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PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On August 4, 2023, Minnesota Power and Great River Energy (collectively Applicants or
Permittees) filed a combined certificate of need and route permit application to construct the
Northland Reliability Project.

On November 15, 2023, the Commission issued its Order Accepting Applications as Complete
and Establishing Procedural Requirements. In the order, the Commission authorized joint
hearings and combined environmental review for the certificate of need and route permit
dockets, and requested that the Office of Administrative Hearings assign an administrative law
judge (ALJ) to preside over public hearings and prepare a full report including findings of fact,
conclusions of law, and recommendations.

On February 13, 2024, the Department of Commerce, Energy Environmental Review and
Analysis staff (EERA) filed recommendations regarding the appropriate scope of the
environmental assessment that it would prepare to analyze Applicants’ proposal and various
alternatives to it.

On March 6, 2024, the Commission issued an order adopting EERA’s recommended scope of the
environmental assessment with modifications.

On March 22, 2024, EERA filed its Environmental Assessment Scoping Decision.
On June 28, 2024, EERA filed the Northland Reliability Project Environmental Assessment.

OnJuly 1, 2024, EERA filed a revised Northland Reliability Project Environmental Assessment.



On November 8, 2024, the Office of Administrative Hearings filed the ALJ’s Findings of Fact,
Conclusions of Law, and Recommendations (ALJ Report).

On November 25, 2024, LIUNA Minnesota and North Dakota filed comments on the ALJ
Report, and EERA and Applicants filed exceptions to the report. On the same date, Stanley
Erickson and Don Loehr filed exceptions and the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) filed
comments in the route-permit docket.

On December 23, 2024, the Commission issued a Notice of Comment Period that included
questions for Applicants and also invited comments from all interested persons and participants.

By January 22, 2025, comments from stakeholders and numerous members of the public were
filed into the record.

On January 23, 2025, this matter came before the Commission.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
. The Project

Applicants seek a certificate of need and route permit for the Northland Reliability Project
(Project), which involves constructing or replacing roughly 180 miles of transmission lines and
making improvements to the power grid. Of the 180 miles, approximately 140 would be a new,
double-circuit 345-kilovolt (kV) transmission line that would connect the existing Iron Range
Substation to a new Cuyuna Series Compensation Station and the existing Benton County
Substation. The remaining 40 miles would replace two existing approximately 20-mile high-
voltage transmission lines—one from the Benton County Substation to the new Xcel Energy Big
Oaks Substation and the other from the Benton County Substation to the existing Xcel Energy
Sherco Substation in Sherburne County.

Grid improvements in the Project include expansions of the existing Iron Range and Benton
County Substations, rerouting existing transmission lines at those substations, constructing a new
Cuyuna Series Compensation Station near the existing Riverton Substation, and rerouting an
existing transmission line in the Riverton area.

Applicants stated that the Project is needed to maintain transmission system reliability and to
optimize regional transfer capability as coal-fired generation ceases in northern Minnesota and
renewable generation comes online in the upper Midwest. Applicants also stated that 85% of the
proposed route is located along existing high-voltage transmission lines. The Project is scheduled
to be in service by June 2030.

In response to comments on the draft route permit and from the public hearings, Applicants
developed two routes: a Modified Proposed Route and a Co-Location Maximization Route. The
Modified Proposed Route is based on the originally proposed route but includes certain route and
alignment alternatives. The Co-Location Maximization Route uses the Modified Proposed Route
but incorporates additional constructible opportunities for achieving the maximized co-location
of transmission line infrastructure.



1. Public Comments

Members of the public commented throughout this proceeding, both at public hearings and
through written comments. The Commission appreciates the input from the public and interested
stakeholders, particularly those affected by the Project.

1. ALJ Report

The ALJ held public hearings daily from July 22 to July 26, 2024, and received written
comments on the combined application through August 5, 2024. Based on the combined
application, Environmental Assessment, testimony at the hearings, written comments, and other
evidence in the record, the ALJ issued her report. The ALJ concluded that the relevant statutory
and rule criteria had been satisfied and recommended that the Commission grant Applicants a
certificate of need and issue a route permit, with modifications, for the Co-Location
Maximization Route.

After a thorough review of the record, the Commission concurs with most of the ALJ’s findings,
conclusions, and recommendations, and will therefore adopt the ALJ Report to the extent it is
consistent with the Commission’s decisions herein.

V. Environmental Assessment

The Commission authorized joint hearings and combined environmental review of Applicants’
certificate of need and route permit applications.! For purposes of environmental review, the
Commission requested that EERA prepare an Environmental Assessment pursuant to Minn. Stat.
§ 216E.04, subd. 5.2 Following seven public meetings and an associated comment period, EERA
prepared a scoping decision that identified possible impacts of the Project and mitigation
measures to ameliorate those impacts—including routing alternatives and alternatives to the
Project itself—to be analyzed in the Environmental Assessment.

EERA subsequently prepared and filed into the record the Environmental Assessment, which the
ALJ ultimately found to be complete.> The Commission concurs with the ALJ and finds that the
Environmental Assessment and the record created at the public hearings and during the comment
period comprehensively address the issues identified in the scoping decision.

V. Certificate of Need

Under Minnesota law, “[n]o large energy facility shall be sited or constructed in Minnesota
without the issuance of a certificate of need by the commission[...].”* The transmission line

1 Order Accepting Applications as Complete and Establishing Procedural Requirements, Ordering
Paragraph 4 (November 15, 2023).

2 1d. at Ordering Paragraph 5.
3 ALJ Report, Finding 745.
4 Minn. Stat. § 216B.243, subd. 2.



Applicants proposed to construct meets the statutory definition of a “large energy facility.”® The
requirements of Minn. Stat. § 216B.243 and Minn. R. 7849.0120 must be satisfied for the
Commission to grant a certificate of need. No party opposed granting Applicants a certificate of
need for the Project.

The ALJ applied the certificate of need requirements to the record and concluded that the Project
satisfied the certificate of need criteria.® The Commission concurs with the ALJ’s
comprehensive analysis and thorough examination of the certificate of need criteria in the statute
and rule and will therefore grant a certificate of need to Applicants for the Project, finding that:

e the factors set forth in Minn. R. 7849.0120(A), have been met and the probable result of
denying the application would likely be an adverse effect upon the future adequacy,
reliability, or efficiency of energy supply to the applicant, to the applicant’s customers, or
to the people of Minnesota and neighboring states;

e the factors set forth in Minn. R. 7849.0120(B), have been met and a more reasonable and
prudent alternative to the Project has not been demonstrated by a preponderance of the
evidence in the record;

e the factors set forth in Minn. R. 7849.0120(C), have been met and the preponderance of
the evidence in the record demonstrates that the Project will provide benefits to society in
a manner compatible with protecting the natural and socioeconomic environments,
including human health; and

e the factors set forth in Minn. R. 7849.0120(D), have been met and the record does not
demonstrate that the design, construction, or operation of the proposed facility, or a
suitable modification of the proposed facility, will fail to comply with relevant policies,
rules, and regulations of other state and federal agencies and local governments.

A. Cost Recovery

The ALJ found that the estimated cost to construct the Co-Location Maximization Route to be
approximately $1.1 billion to $1.6 billion.” To ensure that Project costs are reasonable and
prudently incurred, the Commission will require Minnesota Power to bear the burden of proof in
any future regulatory proceeding related to the recovery of any costs above $1,210,000,000.
Nothing prevents the Applicant from seeking recovery of additional amounts through the
Transmission Cost Recovery Rider.

B. MISO Variance Analysis

The Commission will require Applicants to inform the Commission of the initiation of the
Midcontinent Independent System Operator (MISO) Variance Analysis under Attachment FF

5 See Minn. Stat. § 216B.2421, subd. 2.
® ALJ Report, Conclusion 8.
" ALJ Report, Finding 191.



within 5 business days of initiation.® Applicants must file all copies of information submitted to
the MISO Variance Analysis process. Disclosures must be consistent with Applicants’ MISO
Tariff.

VI. Route Permit

The ALJ recommended that the Commission approve Applicants’ Co-Location Maximization
Route with modifications. The Commission agrees that a modified Co-Location Maximization
Route best satisfies the route permit criteria set forth in Minn. Stat. § 216E.03, subd. 7(a) and
Minn. R. 7850.4100. But the Commission disagrees with the ALJ on a few segments of the
route. The Commission will therefore issue a route permit to Applicants authorizing the Co-
Location Maximization Route as modified in this order.

In determining which route segments to adopt, the Commission considered the many alternatives
commenters proposed. The Commission appreciates the participation of other governmental
agencies, including the DNR, in this proceeding. The DNR’s input helped effectively identify
potential impacts and possible mitigation measures.

Disagreement among commenters about the Project’s route focused primarily on the following
five regions.

A. Iron Range Substation Region
1. Comments

The ALJ recommended modifying Applicants’ route in the Iron Range Substation region to
include route alternative A3, which is 1.4 miles long and would cross an existing transmission
line in two places. The ALJ found that “A3 strikes the most reasonable balance between the
various competing policy objectives and concerns of stakeholders.””

EERA disagreed with the ALJ that A3 was the most appropriate route and instead recommended
that the Commission approve Applicants’ proposed route consistent with Finding 717 in the ALJ
Report.}® EERA noted that A3 would have more impacts on residences than the Co-Location
Maximization Route and would create substantial reliability concerns by crossing an existing
transmission line twice. For the same reasons, Applicants advocated for their proposed route and
for rejecting A3.

2. Commission Action

The Commission agrees with EERA and Applicants that Applicants’ route is preferrable to A3
due to A3’s closer proximity to residences and the reliability concerns raised by its two crossings

8 Attachment FF is part of the MISO Tariff.
® ALJ Report, Finding 97.

10 Finding 717 in the ALJ Report states, “In the Iron Range Substation Region, the Applicants’ Proposed
Route, which in this region is the same as the Co-Location Maximization Route, is most consistent with
the Commission’s routing criteria. In the [Environmental Assessment], EERA compared the Applicants’
Proposed Route with alternative routes Al through A4.”
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of an existing transmission line. The Commission will therefore reject ALJ Findings 97 and 737
and ALJ Conclusions 11 and 14 and adopt Applicants’ route and EERA’s modified findings 97
and 737 filed on November 25, 2024.

B. Hill City to Little Pine Region
1. Comments

In the Hill City to Little Pine region, the ALJ found Applicants’ Co-Location Maximization
Route to be the most consistent with the Commission’s routing criteria.'*

A landowner proposed alternative alignment 1 (AA1), which would shift Applicants’ route west
to avoid private property. Applicants modified AA1 to avoid a planned building site on a
landowner’s property and incorporated modified AA1 into its Co-Location Maximization Route.
The modified AA1 would relocate Minnesota Power’s 92 line and 11 line west to allow for the
Project to be located on the existing 92 line right-of-way. According to Applicants, the modified
AAL1 would increase the mid-range Project cost by $7.1 million.

2. Commission Action

The Commission agrees with the ALJ and will adopt Applicants’ route in the Hill City to Little
Pine region. The Commission is not persuaded, however, that it should adopt the modification to
AAL because the increased cost to ratepayers may not be warranted. Instead, for the property
identified in AAL, the Commission will require Applicants to continue the proposed route to the
south and east of the 92 line without the proposed realignment, and Permittees must work with
the affected landowners to provide mitigation or relocation.

C. Cole Lake to Riverton Region
1. Comments

The ALJ recommended that the Commission modify Applicants’ Co-Location Maximization
Route to include route alternatives E4 or E5 in the Cole Lake to Riverton region. Property
owners near Little Rabbit Lake also supported E4 or E5 but other members of the public opposed
those route alternatives because of the impacts to their properties.

In its exceptions, EERA stated that Applicants’ Co-location Maximization Route was more
appropriate in the Cole Lake to Riverton region than E4 or E5. EERA also noted that even
though the ALJ recommended route alternatives E4 or E5, she made a finding that the Co-
Location Maximization Route is the most consistent with the Commission’s routing criteria.*? In
support of its recommendation, EERA observed that E4 and E5 would introduce substantial

11 ALJ Report, Finding 720.

12 Finding 724 in the ALJ Report states, “In the Cole Lake to Riverton Region, the Co-Location
Maximization Route is most consistent with the Commission’s routing criteria. In this region, the
[Environmental Assessment] compared the Applicants’ Proposed Route to alignment alternative 3 (AA3),
route alternatives E1 through E5, alignment alternatives 8, 9, and 10 (AA8, AA9, and AA10), and route
alternative G.”



reliability concerns with six crossings of existing transmission lines. Furthermore, E4 and E5
would cross the Mississippi River twice and would require more new transmission line rights-of-
way than the Co-Location Maximization Route.

In addition to the reasons EERA articulated, Applicants stated that the modifications necessary to
make routes E4 and E5 feasible would likely result in residential displacement. Further,
Applicants asserted that E4 and E5 were not constructible as proposed because both would cross
directly over the existing Riverton Substation, which would create reliability concerns and
necessitate a costly relocation of the substation. Applicants did not specifically quantify the cost
of such a relocation, and the property owners near Little Rabbit Lake disputed the need to
relocate the Riverton Substation.

2. Commission Action

The Commission agrees with EERA that Applicants’ Co-Location Maximization Route best
satisfies the Commission’s routing criteria. The record does not support adopting E4 and E5
because the routes would require two additional crossings of the Mississippi River, create
reliability concerns with six crossings of existing transmission lines, and would necessitate
establishing more rights-of-way than Applicants’ route, which primarily utilizes existing
transmission line rights-of-way. In light of the applicable routing criteria, these factors strongly
support the Applicants’ Co-Location Maximization Route in this region, even without weighing
the potential impacts to the existing Riverton Substation. For these reasons, the Commission will
reject the ALJ’s Finding 737 and Conclusions 11 and 14 and will instead adopt Applicants’ route
and EERA’s modification to findings 116 and 737 filed on November 25, 2024.

To reduce the number of structures at the Mississippi Crossing in the Cole Lake to Riverton
region, the Commission will require Applicants to extend the co-location at the Mississippi River
in Perry Lake Township as proposed by Applicants in Attachment 1 of their January 10, 2025
filing.

D. Long Lake Region
1. Comments

The ALJ found that utilizing Applicants’ Co-Location Maximization Route along with route
alternatives H4 and H7 or route alternative H1 was most consistent with the Commission’s
routing criteria.*® Applicants agreed with the ALJ with respect to H4 and H7 but disagreed about
route alternative H1. Applicants asserted that H1 would result in impacts to landowners who do
not support that route alternative, and it would impact a vineyard that the Co-Location
Maximization Route avoids. Route alternatives H4 and H7 are more consistent with the routing
criteria, in Applicants’ view, because they maximize the distance of the Project from residences,
minimize the impacts on private land, and make the greatest use of tax-forfeited land compared
to other route alternatives in the area.

Members of the public Stan Erickson and Don Loehr opposed any routes that would sever and
fragment the 250 acres of forestland on their properties, but they supported a modified H4 and

13 ALJ Report, Finding 738.



H7 that would locate the line, once it reached the northern boundary of Erickson’s property, on
the eastern boundary of the 3,000-foot route width leading to and through Applicants’ modified
H4 and H7. Applicants did not oppose this modification.

2. Commission Action

The Commission agrees with the ALJ and Applicants that route alternatives H4 and H7 best
satisfy the routing criteria and should be adopted. The Commission considers H4 and H7
preferrable to H1 for the reasons Applicants identified. Accordingly, the Commission will reject
ALJ Finding 738 and Conclusions 11 and 14.

The Commission appreciates Erickson’s and Loehr’s efforts in working with Applicants to find
an acceptable route placement. The Commission agrees with the placement and will therefore
direct Applicants’ to route the Project to and through Applicants’ modified H4 and H7, but when
it reaches the northern boundary of Erickson’s property, to locate the line on the eastern
boundary of the 3,000-foot route width leading to and through Applicants’ modified H4 and H7.

The Commission will also direct Applicants to expand the route width at the already expanded
area at the intersection of Minnesota Highway 18, CSAH 23 and County Road 159 in Crow
Wing County by an additional 1,000 feet to the north to allow Applicants to work with the
landowners in this portion of the route to identify acceptable routes from west to east in this area.

When Applicants come to the Commission for cost recovery of the Project, for the portion
between Platte Township Crow Wing County and Mayhew Township Morrison County, the
realignments of the existing 230 kV lines, Applicants must provide information justifying any
realignments incorporated into the Project.

E. Benton County Elk River Region

The ALJ found that the Co-Location Maximization Route in the Benton County Elk River region
is most consistent with the Commission’s routing factors.’* The Commission agrees with the
ALJ and will adopt the Co-Location Maximization Route in that region.

F. Additional Findings and Conclusions

Consistent with its findings and conclusions in this order, the Commission will adopt Applicants’
alternative modifications to ALJ Conclusion 11 as filed on November 25, 2024, to the extent it
aligns with other decisions made by the Commission.

144,



VII. Other Actions
A. Permit Conditions

The ALJ found that the permit conditions revised by Applicants and as modified by EERA in its
reply comments were reasonable and should be incorporated into the route permit.*> The
Commission agrees with the ALJ and will therefore incorporate those conditions.

B. Tribal Engagement

The Leech Lake Band of Ojibwe Tribal Employment Rights Office (TERO) submitted comments
stating that the Project “presents a significant opportunity for the development of career skills
among tribal members, and collaboration with the Tribal Employment Rights Office serves as a
crucial pathway to unlocking these opportunities.”® Applicants did not oppose working with the
Leech Lake Band of Ojibwe TERO.

The Commission will require Permittees to engage with the Leech Lake Band of Ojibwe TERO
and develop opportunities for Tribal economic and workforce development related to the Project.
For any construction (including decommissioning work) along the route, Permittees will
coordinate with the Leech Lake Band of Ojibwe TERO to ensure that the Project includes
opportunities for, including but not limited to, the hiring and training of tribal members and the
utilization of tribal businesses. Permittees must report on their efforts to coordinate with TERO
and the results of the coordination including, but not limited to, tribal members hired and the use
of tribal businesses within 30 days after construction of the Project has been completed.

C. Continued Engagement with Landowners

The Co-Location Maximization Route will be approved as proposed by Applicants and as
modified herein. The approved Co-Location Maximization Route includes an anticipated
centerline that incorporates certain shifting of existing transmission lines to accommodate
structures that have been erected near existing transmission lines as detailed in Section 111 of
Applicants’ January 10, 2025 filing or result in the boxing in of properties of less than 40 acres
with transmission lines on three sides. Permittees must continue to work with landowners in
advance of the plan and profile filing to explore possible mitigations or property purchases that
would eliminate the need for shifting the existing transmission lines. As part of the plan and
profile filing, Permittees must file a report that includes a description of their resolutions,
proposed actions, and final design for review by EERA. After all transactions for these particular
parcels are completed and in all cost recovery proceedings for this line in front of the
Commission, Permittees must update this report. Permittees must provide copies of these reports
to the landowners included in the reports along with a description of how to make comments to
the Commission on the substance of the report.

15 ALJ Report, Finding 740.
16 |_eech Lake Band of Ojibwe Comments, p. 1 (November 21, 2023).
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D. Reporting Requirement

Applicants must file revised Project cost estimates in 2022 dollars reflecting the Commission’s
decision within 60 days of this order.

ORDER
1. The Commission adopts the ALJ Report to the extent it is consistent with the
Commission’s decisions.
2. The Commission grants a certificate of need to Minnesota Power and Great River Energy

for the Northland Reliability Project.

3. Minnesota Power shall bear the burden of proof in any future regulatory proceeding
related to the recovery of any costs above $1,210,000,000. Nothing prevents the
Applicant from seeking recovery of additional amounts through the Transmission Cost
Recovery Rider.

4. Applicants must inform the Commission of the initiation of Midcontinent Independent
System Operator (MISO) Variance Analysis under Attachment FF within 5 business days
of initiation. Applicants must file all copies of information submitted to the MISO
Variance Analysis process. Disclosures must be consistent with Applicants’ MISO Tariff.

5. The Commission issues a route permit to Minnesota Power and Great River Energy for
the Northland Reliability Project authorizing the Co-Location Maximization Route
proposed by Applicants, as modified below:

a. lIron Range Substation Region
i. The Commission rejects ALJ Findings 97 and 737 and ALJ
Conclusions 11 and 14.
ii. The Commission adopts Applicants’ route and EERA’s modified
findings 97 and 737 filed on November 25, 2024.

b. Hill City to Little Pine Region
i. The Commission adopts Applicants’ route.

ii. For the property identified in AA1, Applicants must continue the
proposed route to the south and east of the 92 line without the
proposed realignment, and Permittees must work with the affected
landowners to provide mitigation or relocation.

c. Cole Lake to Riverton Region
i. The Commission rejects the ALJ’s Finding 737 and Conclusions
11 and 14.
ii. The Commission adopts Applicants’ route and EERA’s
modification to findings 116 and 737 filed on November 25, 2024.
iii.  Applicants must extend the co-location at the Mississippi River in
Perry Lake Township to reduce the number of structures at the
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Mississippi Crossing as proposed by Applicants in Attachment 1 of
their January 10, 2025 filing.

d. Long Lake Region
i. The Commission adopts H4/H7, Applicants’ modified route
alternative.

ii. The Commission rejects ALJ Finding 738 and Conclusions 11 and
14,

iii. Applicants’ route must follow to and through Applicants’ modified
H4/H7, but when it reaches the northern boundary of Erickson’s
property, locate the line on the eastern boundary of the 3,000-foot
route width leading to and through Applicants’ modified H4/H7.

iv. Applicants must expand the route width at the already expanded
area at the intersection of Minnesota Highway 18, CSAH 23 and
County Road 159 in Crow Wing County by another 1,000 feet to
the north to allow Applicants to work with the landowners in this
portion of the route to identify acceptable routes from west to east
in this area.

v. When Applicants come to the Commission for cost recovery of the
Project, for the portion between Platte Township Crow Wing
County and Mayhew Township Morrison County, the realignments
of the existing 230 kV lines, Applicants must provide information
justifying any realignments incorporated into the Project.

e. Benton County Elk River Region
i. The Commission adopts the Co-Location Maximization Route.

f. Additional Findings and Conclusions
i. The Commission adopts Applicants’ alternative modifications to
ALJ Conclusion 11 as filed on 11/25/2024 to the extent it aligns
with other decisions made by the Commission.

The Commission incorporates the conditions recommended by the ALJ into the route
permit.

Permittees must engage with the Leech Lake Band of Ojibwe Tribal Employment Rights
Office (TERO) and develop opportunities for Tribal economic and workforce
development related to the Northland Reliability Project. For any construction (including
decommissioning work) along the route, Permittees will coordinate with the Leech Lake
Band of Ojibwe TERO to ensure that the Project includes opportunities for, including but
not limited to, the hiring and training of Tribal members and the utilization of Tribal
businesses. Permittees must report on their efforts to coordinate with TERO and the
results of the coordination including, but not limited to, Tribal members hired and use of
Tribal businesses within 30 days after construction of the Project has been completed.

The Co-Location Maximization Route is approved as proposed by Applicants, as
modified herein. The approved Co-Location Maximization Route includes an anticipated
centerline that incorporates certain shifting of existing transmission lines to accommodate

11



10.

structures that have been erected near existing transmission lines as detailed in Section |11
of Applicants’ January 10, 2025 filing or result in the boxing in of properties of less than
40 acres with transmission lines on three sides. Permittees must continue to work with
landowners in advance of the plan and profile filing to explore possible mitigations or
property purchases that would eliminate the need for shifting the existing transmission
lines. As part of the plan and profile filing, Permittees must file a report that includes a
description of their resolutions, proposed actions, and final design for review by EERA.
After all transactions for these particular parcels are completed and at all cost recovery
proceedings for this line in front of the Commission, Permittees must update this report.
Permittees must provide copies of these reports to the landowners included in the reports
along with a description of how to make comments to the Commission on the substance
of the report.

Within 60 days of the date of this order, Applicants must file revised Project cost
estimates in 2022 dollars reflecting the Commission’s decision herein.

This order shall become effective immediately.

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION

A Ml A

Will Seuffert
Executive Secretary

This document can be made available in alternative formats (e.g., large print or audio) by calling
651.296.0406 (voice). Persons with hearing or speech impairment may call using their preferred
Telecommunications Relay Service or email consumer.puc@state.mn.us for assistance.
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STATE OF MINNESOTA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

ROUTE PERMIT FOR
NORTHLAND RELIABILITY PROJECT

A HIGH-VOLTAGE TRANSMISSION LINE AND ASSOCIATED FACILITIES

IN
AITKIN, BENTON, CROW WING, ITASCA, MORRISON, AND SHERBURNE COUNTIES

ISSUED TO
MINNESOTA POWER AND GREAT RIVER ENERGY

PUC DOCKET NO. 22-415

In accordance with the requirements of Minnesota Statutes Chapter 216E and Minnesota Rules
Chapter 7850 this route permit is hereby issued to:

MINNESOTA POWER AND GREAT RIVER ENERGY
Minnesota Power and Greater River Energy are authorized by this route permit to construct
and operate an approximately 180-mile 345 kV double-circuit transmission line in Aitkin,
Benton, Crow Wing, Itasca, Morrison, and Sherburne Counties, Minnesota
The high-voltage transmission line shall be constructed within the route identified in this route
permit and in compliance with the conditions specified in this route permit.

Approved and adopted this 28th day of February 2025

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION

A A f—

Will Seuffert,
Executive Secretary

To request this document in another format such as large print or audio, call 651-296-0406 or 800-657-
3782 (voice). Persons with a hearing or speech impairment may call using their preferred
Telecommunications Relay Service or email consumer.puc@state.mn.us for assistance.
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1 ROUTE PERMIT

The Minnesota Public Utilities Commission (Commission) hereby issues this route permit to
Minnesota Power and Great River Energy (Permittee) pursuant to Minnesota Statutes Chapter
216E and Minnesota Rules Chapter 7850. This route permit authorizes the Permittee to
construct and operate an approximately 180-mile double-circuit 345 kV transmission line and
associated facilities in Aitkin, Benton, Crow Wing, Itasca, Morrison, and Sherburne Counties,
Minnesota (Northland Reliability Project, henceforth known as Transmission Facility or Project).
The high-voltage transmission line shall be constructed within the route identified in this route
permit and in compliance with the conditions specified in this route permit.

1.1 Pre-emption

Pursuant to Minn. Stat. § 216E.10, this route permit shall be the sole route approval required
for construction of the transmission facilities and this route permit shall supersede and
preempt all zoning, building, or land use rules, regulations, or ordinances promulgated by
regional, county, local and special purpose governments.

2 TRANSMISSION FACILITY DESCRIPTION

Minnesota Power and Great River Energy will construct and co-own an approximately 180-mile
345 kV double-circuit transmission line that consists of two segments:

1) Segment 1: construction of a new, approximately 140-mile long, double-circuit 345 kilovolt
transmission line connecting the expanded Iron Range Substation, a new Cuyuna Series
Compensation Station (described below), and the new Cherry Park Substation; and

2) Segment 2: replacement of two existing high-voltage transmission lines. a) Replace an
approximately 20-mile 230 kV line with two 345 kV circuits from the Cherry Park Substation to
the new Xcel Energy Big Oaks Substation along existing high-voltage transmission right-of-way
on double-circuit 345 kV structures; and b) Replace an approximately 20-mile 345 kV line from
the Cherry Park Substation to the existing Xcel Energy Sherco Substation in Sherburne County
along existing high-voltage transmission right-of-way using double-circuit 345 kV structures.

The Transmission Facility is located in the following:



County Local Government Township | Range Section
(N) (W)
Itasca Unorganized Territory of Little Sand Lake | 55 23 19
Itasca Unorganized Territory of Little Sand Lake | 55 23 20
Itasca Unorganized Territory of Little Sand Lake | 55 23 29
Itasca Unorganized Territory of Little Sand Lake | 55 23 30
Itasca Unorganized Territory of Little Sand Lake | 55 23 31
Itasca Unorganized Territory of Little Sand Lake | 55 23 32
Itasca Trout Lake Township 55 24 25
Itasca Trout Lake Township 55 24 36
Itasca Blackberry Township 54 24 1
Itasca Blackberry Township 54 24
Itasca Blackberry Township 54 24 10
Itasca Blackberry Township 54 24 11
Itasca Blackberry Township 54 24 15
Itasca Blackberry Township 54 24 16
Itasca Blackberry Township 54 24 20
Itasca Blackberry Township 54 24 21
Itasca Blackberry Township 54 24 29
Itasca Blackberry Township 54 24 30
Itasca Blackberry Township 54 24 31
Itasca Splithand Township 53 24 6
Itasca Splithand Township 53 24 7
Itasca Wildwood Township 53 25 12
Itasca Wildwood Township 53 25 13
Itasca Wildwood Township 53 25 23
Itasca Wildwood Township 53 25 24
Itasca Wildwood Township 53 25 25
Itasca Wildwood Township 53 25 26
Itasca Wildwood Township 53 25 35
Unorganized Territory of Northwest
Aitkin Aitkin 52 25 2
Unorganized Territory of Northwest
Aitkin Aitkin 52 25 3
Unorganized Territory of Northwest
Aitkin Aitkin 52 25 10
Unorganized Territory of Northwest
Aitkin Aitkin 52 25 15




County Local Government Township | Range Section
(N) (W)

Unorganized Territory of Northwest

Aitkin Aitkin 52 25 16
Unorganized Territory of Northwest

Aitkin Aitk