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Marta: Today is June 8, 2015, and I am sitting here with Terry Grove at Great River Energy. 
The goal of this project is to understand the process and relationships that were necessary to 
make CapX2020 a success. I’d like to start by hearing about how your work began on the 
CapX2020 project. 
 
Terry: I worked for GRE (Great River Energy), and before that its predecessors, and CapX2020, 
several of the executives came together, including my boss Will Kaul, and as they found more 
things that needed to be done, a few of us got more active roles in that. One of the early decisions 
was whether to form a new business structure to do the kind of things we ended up doing or not, 
and they decided not to. It was complicated, it would have had significant regulatory steps with 
it, there might have been trade-offs to forming it. 
 
So, they took a couple of us, me being one, and at that time a woman who is still employed by 
Xcel named Laura McCarten, and said “you keep the utilities working together. There will be all 
sorts of people working on it, but your job is to watch over them and coordinate. Help them, 
draw up plans for the march forward.” And that’s what I’ve been doing since 2004. Laura moved 
on to a bigger job, she’s replaced by Priti Patel who is now at MISO (Midcontinent Independent 
System Operator). And now I work with Dan Klien.  
 
Through all that time, the things we worked on has changed, but to me, the marching orders are 
still the same: help the utilities work together, get done what we need to get done, always look at 
plans for the future of what we should be doing.  
 
Marta: This idea of a partnership, or even making a whole new business venture. Had there ever 
been discussions prior to a project like this of a partnership like this? How unique is CapX2020? 
 
Terry: Utilities and transmission have worked together for a long time. They are both 
competitive and collaborative, and the collaboration has been great. I think most stakeholders 
would think that. You don’t want extra transmission lines that cost a lot, and they impact all sorts 
of stakeholders. People had collaborated to build optimal transmission, but in the start people 
built for a hyper-local area and a local need, they collaborated sometimes to get lines from one 
city to another, but it was sort of piecemealed. There were regional institutions like the 
Midcontinent Area Power Pool, MAPP...but they were sort of light-handed coordination.  
 
Then ideas were put forth of different kinds of consolidation in the transmission business of 
operational consolidations. Could we have one control center instead of X number of control 
centers? Can we have new institutions like TransCo that is a broad word that can mean whatever 
people want it to mean. Could we have a single staff administering either one big set of assets or 
multiple sets of assets? And then there was an initiative called TransLink which you’ve probably 
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heard of, which was to operate a plan and maintain somewhat the assets of multiple parties, and 
fit it into what become the MISO.  
 
And all of those ideas were out there, but not a lot of them got traction for various reasons. There 
was a big need, although undefined, to build transmission for a lot of different needs, and that 
was the genesis of CapX.  
 
Consolidation ideas have been out there, but most of them hadn’t taken off until CapX. None of 
them that I’m aware of in our part of North America were on the scale of CapX, and I don’t 
know of any now that are done like CapX on our scale.  
 
Marta: At the beginning, there weren’t many policies that supported this kind of work, but now 
there are FERC (Federal Energy Regulatory Commission) Orders that tell states to think 
regionally. So the question kind of is, which came first, the chicken or the egg. And when it 
started, once CapX decided this was the path for them, they went with it, whether or not the rest 
of the region got on board. Is that accurate? 
 
Terry: I think that’s exactly right. I always get confused on those chicken and egg things, but I’d 
say we are the chicken, and we decided that these things needed to be done. In the face of a lot of 
significant uncertainty...uncertainty about real things like what would the generation mix be like? 
What would renewable energy standards be? What would energy markets be? Then as you were 
getting at, there was a lot of uncertainty about how we were going to pay for these. Are you 
going to be able to permit them (in the way we ultimately did) together? Can we link them up to 
other outside forces in the outside world?  
 
On collaboration, and trust, and taking prudent risks, we moved ahead. We moved ahead into 
actually doing expensive pre-engineering for the projects, even though we didn’t know how their 
costs would be allocated. The utilities worked together and said that we need to do this, and we’ll 
work our way through it.  
 
Marta: I know that there were a lot of studies that informed these projects, and multiple routes 
looked at. How did the group land on the 4 (5, depending on how you count them) big projects? 
 
Terry: There was no predisposition to certain projects, or the number of projects, or a certain 
amount of money. It was really to look at what would be needed under any reasonable scenario--
the so-called “no regrets.” What passed all the sensitivity tests?  
 
In some areas there was just a deficiency of transmission that for reasons that I think just grew up 
with the system...like there was no tie from northwest Minnesota to northeast Minnesota, which 
became the Bemidji project. If you looked at a map, people might ask why we didn’t build in 
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certain areas, and the answer was that they could get by without it. But places like Bemidji have 
grown huge amounts since those decisions were made. We showed maps of the St. Cloud area 
from decades ago and now, and people got that. They saw, even in these out-state 
areas...Rochester for instance, the growth was tremendous in those areas.  
 
So there were gaps that couldn’t be plugged with band-aids. We would have just been building 
and building and building...it would have been more expensive, it wouldn’t have done what we 
wanted, and there would be a fatigue as you keep building--people would start asking “why did 
you do this to us?” And some of those factors came together, and we ended up with this portfolio 
of projects.  
 
 A footnote, maybe as you talk to others, there were ideas that the first portfolio would be 
followed by one or more portfolios….and these ended up being so effective that there will be 
more projects, just not as soon as we thought--and that’s a really good thing.  
 
Marta: That is something I’ve been curious about--is what the future of CapX is? 
 
Terry: That’s all to be determined. It has been a great experience. I’m a little biased, but I think 
it brought a lot of value to those in it as well as those served by it, so I would hope that the group 
would keep adapting its mission to what is needed.  
 
Marta: Let’s talk a little bit about what this group and the projects mean to GRE specifically. 
What sorts of goals does GRE have, and how do these lines support them? 
 
Terry: Well, just wearing a GRE hat...and that’s hard because I wear both most of the 
time….what our members have told us, reliability is number one. Not at any cost, but they’ve 
had that feedback to us for a long time, and they are very consistent in it. They’ll back us up, 
they’ll pay what they need to pay for us to bring reliability to them and their end-use customers. 
So a lot of those are in rural Minnesota and in the areas surrounding some of the cities I 
mentioned, that feed those rural areas. There were getting to be holes in the system where the 
band-aids either weren’t effective or wouldn’t have been effective.  
 
Their other message, not surprisingly, is low and reasonable cost. This wasn’t fully understood 
when we started, but the effects of the energy market and congestion on prices….if the 
centralized energy market (the one we’re in, administered by MISO)...if that works right, they 
will benefit, they will have more choices for energy. It will assure on an operating basis that you 
can get close to lowest cost, and that’s very important.  
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Also, we want optionality with the resources we have. Whether we’re retiring, or repowering, or 
adding new clean renewable energy. I think they didn’t want to be hamstrung by a transmission 
system that couldn’t meet the needs.  
 
So I think that those are some of the big aspect of it. The community in regional reliability, 
energy market efficiency, and optionality for new or changed resources.  
 
Marta: One of the big talking points for the CapX project is that it is getting renewables onto the 
system, and it’s helping Xcel’s and the state meet its renewable energy goals. Is there anything 
like that for GRE? 
 
Terry: Yup. We’re of course subject to Minnesota state standards. We’ve voluntarily added 
renewables to accomplish the members objectives, and they are just good business in certain 
cases.  
 
The system was constrained...you can’t just add and add. In areas like SW Minnesota where 
there’s no load, and before we got there, a very limited transmission system. So that’s that 
optionality. They’ve been well served by it. Things like curtailing wind, I think most people 
would say that’s just a bad deal. You’ve got a lot of fixed investment, and it just sits there and 
doesn’t contribute. So getting congestion out. There’s a lot of concern of course, about how you 
ramp the traditional resources, and if you constrain too much wind you send them on nasty 
looking spikes up or down, and that’s another thing that most people would agree (unless you’re 
in the business of fixing those resources) it’s probably not a good thing. So the lines have 
benefited our renewables a lot.  
 
The nice thing about this backbone that we constructed along with the other projects, we don’t 
know everything it will benefit. If you install good, versatile, long-lasting projects, new needs 
will come up, whether they are in the energy markets or renewables or load serving, or spot-
loads (big new loads that one of their criteria is ‘do I have an adequate electrical system’ and if 
the answer is no they won’t go there). So there’s a lot of benefits.  
 
Marta: And with these lines, there is space for another circuit, so there is room for growth. The 
counter-argument is….when planning began for this, energy demand was projected to go up, and 
since then things have leveled out. What do you say to people that say “see, we didn’t actually 
need this.” 
 
Terry: Yeah, that’s a good point. I think part of it, that these lines were not driven strictly by 
load growth. They were driven by reliability. They were driven by the energy market, connecting 
new resources--mainly renewable, and those have little to do with load growth. Also, we ran 
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some very low load growth scenarios...maybe it’s been less than those, but eventually it will 
catch up. 
 
In some cases, in some load pockets, they exceeded the critical load for that area. It’s not 
projected--we’ve actually exceeded it, then we are reliant on the ‘operating guides’...which 
sounds innocuous, but you’re usually doing something--it’s a risk you’d rather not take, and if 
you take that risk more times, that’s not good.  
 
When you couple all those together, it’s not as simple as just load growth.  
 
Marta: Let’s shift over to talking about MISO for a little bit. I’d like to start by learning about 
how you interact with MISO...on what levels.  
 
Terry: From our standpoint, it’s been a really good relationship, and I think they feel the same 
way. When we started, we weren’t trying to upstage MISO. MISO was just starting in the 
planning process. They were hiring the people, they were getting organized and deciding how to 
do it, and there has been a big evolution on their part.  
 
Because we were doing a smaller area and we were more familiar with it, we looked at things we 
thought would fit MISO principles like no regrets and scenario analysis. They ultimately ended 
up adopting those. They moved beyond where we were, but that’s to be expected .They are the 
high level planner, and we value that from them. They’ve gotten a lot more advanced, as you’d 
expect, in those years. We still feel like this bottom-up/top-down approach is the most optimal. 
You can tinker with where the line is and how to connect those two parts, but we think you can 
get really good answers for that. Somebody watching the true big picture from the bottom, 
suggesting ideas….MISOs the ringmaster and arbiter to how those ideas come together, and they 
do a good job at it.  
 
They also seen for what they are. They are impartial, they have no reason to be biased for certain 
projects, or even to be biased to be for or against transmission. When they come in and talk to 
key stakeholders, I think most stakeholders see an unbiased but knowledgeable party. It’s been 
good.  
 
Marta: The MVP (Multi-Value Project) lines, and getting the Brookings-Hampton line 
designated as MVP. Can you talk about that for a little bit? 
 
Terry: It flows from earlier. We thought we knew a lot of things that the Brookings line should 
do. As MISO climbed up their curve, they had some cost allocation for reliability lines. As they 
started looking at these other factors...they knew it did multiple things. They knew they had 
similar needs in other areas, and the only thing that was really awkward was the timing. We were 
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facing decisions of doing real things like detailed engineering, permitting--which is very 
expensive, things you do to get ready to make commitments to suppliers and contractors. So we 
had to go ahead, even though MISO was still developing the MVP concept. It didn’t fit our 
timing too well, and MISO met us half way...they got us a data point preliminary….I wouldn’t 
call it approval….a preliminary feedback as to whether this would be a multi-value project, and 
we decided we were going ahead. We acted on that, and it wasn’t until probably 8 months later 
that we got final approval. Brookings was revving up then, and we were spending a lot of money 
on faith that it would work out, and it did.  
 
Marta: With the timing and figuring out how the line is financed, how did that end up working 
out, since you’d already started doing work on it? 
 
Terry: We rolled the costs in. I think the bigger decision was what we would do at each interval, 
how far would we go, and then would we really pull the trigger on field construction before we 
had a solid cost-allocation methodology. And it worked out. We were able to do certain things by 
taking risks; delay other things. MISO moved on the schedule they eventually declared, and they 
declared the MVP portfolio and Brookings-Hampton a part of it. Later, we knew that MVP 
would be challenged for a long time, and we decided that the need outweighed the risk and we 
went ahead.  
 
And it’s a good thing! At that time there were literally hundreds of people in the field working 
with contractors and doing the prep steps, and they needed to get paid, and we took that risk.  
 
Marta: Who was challenging it? 
 
Terry: Various stakeholders that didn’t think that the MVP portfolio had adequately been vetted, 
or that the analysis was right, or I think even that cost-sharing was the right answer. It took a 
while….it went to re-hearing for FERC, it went into the courts. But, MISO was convinced, and 
ultimately those decision makers were convinced, and it moved forward. And you never look 
back. The MISO people would be better at articulating this, but there was a lot of challenges to 
various projects where people were saying that things have changed--like load growth--and I 
think of how it’s evolved over time is the only way it can. Once you make these decisions, and 
you’re spending real money if the project is what you said it was going to be, and the needs are 
basically what you said they were going to be, you can’t, on multi-year projects, keep reassessing 
and make it hard on the developer, suppliers, contractors, local government….once these are out 
of the gate like the horses, you can’t start and stop them easily.  
 
Marta: Like a big rock rolling down a hill, once it gets that inertia, it’s hard to stop.  
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Terry: Or you build bridges to no-where. You build part of a project and not the whole project, 
and that would be a mess.  
 
Marta: So let’s talk about some more challenges: Crossing states. Tell me about some of the 
challenges to planning a project that spans multiple states? 
 
Terry: Well, again, I sort of am a degree removed from it, like most of the things, but, there was 
a lot of concern. You’re going into multiple states, the states had processes that were similar, but 
not the same. They have their own requirements. There was a lot of concern whether both the 
states themselves and the people who would challenge decisions in the state, whether you could 
ever get those to line-up time-wise….or, you could have the two railroad rails not meeting 
because they declared a different river crossing. I think we made some good moves on the CapX 
side, but most of that goes to the states. They worked very hard to make sure they came out with 
results that would be compatible. They worked out the give-and-take when there were things like 
where’s the interface. They decided with us who’d be in the lead, and ultimately states found 
their place of where their process made sense to be working with the other states processes. It 
was outstanding.  
 
I do, on the soapbox for a little bit, people say, “You need a federal pre-emption.” Or a federal 
backstop. And, it worked excellent in this instance, between the states. I don’t know if you can 
extrapolate that to all states for all projects, but it worked here.  
 
These are fundamentally local issues. You are in somebodies field, or in front of their business, 
or in their backyard. And in those states, all the processes had very robust public interaction, and 
transparent decision making. Just to say the federal government will site a transmission line, they 
don’t have the local knowledge and sensitivity, in my opinion, to do that. These states worked 
together and with relatively low controversy (not no controversy), and I don’t understand how 
you could build 700 miles and not have controversy, but I think the states were sensitive to 
people's concerns about both process and result. And it worked very well. 
 
Marta: It is my understanding through the research that I’ve been doing is that utilities have 
evolved in the ways they interact with the public. Much more transparent, and open.  
 
Terry: We sure tried to be. 
 
Marta: Millions of mailers, public hearings… 
 
Terry: We went way beyond what the public process would have forced us to do, and we 
wanted to do that right from the start. Also we started doing that before we even knew 
functionally what we wanted to do, and certainly before we had routes. I can’t say enough 
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though...the state process supported that well. They are very advanced--the one I know the best, 
MN--in allowing people their say. I mean, there are people that weren’t happen then and aren’t 
happy now, and will probably never be happy when they're in that situation, but the processes are 
set up to give people a say.  
 
Local government was very engaged, doing what they do best at looking at the tradeoffs, or 
finding things that would make more sense compared to another option, and that’s all good.  
 
Marta: How knowledgeable are you about substations? 
 
Terry: I know a little, but this is something that you should ask Gordon Pietsch about. But try 
me. 
 
Marta: I’ve been looking into the lines, and with the Brookings-Hampton line, it seems that 
there are more substations connected with the project compared to the other lines. Is it because 
there was just more local need, and these substations help feed power to these areas? 
 
Terry: I’ll get you started. I’ll give you the first couple steps, then Gordon will have to fill in the 
rest. You’re trying to do several things. You’re trying to meet reliability needs, and some of the 
subs were put in just for that reason--they were supporting big areas, like St. Cloud for instance, 
on weak, long sources, and we needed to put in a strong source.  
 
The other need you eluded to was that we need to provide on-ramps for new generation, 
especially renewables in southwest Minnesota or Red River Valley.  
 
Then you’re also trying to provide off-ramps. Off-ramps kind of go hand-in-hand with reliability. 
The substations south of the Twin Cities are one good example of that. Chub Lake, serviced by 
GRE--well that’s serving that whole load growing south exurban metro core, and it will serve it 
forever. It was built for expansions. So now you’ve loaded a lot of energy on, you’ve tied the 
east to the west, you’ve put (eventually) a lot of renewable energy online, it’s just going to soak 
into the load of the SW, TC, and beyond. And of course you’re tying it to Hampton and 
eventually into La Crosse. 
 
All that’s working in conjunction of the MISO energy market, where people are making all sorts 
of injections and withdrawals, but still physically aside from the market economics, you want it 
to soak into load at good places. And I’ll let Gordy straighten you out from here.  
 
One last though. You’re also trying to tie the existing system together in places where it wasn’t 
tied, and of course you’re trying to tie it to our new lines. So you put this strong glue in places 
that were weak before. And more subs will be added to all the lines. That's the beauty of building 
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a good substrate...you just keep building more on top of it. The places that don’t have a 
connection to the CapX line, like Fergus Falls, which has grown and is growing--that would be 
an example that when the time is right, you’ll tap into the Fargo line and give it a strong source.  
 
Marta: How does co-owning or co-running substations work? 
 
Terry: Co-owning substations in the modern world has become complicated, and has some real 
undesirable aspects. When you have compliance with the NERC (North American Electricity 
Reliability Corporation) standards….if you muddle up the compliance responsibilities, or if you 
have too many cooks in the kitchen, that’s a lot more complicated. So we reached this decision 
that you probably know about, that each of the CapX substations is owned by one of the owners. 
Whether it will be that way in the future, who knows, but that made a lot of sense to horse-trade 
instead of saying “you own part of own, and somebody owns the other part” We said that each 
owner owns it themselves, and we did that on kind of an equity-basis, of who's got the load and 
obligation.  
 
Marta: That kind of brings us back to the CapX projects in general. There are 5 utilities on each 
project, how was it decided who would be the leading utility for each one? 
 
Terry: Well, I guess just backing up from that a little bit….MISO cost allocation mechanisms 
were brand new, and in some cases, didn’t even exist for other kinds of projects. We knew we 
had to move ahead, and we were fortunate to have this 4 project portfolio, and 11 parties, and we 
used a lot of variables. Who operates in that area? Who’s got load in that area? Are there special 
siting concerns---like are there Xcel customers or GRE member coop’s in the area who have 
interest in it. People didn’t want to invest (usually) in a single line, they wanted some diversity. 
If you were a smaller entity in a local area, it makes sense for them to put their chips on one 
project. 
 
So with some iterations of that, the chips were distributed, and almost by coincidence, we got 5 
owners on each line. It’s a good number, it gets a lot more complicated as you get more owners. 
Everybody at that time got the positions they wanted. Then, they owned the lines jointly, and the 
substations were owned by individuals. If you owned subs, you get credit for owning them 
within your percentage of the project.  
 
It would be very hard to do without a portfolio. And I digress, and others might too on this topic, 
but when you didn’t know how you were going to get your money, it was hard to build 
enthusiasm, and in some projects people wanted to be one place, and we had too much and too 
little in others. I think that illustrates the strength of CapX….people heard each other out, and 
moved off from their initial thoughts, and we worked out ownership.  
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Marta: The word trust keeps coming up in pretty much every conversation I’ve had.  
 
Terry: It’s all we have!! 
 
Marta: So you’re all either trained really well to always hit that talking point, or you actually 
believe it.  
 
Terry: Oh we mean it. We didn’t have a good framework to start with, but we’d done business 
with each other to varying degrees; people already knew each other. It’s all we had. When we 
started, people would have laughed at our simple agreements, but we weren’t ready to have the 
real robust agreements we had later, and so people had to think that everybody was working to 
the same end.  
 
We all serve load. These aren’t hedge funds or something. We aren't here just to make money. 
We all have operated in these areas almost since the inception of centrally distributed electricity, 
so we have a bond...we can’t just leave. We aren’t selling out. In GRE’s case, we’re governed by 
people from those areas. We can’t make a mess more than we need to with stakeholders. We say 
we live there, but the people who govern us actually live in the areas where the lines are, and are 
very protective of those areas.  
 
I think we’ve learned a lot. You and many people know the history of transmission lines in 
Minnesota. I think utilities have learned from that. The state agencies, and the policymakers 
learned a lot from that. We didn’t step in the same potholes again.  
 
Marta: Speaking of state agencies, you clearly have a good relationship with the PUC (Public 
Utilities Commission). How about with some of the other state agencies? The Brookings line 
crosses the Minnesota River--can you talk about the interaction you had with the DNR 
(Department of Natural Resources) and USFWS (US Fish and Wildlife Service), and how the 
group was able to reroute the project to accommodate needs or requirements?? 
 
Terry: I think we started with a premise that we had to get from A to B to C, and not come in so 
strident about how we do that. Now, we see trade-offs in all respects, whether they are 
engineering trade-offs, or cost, or environmental impacts. And we had a point of view on that, 
but our mantra was we wanted to prove a functional need, and we were willing to listen to 
regulators and key stakeholders about how we did that. And I wouldn’t say that they agreed, but 
the state was excellent in running the process, and running it on time, and giving people their 
say. A lot can be done engineering wise if people can tell us what to do and come to agreement 
on that. 
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The state process is wonderful. The ability to either do need and then route, or then to do them 
simultaneously, or to have a hybrid where they overlap...that’s perfect. No situations are the 
same. If you said your only option was to do need and route together, you can get some very 
complicated politics where those questions get tangled up to the degree that can’t be untangled. I 
think our story was always solid on need, and on routing our story was always pretty flexible. 
You help us determine the right answer. 
 
Marta: Is the CapX project and the way you approached this….is it different from other 
transmission projects you’ve worked on? 
 
Terry: One big difference is permitting the 345 kV projects together and the Bemidji 230 kV 
line separately, but even they relied somewhat on a common need justification. I haven’t seen 
that done before on this scale. So that you weren’t confusing people by saying “well we’ve got 
this project and that project,” and they would raise all these questions like, “can we re-jigger this 
one so we don’t need that one,” and these are complicated. By the time you would have had all 
those stories out there, especially if they were time-skewed, you’d have something that I think 
almost nobody could understand. It would look like your story is changing every day, people 
would see conspiracies that really didn’t exist. I think bringing them in together with a solid 
story that was an innovation that worked out well. And, credit again to the stakeholders and 
regulators who were willing to listen to it.  
 
Marta: What were some of the challenges you encountered through working with the state? 
 
Terry: Timing, although at the end of the day they held their timing very well. We needed two 
things: we had real system needs that needed to be met, and also we needed to know what the 
timing was going to be so all the steps could be arranged. At the end of the day, they held their 
timing. There would be little blips, and that’s a very hard thing for them to do as they are getting 
public or local government feedback. The easiest thing in the world for them to do would be for 
them to see how it goes. If one state would have got way outta sync, then the other states would 
have had to slow down or be first when they were planning to be second.  
 
I don’t think there was a lot of route….of course, there were challenges when you do things on 
this scale. 
 
Marta: Are there ways that the process could be strengthened? A common factor that comes up 
is the length of time it takes to work through the process.  
 
Terry: I like the flexibility they provide now. I like that flexibility where you could do need and 
route together, or you could be fully sequential. I don’t think one answer fits those. You gotta 
look at the project, and the controversy, and the physical environment. I think it’s perfect--if you 
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say you have to do it one way or the other, or you set timelines that are too short...all that’s going 
to blow-back. Sometimes people aren’t happy anyway...if they think they don’t have a voice, or 
this is a steamroller, or it’s a sham, there’s gonna be trouble. So I like the ability for the applicant 
to at least propose what type of process.  
 
I wouldn’t take that way. I’d be very judicious about a federal backstop. I think you’re asking for 
trouble….there are situations in interstate or a particular state government can’t do what’s 
needed, but I’d be very cautious about thinking the federal government is going to solve it. When 
the day is done, it’s fundamentally a local issue.  
 
The towers are on somebody’s land, somebody looks at it….the federal government isn’t going 
to be there to fix those things.  
 
Marta: Is there anything that FERC could do that could support the local work more? 
 
Terry: Have the planning entities have a good planning process, and I have no bones to pick 
with MISO, but keep it stable...only do bonafide improvements, and deal with cost-allocation. 
Keep cost-allocation moving forward with small course corrections unless there’s a good reason. 
Never go backwards, never let anybody go backwards--and FERC’s been very strong on that. 
People have come in out of time saying that the project isn’t doing what it said….and you make 
these decisions at the time, and unless something really changes, you just keep going forward.  
 
I think they are generally pretty good. Their challenge is going to be the interregional, where you 
just start taking bigger and bigger footprints, and people have different philosophies, and you’re 
trying to deal with problems that have huge degrees of real uncertainty (not contrived 
uncertainty). Good luck. 
 
Marta: Yes, especially because they RTO’s operate under different system. 
 
Terry: Different politics, different personalities. If you look at even MISO’s footprint, and you 
start combining that with a number of states and provinces….PJM and SPP touch. It’s sort of 
mind boggling, that if you really had something that cut across 3 RTO’s, can everybody get 
there? 
 
Marta: Then you throw in Canada, and you’ve got interstate and international projects. I was 
speaking with Mike Gregerson from Great Plains Institute, and he said that it was easier to get 
the Great Northern Line approved than some of the CapX projects because it was easier to work 
internationally than to get states to work together at times.  
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Terry: Yeah, and it was a more single-purpose project. It’s not completely single-purpose (no 
big transmission is), but it had more of that characteristic.  
 
It remains to be seen whether portfolios are the way to go. They make a lot of sense, but for a lot 
of reasons of fairness, and the pieces connect….but can you really get together future portfolios, 
especially as you operate at a bigger scale. Is everything ready at the same time? Is everybody 
ready to agree at the same time?  
 
Marta: Do you think there are other regions or states that could benefit from a project like 
CapX? 
 
Terry: Yeah, I don’t know the physical situation, but we’ve...Dan (and now his predecessors) 
and I have always tried to build up the CapX model. Not for any local reason, but the idea that 
utilities of all stripes collaborate, and get the plan together, and have your fights--as you should--
to figure out the optimal plan, and take it out as a united front.  
 
Other areas where people are shut-out of the transmission development, or are pursuant 
competing visions, that’s just toxic. Any disconnected stakeholder is going to wonder what the 
heck is going on, when the most knowledgeable entities are fighting about what the plan should 
be.  
 
Our power came from when we were out in local areas, we had the municipal utility manager, 
the staff or CEO or directors of a cooperative, the investor owned area relations rep...those are 
people that live there, and those are people that are trusted, and they are explaining to their 
neighbors why this is a good deal, and why their entity benefits. If you had the converse of that, 
of people out shooting at each other's projects, that would be terrible. What we try to tell others 
in other areas of the country...you can accomplish your objectives and you have a lot of power if 
you work together. And we’ll see what they do.  
 
Marta: You’ve mentioned it a few times now, the act of planning and collaborating before 
moving forward. And actually, I’ve remembered exactly what Mike Gregerson was talking about 
when he mentioned the Great Northern Line--was that they really did a lot of work up front. Is 
that the same case with the CapX project? 
 
Terry: I completely agree. Again, what you want is the real story, and if you discover something 
new, you should be transparent, you should tell the public about it. But if you don’t have the real 
story...either down, or that you can articulate...and if the story starts changing and people punch 
holes in it, that’s a hard thing to dig yourself out of. Then people think that it’s a facade, or you 
haven't done the right technical work, you’re trying to do something underhanded. Those are the 
ones that once you get on that downward spiral, it’s hard to rebuild trust.  
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Marta: So what is something that I haven’t asked you about that I should have? 
 
Terry: Well, you haven’t asked about building them. I don’t know how far down that path you 
want to go. I think because it’s a mature technology...we aren’t building the Mars landing 
gear….we all collectively, even in advance synthesizing up the best practices of 11 utilities...we 
underestimated how hard it was going to be to build them. We had supply chain challenges we 
would have never guessed. We had contractor challenges that we would have not seen.  
 
Some of those aren’t strictly who we got, they are just industry challenges. It had been a long 
time since transmission lines were built, and many of the linemen were getting up in the years. 
There weren’t enough people coming in, so we had this wide-gap of a few experienced people 
who can work wherever they want, and a lot of appearances…and that isn’t the way you design 
your labor balance.  
 
We had manufactures that didn’t understand to the end, even with due diligence, how stressed 
they were. They had processes and systems and people that were set up to build at level 3, and 
we were asking them to go to 8. And of course, unless you're deep into their business, you don’t 
understand what they’re doing. They had suppliers who they stressed out. 
 
So, in most respects it turned out well. The tail of the dog….we were on or below budget, and we 
were on schedule, but I think what it took to do that was more than we ever thought. It was 
unforeseen. To the degree that it was, it was certainly unforeseen.  
 
Marta: One of the talking points for the CapX project is that they used local suppliers as much 
as possible. Back to talking about substations….there was one that was built in Wisconsin, and 
another that was built in Korea. Would that be an example of maxing out what a local supplier 
can give, then looking elsewhere to fill the need? 
 
Terry: I’m not a substation expert, but there’s a lot of things in a substation. The labor that’s 
used to build it is always considerable. For the equipment, you need to buy stuff at the best price, 
you need to look at who can supply your timeline, and you want to get the best quality. 
Depending on what you’re buying, there aren’t that many choices anymore. When you couple all 
those together, you’re going to buy what you need to buy. Some bidders wouldn’t even supply, 
depending on their timeline...they wanted a different time line. So, it’s mix or match.  
 
I do have one other thing, if you’re ready. This will sound like a kind of a Homer thing, but I 
think it’s just fascinating. In the world of competition in transmission, which is partially here 
now, and partially coming. The Order 1000 world where, depending on what your state policies 
are like right of first refusal, it’s going to be a new, fascinating world. As you try to make these 
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decisions way up front of what a project’s going to cost, and a timeline, and a project approach. 
And you’ve got people who maybe aren’t collaborating in the area because it’s a competitive 
environment. You've got those that have a traditional background, and those that are new to 
transmission or are mainly financial players….both of those bring their strengths. But you’re 
going to throw all of this in the melting pot, and you’re going to try to build really large projects 
that impact the public, and impact key stakeholders, and I think there is going to be, at minimum, 
growing pains.  
 
We were using 11 utilities who’d operated in this area. If you combine our scale of 11, it was 
huge. We had local contacts, we had wherewithal with internal staff and suppliers. I wouldn’t say 
for a second it won’t work out, but I think it’s gonna be an interesting ride as you try to just say 
“these are like buying business supplies on some business supply website.” You can’t just put it 
out for bid and see who we get. Those that don’t get it may not be that cooperative. Based on our 
experience it’s not the end of the story, but it’s going to be interesting in the competitive world. 
The interconnection to what we do, and the impact they have...it’s going to be interesting. You 
and Elizabeth can find a new research project down the road. How did that work out? 
 
Marta: Yes, there is certainly plenty to look into.  
 
Terry: And again, don’t take that as “it won’t work,” but it’s a complicated endeavor to try on.  
 
Marta: Right, growing pains and stepping into the unknown.  
 
Terry: If people don’t come in and bid, what are you going to do about it? If people say that we 
can’t finish it for the price we bid…..it’s generally not a good idea to have an unfinished 
transmission line... 
 
Marta: Generally not. It seems like that is something most people want to avoid. What are some 
other facets of the building process that I should know about? 
 
Terry: Even though we thought we were sophisticated with scheduling...we’ve done this for a 
long time. When you try to do this on this scale, and you’re trying not to compete with our 
fellow CapX projects, you need plans that are more sophisticated than we thought. Do you ramp 
down at certain times? Sometimes projects had to get out of each other's way. That was a 
strength of CapX because you had 11 utilities, you had 4 big projects, you could move the pieces 
around, and yet I don’t think we knew what it took to do that. We moved suppliers, we changed 
suppliers commitments, we used the wherewithal….we’re big customers of these 
suppliers….they might say we can delay some things so CapX can move ahead, or vice versa. 
Commissioning crews juggling their schedules. I think that shows the power we had, and if 
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you’re a one-off developer, especially if you’re under the gun, competing against some other big 
project that’s got suppliers stressed to the max...that’s going to be hard to do.  
 
We were taking all the output of a big pole producer in Hager City, Wisconsin...at that time they 
were Thomas and Betts, and that factory was running for us. You start to think, if there had been 
a factory fire or something else, you’ve got to have plans that go that deep for what to do about 
it.  
 
I don’t know that we, even after due diligence, understood some of the risks that existed…..well, 
one plant can only do this because of this reason…..and yes, we have another plant, but it’s not 
really all that feasible to quickly move production to them. Things like that. We’d bring a lot 
more sophistication to that the second time around, and we didn’t do too bad the first time.  
 
Marta: In a few sentences, what are some of your biggest takeaways from the project? 
 
Terry: We’ve covered a lot of it, but early public involvement. Do it even though you don’t 
fully know what you’re doing. Hit that balance, get out there early, tell people what you know 
and don’t know. Robust planning--we talked about that enough. Have a solid plan, tell people 
where the holes are.  
 
Construction planning---take worst case scenarios and plug them in, have contingency plans, and 
don’t assume because things have gone well in the past, like a supply chain or labor, that things 
are going to go well in the future. 
 
If it's a collaboration like CapX, make sure you’re on solid footing for the operation. Make sure 
you really share the same objectives, and that everybody is prepared for some bumps in the road.  
 
Marta: What’s the greatest benefit you’ve seen to the group? 
 
Terry: For the group, it’s completing what the policymakers wanted done, and you’ll be a better 
judge by the time you’ve finished your interviews. We think we gave them a platform where 
transmission isn’t going to stand in their way for decisions on energy markets, renewable 
resources, reliability. We build something that durable, and the icing on it is that it was on-
schedule and on-budget. We didn’t hand them a debacle where things are so far off track you 
can’t get them out. Or like other kinds of infrastructure, the new cost is X-hundred percent of 
what was proposed….I think we did what we said we were going to do, and that makes it easier 
for everybody.  
 
Marta: Well, I’ll ask one last time….is there anything that I’ve missed asking you about? 
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Terry: No, you’re interview has been very comprehensive. I think the utilities have a lot more 
confidence working with each other on this scale. We’d always worked with each other. For 
instance, we had very complicated agreements because it was$2 billion dollars. Utilities were 
staking their reputation on it….reputation with outsiders. We’re all a lot more comfortable now, 
we think we could do this in a more streamlined way internally.  
 
That was a pretty thin layer, whether that internal streamlining means a lot in terms of cost or 
schedule….who knows. But when you end the day thinking, “I’m more comfortable working 
with you,” that's a good feeling.  
 
Marta: Yeah, it’s interesting. As you said earlier, you’re competitors, but you also collaborate. 
It’s a strange world to be in, and having that trust in each other and taking that leap of faith is 
big.  
 
I went to the substation energizing event in St. Cloud in May, and Will Kaul called CapX a 
“faith-based organization.” It’s clear that it was, and just taking that leap and being okay to swim 
in the same pool with everybody, I think the utilities and groups that are involved with this will 
be in a good position moving forward.   
 
Terry: Oh absolutely. I digress….we had 11 entities right from the early days, and we had to 
draft what would become these very complex agreements, and they are necessarily complex 
because you have different business structures, you’re trying to do something complex, you’ve 
got different projects. And so we needed help with that. The types of attorneys that help with this 
are called “project councils,” and we interviewed national firms to be our project counsel, and 
some of them are very sophisticated...and some of them were just shocked. They said “you’re 
trying to do this with 11 parties?” They said that an 11 party deal, and what you’re trying to do, 
we’ve never seen one before.  
 
I think you couldn’t underestimate the challenge, and you had to accommodate 11 parties. We 
probably didn’t hit as many speed bumps as we thought, but we hit different ones. And you had 
to have not only Will’s “faith-based” approach, but we had to have an overall structure and a 
formal contractual relationship with each other that could tolerate the speed bumps we had, and 
ones we missed, and that worked out. If you’d of had to stop and pick up the pieces, that 
wouldn’t have been good at any respect. Other stakeholders like regulators would have probably 
raised questions. I think we got it mostly right, and we learned a lot.  
 
Marta: I think this would be a great place to stop. Thank you for your time today.  
 
Terry: I think we covered a lot. I didn’t tell you a lot of anecdotal stories, but I think you will 
pick that up as you continue with your interviews.  


