to flow into 

locally owned wind capacity because such investments will provide higher returns, with 

much less risk, than the investment farmers routinely make into corn and soybeans.  

Local financiers are realizing that wind is a new cash crop, and as NAWO Witness Dan 

Juhl testified, “They’re very, very interested in it.” (Vol. 5, p.121)   

Local access to the high-voltage transmission system will enable market forces, 

rather than mandates, to bring major amounts of wind capacity on-line quickly.  Xcel 

Energy Witness Stephen Jones enables us to get an idea about what “major amounts” 

means.  He testified that there is a potential to develop about 75,000 megawatts of wind 

capacity in Minnesota, the vast bulk of which is in Southwestern Minnesota.  For 

comparison, the Xcel Energy system in Minnesota operates with a generating capacity of 

about 8,000 megawatts. (Vol. 12, p. 105)  Whether and when to develop that wind 

capacity, however, will no longer be at the whim of large corporations that had to be 

mandated to develop wind in the first place, and who may or may not have the desire or 

the ability to bring wind capacity on-line strategically from the perspective of using the 

transmission upgrades for their stated purpose.  Likewise, large numbers of wind 

development projects with relatively small increments of capacity in any one ownership 

structure will not be subjected to timing concerns created by mandates, or, according to 
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Xcel Energy Witness Alders, to the constraints and obstacles inherent in the competitive 

bidding process. (Vol.10, p.74)  Xcel Witness Stephen Jones testified that the standard 

contract for projects less than 2 MW is straightforward, and can result in on-line capacity 

within 6 months of signing. (Vol. 12, p.119-120) 

Timing considerations make incorporating a condition into the Order for 

Certificates of Need that enables local access to the high-voltage system as quickly as 

possible, the surest way to ensure that the facilities under consideration will be used for 

their stated and intended purpose.  While acknowledging the state of flux regarding 

transmission operating rules and procedures, Xcel Energy Witness James P. Johnson 

testified that timing is very important for transmission service reservation, (Vol.13, p.68) 

and that transmission service reservations are handled on a first come, first serve basis. 

(Vol. 13, p. 68)  Izaak Walton League Witness Scott Hempling reinforces the point by 

testifying that Conditions that enable prospective wind developers to get in line earlier, 

rather than later, would be beneficial. (Vol. 17, p. 15)  Further reinforcement comes from 

PIN Witness David Schoengold, who testified that a valuable step that the Commission 

could take that would allow more wind to be installed in the near future, rather than over 

time, would tend to assure that more of the transmission capacity would be used for wind. 

(Vol. 20, p. 95)  Witness Schoengold went on to testify that integrating the collection 

system is vital, is very important, and that not having it integrated would be a serious 

problem that will delay wind development, making transmission for wind more 

problematic. (Vol. 20, p. 96-97)    

Moving on, Witness Johnson also testified that transmission capacity can be 

reserved to serve native load, and to serve growth in native load that is reasonably 
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forecast. (Vol. 14, p. 53)  Further, he testified that under FERC precedent, Xcel Energy 

could designate a resource to serve native load, and make the designation by submitting a 

Power Purchase Agreement, or even with something less, like a Letter of Intent. (Vol. 14, 

p. 49-51) 

In short, according to Xcel Energy Witness Johnson and evolving transmission 

rules not withstanding, Xcel Energy can submit Power Purchase Agreements, or even 

Letters of Intent, to MISO for network resource designation with a high likelihood 

success, and with such designation, reserve transmission outlet capacity to serve native 

load. (Vol. 14, p. 66-67)   

Ensuring wind on the wires therefore really shouldn’t be that complicated.  

Standard Power Purchase Agreements are straightforward for projects of less than 2 

megawatts (Vol. 12, p.119), and Letters of Intent would presumably be even easier to 

secure.  With Power Purchase Agreements or Letters of Intent, locally owned wind 

generators can be designated as network resources (Vol. 14, p. 49-51), and with such 

designation transmission outlet capacity can be reserved. (Vol. 14, p. 66)  In other words, 

all that is needed to ensure that transmission outlet capacity is used for wind, is a plan to 

secure a large number of Power Purchase Agreements relatively quickly from relatively 

small locally owned wind generation projects.  All that is needed to secure these 

necessary Power Purchase Agreements in a timely fashion is certainty regarding access to 

high-voltage transmission, which is accomplished by a simple condition incorporated into 

the Order granting Certificates of Need.  End of story.  Shouldn’t be hard.       

But if it is still hard, there several very important additional reasons why local 

access to high-voltage transmission must be a condition for Certificates of Need. 
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B.  The People Have Spoken  

People throughout Southwestern Minnesota want local access to the high-voltage 

transmission system.  Nobles County Commissioner and Chair of the Rural Minnesota 

Energy Task Force David Benson testified about the need for local access that allows for 

the development of smaller locally owned projects. (Vol. 1. P. 30-34)  Commissioner 

Benson provided a legal context of support for his testimony, at MN R. Pt. 7849.0120 

subp. c(2).    

   Public Witness John Nauerth testified that he supported additional transmission 

provided that it includes access to high-voltage transmission for locally owned projects. 

(Vol. 2, p. 16) 

Public Witness James Jones testified that he supports additional transmission 

provided that it includes access to high-voltage transmission for locally owned projects. 

(Vol. 3, p. 67) 

Public Witness Loren Forrest testified that he supports additional transmission 

provided that it includes access to high-voltage transmission for locally owned projects, 

including the potential for biomass energy to complement wind generation. (Vol. 5, p. 

15) 

Public Witness Mark Wilers testified that he supports additional transmission 

provided that it includes access to high-voltage transmission for locally owned projects. 

(Vol. 5, p. 17) 



 14 

County Commissioner Jack Keers testified that he supports additional 

transmission provided that it includes access to high-voltage transmission for locally 

owned projects. (Vol. 6, p. 13) 

County Commissioner David Norgaard testified that he supports additional 

transmission provided that it includes access to high-voltage transmission for locally 

owned projects. (Vol. 6, p. 19) 

County Commissioner Jim Nichols testified that he supports additional 

transmission and pleaded that it includes access to high-voltage transmission for locally 

owned projects.  Commissioner Nichols offered Right of Way for transmission from 

counties and townships if local access is included. (Vol. 6, p. 65-70) 

Public Witness Dean Toftland testified that he supports additional transmission 

provided that it includes access to high-voltage transmission for locally owned projects. 

(Vol. 6, p. 87) 

Public Witness Steve Perkins testified that he supports additional transmission 

provided that it includes access to high-voltage transmission for locally owned projects. 

(Vol. 6. P. 91) 

County Commissioner Robert Mehlhouse testified that he supports additional 

transmission provided that it includes access to high-voltage transmission for locally 

owned projects. (Vol. 7, p. 15) 

County Commissioner Brian Kletscher testified that he supports additional 

transmission provided that it includes access to high-voltage transmission for locally 

owned projects. (Vol. 7, p. 16) 
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County Commissioner Robert Fergason testified that he supports additional 

transmission provided that it includes access to high-voltage transmission for locally 

owned projects. (Vol. 7, p. 18) 

County Commissioner Robert Ryan testified that he supports additional 

transmission provided that it includes access to high-voltage transmission for locally 

owned projects. (Vol. 7, p. 167) 

At page 168 of Vol. 7, Commissioner Benson again testified in favor of additional 

transmission provided that it includes access to high-voltage transmission for locally 

owned projects, and urged decision-makers to prevent the controversy remembered by 

law enforcement officials that erupted during a previous, abusive powerline construction 

project. 

At Vol. 10, p. 103-111, four public witnesses from the Twin Cities area who were 

less knowledgeable about the importance of local access never-the-less testified 

adamantly and passionately in favor of transmission for wind, not for coal or lignite.  

This occurred again with three Twin Cities area public witnesses found in Vol. 11 at 

pages 13-15. 

Finally, Commissioner Benson once again affirmed local community support for 

additional transmission outlet capacity, and endorsed, on behalf of the Rural Minnesota 

Energy Task Force, Option 1H provided that it includes high-voltage transmission access 

for locally owned projects. (Vol. 24, p. 12)  At the end of the hearings, on page 73 of Vol. 

24, Commissioner Benson testified as he did at the beginning (Vol. 1, p. 31): that the 

communities in Southwestern Minnesota “have the burden, and want the benefits.” 
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There were no other public witnesses or elected officials representing the public 

who testified.  Everyone who testified from the public, or who holds elected public 

office, supported additional transmission provided it included access to high-voltage 

transmission for locally owned projects.  It was unanimous.  Considering the 

contentiousness of virtually all other transmission projects, including the proposed 

Arrowhead-Weston Project, which at this moment is being bitterly and tenaciously 

opposed by landowners, communities and local units of government all along its 250 mile 

corridor, this unanimity from over 20 witnesses should speak volumes.   

When there is contention over transmission, it is not uncommon for many 

hundreds, or even thousands, of irate citizens to show up time and again, and heap their 

scorn upon the record.  That did not happen here.  Instead, those keenly interested voiced 

their opinions, and the general population recognized that their elected officials were 

amply serving the public interest.  The people have indeed spoken, and now it behooves 

decision-makers to listen: include high-voltage transmission access for locally owned 

projects. 

 

C. Applicant’s Inconsistency Regarding Transmission System Planning 

As Commissioner Benson testified in Red Wood Falls on May 9, 2002, the 

transmission system is the most complex interrelated system known to humankind. 

(Vol.7, p. 170-171)  The fact that this proceeding has produced such a remarkably 

complicated record provides rather irrefutable evidence as to the veracity of 

Commissioner Benson’s assessment, which is not disputed. 
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No one disagrees that the interconnected transmission system requires the utmost 

of scrutiny, assessment and planning by a multitude of industry and regulatory 

institutions and organizations.  And no one disagrees with the fact that, “Unless the 

power is injected, there’s no power to transmit off the Ridge.” (Vol. 1, p. 107)  In other 

words, no matter what, a collection system infrastructure must be developed in order to 

transmit energy from wind generators into the high-voltage transmission system. (Xcel 

Energy Witnesses Gonzalez, Vol. 1, p. 105-107; Alders, Vol. 8, p. 76; LaCasse, Vol. 12, 

p. 35; Don Jones, Vol. 17, p. 103)  Or, as PIN Witness Dr. Art Hughes concisely puts it, 

“Any system that is going to support wind…must effectively connect down to the 

collector system.” (Vol. 19, p.108) 

In the face of the incredible complexity of this interconnected system, however, 

Xcel Energy displays an extraordinarily bizarre inconsistency regarding one single, vital 

aspect of that system.  Xcel Energy claims that how wind generation capacity gets 

hooked onto the interconnected transmission system requires no planning at all!  The 

ridiculousness of this proposition is compounded by the fact that the capacity Xcel 

Energy doesn’t want to plan for, is by far the most complicated and complex major 

generation resource in the Xcel Energy system to hook up.  Hooking up wind generation, 

of course, involves connecting a multitude of distinct generation points rather than single, 

central-station generation points.   

Nevertheless, Xcel Energy Witness Gonzalez testifies that access to the high-

voltage transmission system for wind should be developed independently. (Vol. 1, p. 86-

87)  Witness Don Jones, the senior Xcel Energy employee appearing in this proceeding 

(Vol. 17, p. 99), testified that Xcel Energy wants to wait and see what develops before 
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any planning is done regarding a collection system infrastructure program. (Vol. 17, p. 

128; Vol. 18, p. 7-8)  Witness Jones claims it is “premature” to plan for such 

infrastructure in this proceeding. (Vol. 18, p. 111)  All this, despite the fact that Witness 

Gonzalez testified that it is possible for the existing network surrounding Option 1H to 

play a greater role in the collection system because it is more extensive than the existing 

network surrounding Option 1. (Vol. 23, p. 63)  Witness Gonzalez goes on to testify that 

utilizing existing facilities in the north end of Buffalo Ridge might be cheaper, and that 

the resulting cost savings would be a positive feature. (Vol. 23, p. 64-68) 

In other words, the cost of the collector system for one option may be 

significantly more or less that the cost of the collector system for another option.  

Without proper planning and analysis, points out PIN Witness Hughes, transmission 

could be constructed so it stunts wind development relative to development that could 

take place with better analysis. (Vol.19, p. 44-45)  If the low-voltage collection system is 

not integrated into planning for the high-voltage system, Dr. Hughes goes on to testify, 

“the main question will be just how wrong we were.” (Vol. 19, p. 46)  But there was no 

planning or analysis regarding the collector system for any option, other than the 

recognition that such a system is necessary, no matter what.  

The case for systematically planning the collector system is further made by Xcel 

Witness Gonzalez when he points out that power loss is dependent on the distance, 

proportional to the square of the current.  “So,” he testifies at Vol. 2, pages 61-62, “to 

minimize losses, you keep the feeder short…”  Keeping distances as short as possible 

from a multitude of generation sources would seem to require a bit of planning. 
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At any rate, while Witness Gonzalez acknowledges that actually planning for the 

necessary collector system for Option 1H may result in cost savings, Witness Don Jones 

testifies that there is no estimate of how much hook-up infrastructure facilities will cost. 

(Vol. 17, p. 127-128; Vol. 18, p. 111)  Witness Jones testifies that even though Xcel 

Energy will typically pay for infrastructure facilities such as the Chanarambie Substation 

(Vol. 17, p. 116-119, 125), and that such facilities represent significant expenditures 

(Vol. 17, p. 129), there is no accounting for those costs in the TLTG lists for any option. 

(Witness Gonzalez at Vol. 7, p. 74; Witness Jones at Vol. 17, p. 122)  Further, Witness 

Jones is opposed to incorporating a condition in this proceeding that would require Xcel 

Energy to include collection system infrastructure costs, even though he recognizes that 

such costs must be developed and implemented regardless of whether they are 

incorporated in this proceeding or not. (Vol. 18, p. 12-14) 

Failing to plan for the collector system or analyze collector system costs may be 

all well and good from Xcel Energy’s perspective, which, Witness Jones admits, may be 

different from public interests. (Vol. 17, p. 101-102)  But the fact remains that Xcel 

Energy creates a “chicken and egg” situation as it waits to see what develops.  There is no 

certain outlet capacity for locally owned wind generation until there are applications for 

Power Purchase Agreements, but applications for locally owned Power Purchase 

Agreements are stunted until there is a clear path to outlet transmission capacity.  Witness 

Jones agrees that this, “Certainly is a potential.” (Vol. 18, p. 9) 

Looking at the chickens and eggs from a slightly different angle, it is clear that 

regardless of how the collector system is done, consumers will pay for all parts of it.  

Consumers will pay for all or parts of it as Xcel Energy passes through costs of Power 
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Purchase Agreements with developers, or else they will pay all or the remaining parts of 

it as a rate-based item in their electric bill. (See Testimony of Xcel Energy Witness Jim 

Alders at Vol. 8, p. 67; Vol. 10, p. 155)  Either way, and no matter how it is parsed out, 

the collection system must be constructed in order to develop wind generation capacity, 

and consumers will pay for that development. (NAWO Witness Crocker, Vol. 19, p. 145)        

If, as a physical matter, wind generation output won’t get into the grid without a 

low-voltage connection, than it follows logically, as Izaak Walton League Witness 

Hempling points out, “…that a clear policy on having a low voltage system will more 

surely get the wind-generated power into the system.” (Vol. 17, p. 17)  So the real issue is 

whether collector system construction and construction costs will be planned and rational, 

or if collector system development will instead be a haphazard hodgepodge that grows at 

the whim of large project developers, who create their own collector systems. (Xcel 

Energy Witness Stephen Jones, Vol. 12, p. 98)  This is a vitally question that is even 

more fundamental than Witness Hempling’s logic, because, as Witness Stephen Jones 

acknowledges, without planning for the collector system, development of smaller projects 

would be impeded. (Vol. 12, p. 99)   

      

D. Actual Energy Development Measured Against Minnesota Policy 

Objectives  

 

Simply put, there’s a break down.  A disconnect.  Minnesota policy goes one way. 

Actual development goes the other.  Minnesota policy calls for local economic 

development, which necessarily means local ownership of wind generation capacity.  

Actual development is almost entirely owned by large outside corporations who take the 

money and run.  This failure of policy will continue until Orders by public decision-
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makers enable investment capital for locally owned projects to compete fairly with 

corporate capital.  In this proceeding, that requires an Order that includes a condition that 

enables smaller, locally owned capacity to have fair and equitable access to outlet 

transmission capacity.  

Commissioner David Benson opened the testimony of this proceeding by stating, 

in part: 

…smaller projects, which are locally owned, and from which revenues are 
retained within the region, should be afforded a reasonable opportunity to access 
the power grid in the improved transmission system. 

      Vol. 1, p.30 
 
He testified that, “The entire capability of that line could be and should be ideally 

fulfilled by local development,” (Vol. 1, p. 35-36), and as noted earlier, Commissioner 

Benson cited a legal basis of support for this position at MN R. Pt. 7849.0120, subp. c(2). 

Department of Commerce Witness Darin Teske firmly establishes that local ownership of 

wind generation capacity serves the Minnesota policy objective of local economic 

development. (Vol. 19, p. 167)  Department of Commerce Witness Dr. Steve Rakow 

takes this one step further by testifying that enabling local access would help create a 

competitive electric market (Vol. 28, p. 34), and that it is certainly in the public interest to 

foster and promote a competitive market in this proceeding. (Vol. 28. P.35)      

Xcel Energy Witness Jim Alders also acknowledged that aiding local economy is 

good, and that the more, the better. (Vol. 8, p. 71)  Witness Alders made the connection 

between local access and local economic development, testifying that to the extent that 

individual landowners have access to transmission, there is value for local economies. 

(Vol. 8, p. 73)  Xcel Energy Witness Alders specifically noted that low-voltage collection 

is necessary for local ownership and local benefits, and testified: 
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    I believe such a system, regardless of whether it is connected to the 
transmission proceeding before us, is necessary to connect small wind to the 
system.  So, by definition, such a system would have to be part of the process of 
designing the generation on an individual landowner-by-landowner basis; and, 
thus, it is – such a system is necessary in order for landowner-owned generation 
to be connected to the system and accrue whatever benefits it would have. 
      Vol. 8, p. 76, l. 1-10 
 
Unfortunately, while Xcel Energy acknowledges the planning for local access 

must be part of the process in order to accrue whatever benefits local ownership would 

have, the fact remains that planning for local access has not occurred to date.  And worse, 

Xcel Energy is not interested in including it in this process, which happens to be the 

process that will determine whether or not local access is accommodated.   Hence the 

breakdown between policy objectives and actual development.  So it is not surprising that 

Witness Alders must agree that almost all wind generation on Buffalo Ridge is owned by 

outside corporations, which reduces local benefits. (Vol. 8. P. 75)  Xcel Energy Witness 

Stephen Jones also acknowledged that existing wind generation capacity is not locally 

owned(Vol. 12, p. 96).  Xcel Energy Stephen Jones actually clarifies Xcel Energy’s 

ambivalence about developing locally owned wind by opining that wind development 

will occur with or without incorporation the collection system (Vol. 12, p. 97), and as 

noted earlier, that large project developers will create their own collection systems. (Vol. 

12, p. 98) 

The reason there is a dearth of locally owned wind generation is not because their 

product is somehow inferior, or more expensive.  The price of electricity sold to Northern 

States Power Co. by the Kas Brothers Windfarm Power Purchase Agreement (NAWO 

Ex. # 403), as Commissioner Jim Nichols and others testified, is very good for consumers 
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(Vol. 6, p. 77-78) and is competitive with the power Northern States Power purchases 

from corporate producers.        

It is no mere coincidence that virtually all existing generation is owned by large, 

outside corporations.         

 

Disparity that Favors Large Projects Over Smaller, Locally Owned Projects 

 

 

 

For example, the energy product produced by local generators is cost-effective to 

the power purchaser and ultimately the consumer, and is locked into a price structure that 

begins very competitively at less than $0.036/kWh, and then declines almost 6% over the 

next 30 years.  (NAWO Ex. #403, Appendix A)  While earlier contracts between power 

companies and local power producers were onerous (Witness Juhl at Vol. 5, p.44), Power 

Purchase Agreements between power companies and small producers are now routine.  

Boilerplate agreements have been established. (Witness Juhl at Vol. 5, p. 42)  

 

In addition to the long list of projects and developments presented in NAWO Ex. 

#407 and authoring PIN Ex. #611, “Economic Impact Analysis of Wind Power 

Development in Southwestern Minnesota,” NAWO Witness Dan Juhl is recognized by 

Xcel Energy as a major player (Redirect of Witness Stephen Jones, Vol. 13, p. 34) and 

has the utmost of respect from members of the local community. (Public Witness Loren 
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Forrest, Vol. 5, p. 31, for example) Clearly, Mr. Juhl has the knowledge and experience 

to help guide this proceeding to a constructive conclusion.              

          
 Mr. Juhl testified, “Wind energy can be a very valuable cash crop and a source of 

income for a farmer, and have very positive impacts to the local economy from an 

income basis.”  When wind generation capacity is owned by outside corporations, 

however, “the money that stays locally is quite substantially less…” (Vol. 5, p. 37)  This 

reality is discussed by Mr. Juhl at Vol. 5, p.109-110.  Drawing from PIN Ex. 611, he 

testified that a 100 MW project could be expected to provide about $700,000 per year in 

taxes, local jobs and local business support if an outside corporation owns it.  But that 

same 100 MW project will provide $10,000,000 per year with local ownership.  Real 

world experience has confirmed these results. (Vol. 5, p. 113)      

 

 

 

          

 

                

    

    

       

 

, a requirement that collector system substations components are installed by the 

Applicant whenever 20 MW of generation capacity is aggrigated by local owners.    
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